Science and Religion: The Categorial Conflict


Science and religion seem to be in logical tension, and many have felt that tension throughout the modern era in the West.  Indeed, since science reformed itself in the early modern era under materialistic priorities and then progressed rapidly, religious thought has lost ground in many ways in modern Western civilization.  Curiously, according to a recent groundswell of opinion there is no real logical conflict after all.  This paper examines that denial and contends, on the contrary, that there are logical conflicts to be felt, the most important of which is between commitment to the philosophical categories of modern scientific thought and commitment to the philosophical categories of religious thought.  Our scientific beliefs and scientific concepts presuppose categorial commitments in the form of concepts and beliefs.  Similarly, religious beliefs and religious concepts presuppose a different and incompatible set of categorial commitments.  Even if our scientific and religious beliefs and concepts are not superficially in conflict, they can be and are in conflict on the categorial level.  Those who deny any conflict are not attending to the categorial level of science and of religion.  Failure to do so might make the conflict seem to disappear, but it remains.  Worse, if the conflict remains but is not noticed, then we will not be in a good position to identify it accurately and possibly even resolve it.

A growing number of well-known figures deny any logical conflict between science and religion.  For example, Langdon Gilkey has claimed that "to say that evolution 'excludes God' is...merely to say that it is a theory within natural science.  It is not to say that this theory is essentially atheistic or represents atheism.  It is because science is limited to a certain level of explanation that scientific and religious theories can exist side by side without excluding one another, that one person can hold both to the scientific accounts of origins and to a religious account, to the creation of all things by God...."
  Ian Barbour believes that science and religion are "complementary languages," complementary ways of analyzing the same reality from different perspectives.
  Barbour recently received the coveted Templeton award, in part for this as a major contribution toward the advancement of religion.
  According to John Polkinghorne, the most recent Templeton award winner, "Reality is a multi-layered unity.  I can perceive another person as an aggregation of atoms, an open biochemical system in interaction with its environment, a specimen of Homo sapiens, someone whose needs deserve my respect and compassion, a brother for whom Christ died.  All are true...and all mysteriously cohere in that person."  "Part of the case for theism," Polkinghorne contends, "is that in God the creator, the ground of all that is, these different levels find their lodging and their guarantee."
   The theologian John Haught concludes a recent book by saying, "The fundamental unity of science and religion...is most explicitly anticipated in the approach that I have been calling confirmation.  [This confirmation approach] suggests that science and religion, different though they may be, share a common origin in the remote and mysterious fountainhead of a simple human desire to know.  Both science and religion ultimately flow out of the same 'radical' eros for truth that lies at the heart of our existence.  And so, it is because of their shared origin in this fundamental concern for truth that we may never allow them simply to go their separate ways."
  It is all very well and good for people to try now to overcome the blind antagonism of the past that so often characterized the debate over science and religion.  But if we replace that blind antagonism with a false resolution, then we have accomplished little.


First of all, it is obvious that modern science and particular religions seem to be in conflict.  They clearly make differing factual claims about history and the natural world.  The creation story that begins the book of Genesis, if taken literally, conflicts with science on various points about the origin and development of the universe.  When religion conflicts with science on contingent, empirical, factual claims, people tend to agree that they should side with science and either reject or reinterpret (e.g., as symbolic) the conflicting religious claims.  Science forms its factual claims very carefully, as objectively as it can, on the basis of relevant data; and science asserts factual claims to be true only provisionally, holding itself open to their possible falsification.
  Often people have located the felt conflict between modern science and religion at the level of contingent, empirical, factual commitments, such as whether or not the earth is at the spatial center of the universe.  But even if there is no real conflict at that level, there still is real conflict; for, the most serious logical tension between modern science and religion is not, and has never been, at that level.   What other level is there?  That is the topic we must examine next.

I.  Empiricism and Non-Empirical Presuppositions


Ours is an age with a powerful empiricist bent.  People tend to think that the only beliefs that tell us about reality are empirical beliefs, ones that come more or less directly from our experience of the world.  Beliefs such as "our sun is some 93 million miles from Earth," "rabbits are eating the garden flowers," "there are ducks in the pond," and "most swans are white" are formed and given meaning only through relevant epistemic experiences--and are either true or false on the basis of experience.  People also tend to think that the only concepts that are of or about the real are empirical concepts, ones that come more or less directly from our experience of the world.  Concepts such as "red", "sweet", "father", and "eruption" are formed and given meaning only through relevant, epistemic experiences--and either are or are not applicable to the world on that basis.  Granted that for purposes of theory-formation in science we employ some concepts that are of unobservables.  But even in these cases, concepts such as “electron” and “gravity” are of measurable constituents of or causes of that which we can experience, and these concepts must help us explain and understand.  If we could not connect these concepts in the end to what we can experience, we would not take them to be meaningful, well-formed concepts in that context.

However, not all beliefs and concepts are empirical; not all can be empirical.  There are commitments in the form of beliefs and concepts that we bring to experience rather than form from experience.  These beliefs and concepts cannot be empirical, for they are presupposed by any empirical commitment.  If we had to form these non-empirical commitments from within experience, we would never be able to do it.  Not surprisingly, a logical conflict can arise between non-empirical commitments too.  Before saying more about the idea of non-empirical commitments, though, we need to address the issue of presupposition.  It is difficult to secure agreement that a commitment can presuppose other commitments while there is considerable confusion in intellectual circles about the nature of presupposition.

Necessarily either a given statement or its simple negation is true, but not both.  Aristotle spoke of this as a basic principle of non-contradiction.  For example, it must be that one and only one of these two statements is true: "Jupiter orbits a sun" and "Jupiter does not orbit a sun."  If I claim that Jupiter orbits a sun, I am thereby logically committed to the claim that Jupiter exists.  After all, if I claim that Jupiter does not exist, then my claim that it orbits a sun does not make much sense.  In the context of my claim that Jupiter does not exist, my claim that Jupiter orbits a sun might seem simply false.  But falsehood cannot be at issue here.   If it is false that Jupiter orbits a sun, then it is true that Jupiter does not orbit a sun.  The trouble is that my claim that Jupiter does not orbit a sun also commits me to the existence of Jupiter.  So, if I claim that Jupiter does not exist, then neither "Jupiter orbits a sun" nor "Jupiter does not orbit a sun" can be true.  And, of course, neither could be false.  Here the principle of non-contradiction seems to break down, and that indicates a logical problem of some sort.  It is reasonable to conclude that, in the context of the claim that Jupiter does not exist, neither "Jupiter orbits a sun" nor "Jupiter does not orbit a sun" can be true or false, i.e., they are not even meaningful claims in that context.  Commitment to "Jupiter exists" is a necessary precondition for the meaningfulness of both "Jupiter orbits a sun" and "Jupiter does not orbit a sun".  We may say that both of the latter claims presuppose the claim that Jupiter exists.  In general, then, commitment P stands in a logical relationship of presupposition to commitment Q if and only if Q is a necessary meaningfulness-condition of P.  With respect to anyone, if she holds a commitment P, and if P presupposes Q, then she is necessarily committed by logic to Q.
  

All of our empirical commitments carry presuppositions.  Some presuppositions of empirical commitments are other empirical commitments.  This was the case with "Jupiter orbits a sun" presupposing "Jupiter exists".  Other presuppositions of empirical commitments are radically different.  The claim that Jupiter orbits a sun further presupposes that physical objects are real.  But this claim that physical objects are real is not an empirical one.  How could we empirically discover that there are no physical objects?  For a sensory experience of an object to be veridical--versus hallucinatory, illusory, mistaken, or in some other way non-veridical--certain necessary conditions apply.  We must take the object we experience to be independent of the experience, to have a spatio-temporal location, and to be connected causally with other independent spatio-temporal objects.  Failure to meet any of these conditions leads us necessarily to discount the experience as non-veridical.  But the concept of a physical object just is the concept of a spatio-temporal object that stands in causal relationships with other spatio-temporal objects and that is independent of our experience of it.
  So, commitment to the concept of a physical object is a necessary meaningfulness-condition of our being able to draw the distinction between a veridical and a non-veridical sensory experience at all.  Any sensory experience of physical objects, then, presupposes the concept of physical object and the belief that physical objects are real.  Here the presupposition is a non-empirical commitment needed even in order to have sensory experience of physical objects in the first place.  The empirical commitment that “Jupiter orbits a sun” presupposes commitment to a basic metaphysical category that defines the real, the category of physical objects.  


In our empirical, anti-metaphysical age, we typically fail to acknowledge that our stock of commitments includes non-empirical ones, such as concepts and beliefs about the categories of the world.  Categories can be thought of as the necessary structures of the world, the way the world must be.  As such, they are not themselves one more item or feature or process in the world.  Just as “physical object” is a categorial concept, so too is the concept of causation.  We cannot empirically discover that the world has no causes, nor can we empirically discover an uncaused event, for we would not consider something to be real unless it was part of the causal nexus.  Take any experience of an object in front of you.  Say that you find that you can stick your hand through the place where that object seems to exist-- without any causal effect on your hand or on the object.  Say, too, that .the object has no causal effect on other objects that you take to be real, and that in turn they have no causal effect on it.  You could not take your experience of that object to be veridical, for your experience of that object fits the criteria for being non-veridical.  Causation, then, is a category of the real, for the concept of causation is part of the way we necessarily experience reality, know reality, and act within reality.  We contend, though will not defend it here, that a range of concepts are categorial, such as space, time, substance, person, action, fact, property, existence, event, possibility, necessity, negation, normativity, value, meaning, reason, truth, self, world, and reality.
  The beliefs that all events have causes, that physical objects have properties, and that knowledge involves reasons are examples of categorial beliefs.  We can empirically discover particular causal connections in the world, but we cannot empirically discover the principle that anything real causally affects and is causally affected by other real things.  If we did not have the a priori commitment to this principle that necessarily links reality and causation, we would not find it necessarily meaningful to look for specific causal connections between real things within experience.  But we do find it necessarily meaningful to look for specific causal connections between real things within experience, both in our ordinary understanding of the world and in our scientific understanding.

Our commitments about the basic categories of the world are foundational in our system of commitments.  We form empirical commitments to help us make sense of what we encounter in the world.  Categorial commitments, by contrast, are presupposed by our having a world in which we encounter items and features.  Categorial commitments are also presupposed by being a self and by forming empirical knowledge.  In other words, these are commitments we have simply by being a functioning human being, since our most basic and inescapable activities as humans carry presuppositions.  For this reason, categorial concepts and beliefs govern any possible world we could consider.
  Indeed, our categorial commitments define for us a world view, for they determine what we necessarily count as metaphysical and epistemological possibilities versus impossibilities; and the limits of what we take to be metaphysically and epistemologically possible (as against impossible) are the limits of what we necessarily take to be meaningful (versus meaningless) discourse.  So, there is another level of commitments, other than empirical ones.  There are non-empirical commitments in the form of categorial commitments.  Further, we necessarily have commitments about the categorial structure of the world, and our commitments about the categories are extremely important.  

II.  Categorial Presuppositions:  Science versus Religion


"In the last analysis," E. A. Burtt tells us, "it is the ultimate picture which an age forms of the nature of its world that is its most fundamental possession.  It is the final controlling factor in all thinking whatever.  And...the modern mind clearly has such a picture...."
  The ultimate picture of an age can be grasped best by eliciting the categorial presuppositions of that age.  These define its worldview, and its worldview governs the thought of the age.  First, we will sketch in broad strokes the story of our modern Western era and try to elicit its main categorial presuppositions.  Then we will sketch, again in broad strokes, the story of religion to try to elicit its main categorial presuppositions.  Then we can begin to determine if there is any logical conflict on the categorial level.  


The modern era in the West can be dated roughly from the 14th century, when the underlying values of the civilization began to shift to give priority, for the first time in history, to basic materialistic needs over basic humanistic needs.  Civilizations try to meet both, of course.  People need food, drink, shelter, and freedom from disease.  Just as basic to human survival and flourishing are the need for love, self-respect, a unified self, meaningful experiences and acts and relationships and work, a supportive community, a sense of purpose, and the like.  Once the governing value priorities of an era are set, the implications affect everything else.

With the new priority on meeting materialistic needs, the early modern West naturally became concerned with generating that knowledge and understanding that would help it meet materialistic needs.  Indeed, people in the West came to count as knowledge and understanding only those commitments that tell us about the world in a way that could (at least in principle) help meet the new priorities.  Materialistic needs can be met only by having the power over nature to use and manipulate it for one's own purposes.  So, the new knowledge people sought was that which would give them the power to use and manipulate nature for their own purposes; it would be knowledge that has an inherent technological orientation.  We can have power over only the physical dimension of things; only that can be used and manipulated for human purposes.  Reality came to be defined as the physical dimension of something.  And the only kind of experience that gives us data about the physical dimension of something is sensory experience.  Sensory experience came to be accepted as the only way we can gather data about the world and therefore the only source of knowledge of the world.  In other words, a worldview arose that supported the governing values of the modern West.  It took until the 1600s for philosophers to be able to articulate and try to defend that worldview.

But the early modern West faced a huge problem.  Previous civilizations in the West had given priority to humanistic needs and had generated primarily that sort of knowledge and understanding that would meet humanistic needs.  This humanistic knowledge and understanding was not geared primarily towards meeting materialistic needs, and so it could not serve as an existing body of knowledge that the early modern West could employ and build on.  Instead, intellectuals in the early modern West realized that they would have to reject or reinterpret the ways of thought they had inherited from previous civilizations and that they would have to build a new materialistic knowledge essentially from scratch.

They settled on science as an existing area of thought that could perhaps become the basis of the new materialistic knowledge.  But the science they inherited was a humanistically conceived science, so it had to be reconceived.  The Scientific Reformation that began in the 1400s and 1500s was the sustained attempt to re-form science along materialistic lines.  This project, unbelievably successful, necessarily took place within the new modern philosophical commitments.  Metaphysically, the new science acknowledged only physical reality; epistemologically, it acknowledged only sensory experience as an epistemic power.  In one sense, these modern philosophical commitments were not themselves scientific commitments.  They were not empirical truth-claims formulated within science about the physical world.  They were not the result of empirical discoveries, nor were they based on empirical discoveries; for, they determined what could count as an empirical discovery.
  So, in another sense they were scientific commitments, for they were philosophical presuppositions of modern Western science.  


When we describe, explain, or predict an event scientifically, we do two things simultaneously.  We assign to the event a place in the world using the concepts and laws of one or more scientific theories.  We also assign the event a place in the world; in other words, we are committed to the world view generated by those philosophical categories presupposed both by that scientific account and by the scientific method.  In other words, any scientific determination includes commitment to the scientific worldview as well as to scientific theory.  The scientific theories tell us about the particular place in the world for the event.  The categorial presuppositions of science delimit a world in which there is metaphysical room for the event even to have a place in the world that science tells us about.  Though the scientific account may be empirically confirmed or refuted, the categorial presuppositions of science cannot be.  As presuppositions of science, they are shared by all scientific theories and scientific disciplines.  These categorial commitments form what has been called the modern naturalistic worldview presupposed by modern science.  We submit that they include the categorial concepts of fact, event, naturalistic causation, substance, property, existence, and exemplification
  A crucial implication can now be drawn: modern science is not philosophically neutral, however much some people claim that it is or wish it to be.  From the beginning, it was structured according to materialistic values that gave it an inherent technological orientation, even in "pure science".  Notice that we judge a science qua science in great part by how much it makes possible a technological grasp of reality.  Even more importantly, modern science cannot become philosophically neutral.  Commitment to scientific method, to empirical scientific claims, and to scientific theories cannot be logically separated from commitment to the naturalistic philosophy that science presupposes—on pain of undermining the very meaningfulness of the scientific endeavor.  Naturalistic presuppositions are inherent in the conceptual system and methodology of modern science.  Modern science, therefore, is inherently naturalistic.


By contrast with naturalistic categories, the primary humanistic categories are value, normativity, and meaning--but also include person, reason, freedom, action, truth, knowledge, and teleological causation.  With our list of our knowledge-yielding powers restricted to sensory perception, apparent categories of normativity, value and meaning could not be real.  Sensory perception simply cannot directly or indirectly provide experiential data about (and therefore knowledge of) objective normative requirements, objective values, and objective meaning inherent in reality.  Nor does the experiential data from sensory perception presuppose humanistic categories.  As E. M. Adams puts it, "Modern science not only excluded statements that could not be confirmed or falsified by sensory data but also eliminated concepts from its conceptual system that could not be grounded in or validated by sensory experience.  It was on this basis that value concepts, the concept of normativity, and the concept of inherent structures of meaning -- the key humanistic concepts of lived experience and of the humanities -- had to be eliminated from the conceptual system of modern science."
  The end result is that our modern naturalistic world view does not allow room for humanistic categories.   


But our commitments so often challenge our naturalistic tendencies.  For example, we talk about organisms in humanistic ways.  We describe a person as ill, as not being the way a person ought to be, and so we use value language literally to describe something real.  We describe an encephalitic frog as deformed, as not being formed the way an organism of that kind ought to be formed, and here too we use value language literally to describe something real.   We talk about blood clotting for the purpose of stopping continued bleeding and about nerve fibers regenerating for the purpose of restoring our ability to use a body part.  In so doing, we explain the healing process as what ought to happen for the good of the organism.  We talk literally about the content of our experiences, about what we mean, about what we understand another person to be saying, about one statement being synonymous with another, about the meaning of someone's facial expression, about identifying a person's action, about the life we are living.  In so doing we use the language of meaning to describe and explain something real.


Over history, humans have developed entire ways of thought, humanistic areas of thought, designed to use humanistic concepts and principles to describe and explain and predict certain subject matters.  Furthermore, humans have developed formal, disciplined approaches to humanistic subject matters; these humanistic disciplines are designed to explore, refine, correct, systematize, and further our grasp of these subject matters.    


Unlike modern science, religion is inherently a humanistic way of thought.  It is designed to meet our humanistic needs for our lives to be (and to feel) meaningful and worthwhile.  It employs humanistic concepts and principles, so it presupposes humanistic categories, and so religion requires a humanistic worldview for it to be a meaningful area of thought and capable of yielding religious knowledge.  For example, religion presupposes humanistic categories of value and normativity, because religion is based on a commitment to an ultimate good, whether it be the end toward which the universe works or the process by which the universe unfolds
, and because religion is based on a commitment to an inherent normative requirement in humans.  Religion presupposes a teleological concept of causation, because religion provides an account of reality in which what happens ultimately works for (or can be made to work for) the good.  Religion also presupposes the category of personhood, for its full story would make no sense if there were not human beings, beings that are not solely biological organisms but that are inherently persons, with meaningful and worthwhile lives to live and with the full normative load of basic responsibilities and rights inherent in their personhood.  Religion presupposes the category of action; the religious stance would make no sense if persons (and--for the Jerusalem religions--if the Divine, in some sense
) were not agents, able to bring about the good in and through acts.  Acts are understood in terms of the intention of the agent, an intention that structures the act and gives it its identity; and an intention is "in" an act not physically but as an inherent structure of meaning.  Religion presupposes the categories of freedom and rationality, for personhood is impossible without the freedom to think, know, experience, and act according to reasons, and a reason is by nature something that makes another claim normatively more binding.  Religion presupposes knowledge, not simply because it claims to be an area of knowledge, but also because the religious story as it unfolds makes no sense if humans cannot act on, and cannot correct themselves on, the basis of knowledge.  Religion presupposes a categorial dimension of meaning, and not simply because the intention that in-forms an act is an inherent structure of meaning.  Religions tells us that Ultimate Reality can be in some sense understood, not in the sense of “explained” but perhaps more the way we understand a person or a book by reading the meaning “internal” to a person’s act and “internal” to a book.  Religion even tells us that people stand in an “internal” relationship to Ultimate Reality, a relationship involving the nature of Ultimate Reality and of one’s identity, and therefore a relationship that involves the inherent structure of meaning that is our identity.
  Religion tells us that the meaning of this relationship must be grasped in order to correctly grasp and order one’s identity and direct one’s life.


Modern science, with its reliance on a naturalistic philosophy, cannot acknowledge humanistic categories of value, normativity, teleological causation, action, knowledge, freedom, reason, meaning, and the like.  The naturalistic account, and the scientific account that presupposes it, presents a value-free world, with no real normative requirements to be found.  With no normative reality, there can be no teleological causality, only the “blind” causality of chance or necessity.
  With no teleological causality, reasoning cannot proceed teleologically, and therefore there can be no freedom through reasoning.  Nor can humans and other organisms have a telos that is causally active.  The naturalistic account, and the scientific account that presupposes it, also present a meaning-free world, with no inherent structures of meaning.  There can be events, but no agency.  Knowledge and reason are impossible, not simply because they involve teleological causality, but also because they involve reasons, which seem to be inherent structures of value and meaning.  Also, there can be no internal relationships with their inherent structures of meaning.  Naturalism involves a commitment to extentionalism, the doctrine that there are only “external” relationships, factual relationships that do not affect the identity of the relata.
  If naturalistic categories define the real, then humanistic categories do not even present real possibilities.  The meaningfulness of religious discourse as a whole is then necessarily called into question.  It is not only philosophical naturalism that is incompatible with religion of any kind, then; modern science, too, is incompatible with religion in general, for modern science is a meaningful enterprise only within a naturalistic worldview.
  

III.  Taking the Categorial Conflict between Science and Religion Seriously


We have already noted that some who deny any logical conflict between science and religion contend that science is a limited grasp of reality; they contend therefore that there is logical room for religion also to be about the real.  Some go so far as to contend that all the different ways of talking about reality can be unified at the level of reality grasped by religion.  But the science that we have generated in the modern era is logically tied to and necessarily governed by a naturalistic worldview.  From within our deeply entrenched naturalistic presuppositions, science cannot be a limited approach to reality but must be the approach to reality.  We have conceived of reality in a way that only modern empirical science can address.  It is neither an accident nor a surprise that science has gradually expanded its domain, until no apparent reality is beyond its purview.  Nor is it a surprise that religious thought has gradually lost ground intellectually, from its place at the apex of knowledge in the Medieval era to its displacement from the knowledge enterprise in the Modern era, for it is taken to tell us nothing about reality.  From within the naturalistic underpinnings of modern science, there can be no such thing as religious truth in any full-blooded sense.
  To be conceptually outside of science is necessarily to be outside of the knowledge enterprise in the first place. To hold that modern science is limited and that religion is another way, or a more comprehensive way, of getting at the real requires a philosophical way of rationally overturning naturalism.  One may not simply assert that science is limited.


Others who deny any logical conflict between science and religion, such as Barbour, seem to be influenced by Nelson Goodman's philosophical position that there is no Reality but only a variety of true worlds that we construct and that cannot be in conflict.  Religion and science, on this view, are equally legitimate and meaningful worlds and cannot be in conflict with each other, for they have their own satisfactory conceptual systems.
  In other words, there are only worldviews and no World for the worldviews to be responsible to.  But this attempt to skirt any conflict between science and religion will not work.  Surely it is the same self that traverses these different worldviews, on pain of either the fracturing of the self into multiple selves or else of the disintegration of the self into parts.  To have multiple selves is a sign of deep psychopathology.  A disintegrated self is not a self at all and is not capable of generating knowledge in a rationally responsible manner.  And if it is in any significant way the same self that moves through different worldviews, then there is something that places logical restrictions on the various worldviews so that they must fit together.  The self needs to have commitments that are consistent and correct; this is one of the mind's governing inner imperatives presupposed by the knowledge enterprise.  Any unified self could not have different worldviews, then, for the unity of the self requires the logical unity of one’s commitments, thus the logical unity of the worldviews.  The logical unity of the self and the logical unity of one's commitments about the world necessarily go together.


Still others contend that science is itself partly a faith-based enterprise, so that religion (properly understood) provides a necessary ground for science.  On this view, far from being in conflict, science and religion are quite compatible.   Haught contends that science is rooted “in a kind of a priori, tacit ‘faith’ that the universe is a rationally ordered totality of things…, that there is a real world ‘out there’,…that the human mind has the capacity to comprehend at least some of the world’s intelligibility,…[and] that reality will eventually yield to our desire to find in it the unity of some kind of order.”
  He holds that “religion’s claim that the universe is a finite, coherent, rational, ordered totality, grounded in an ultimate love and promise, provides a general vision of things that consistently nurtures the scientific quest for knowledge and liberates science from association with imprisoning ideologies.”
    Haught continues, “The word ‘God’ points us toward this mysterious meaning and promise, toward that which guarantees the world’s ultimate coherence and trustworthiness,” which leads him to conclude, “scientists can be theists…because their discipline thrives on the conviction that the world finally does make sense.” 
   He goes even farther:  “science has nothing to lose and everything to gain by rooting itself in religion’s fundamental vision of reality as an intelligible whole grounded in the ultimately trustworthy Being that [we] call by the name ‘God’.”
 


There are several problems with this way of denying logical conflict between science and religion.  First, while Haught is correct that science has a priori presuppositions about the world’s intelligibility and about our ability to discover that order, casting these presuppositions as matters of “faith” risks denying their logical character, fails to locate the reasons for acknowledging those presuppositions, and confuses philosophical a priori commitments with religious faith.  Second, religion is something quite different than “a confirmation of the faith assumptions out of which science springs” 
  Religion makes its own truth-claims about reality and carries its own presuppositions about categorial reality.  It requires commitment to ideas such as these:  the universe is inherently purposeful and inherently meaningful; the dynamics of the universe works to bring about what is good; the very contexts of meaningfulness and goodness in the universe are central to its intelligibility and order; and the objective contexts of meaning and value provide objective meaning and value to human beings and their lives.  In these religious commitments, the categorial commitments of religion are radically at odds with the categorial commitments of modern science.  The naturalistic presuppositions of modern science leave no logical room for acknowledging contexts of inherent meaning and inherent value that are needed for intelligibility.  That is why the language of science, even up to its highest theoretical claims, does not and cannot make literal reference to meaning and to purpose in order to make intelligible anything about the universe.  It is questionable whether the “faith assumptions” of science that Haught identifies are consistent with a naturalistic worldview.  Does a naturalistic worldview have room to acknowledge any a priori claims about reality?  Does it have room for concepts such as mind, intelligibility, comprehension, and rationality?  In any case, religion’s commitments about order and intelligibility are clearly inconsistent with a naturalistic worldview.  Contrary to Haught, then, science would have much to lose “by rooting itself in religion’s fundamental vision of reality.”  Science seemingly would have to lose its naturalistic presuppositions—but one could not strip science of its presuppositions without undermining the meaningfulness of modern science.  At the very least, science would lose the identity it has today.


We are not contending that scientists cannot be theists.  A scientist can have naturalistic commitments as a scientist and humanistic commitments as a person and/or as a religious follower.  One may well be able to compartmentalize one’s commitments in such a way that they do not confront each other, even if that does some violence to the integrity of one’s mind and to one's intellectual character.  But we are contending that a scientist qua scientist cannot be a theist and cannot subscribe to any religion’s account of self and world.  Haught is correct that science tries to make sense of the universe, but this is irrelevant for theism and for religion in general.  Haught is apparently unaware that the phrase “to makes sense of” is ambiguous.  Science constructs a meaningful interpretation of the universe; it makes sense of the universe by creating in our minds meaning about the universe.  It does not try to “make sense” of the universe by locating meaning in the universe, as religion does by appeal to an Ultimate Reality that is an ultimate context of inherent meaning.  This is just as true regarding any reliance on purpose to account for some or other aspect of the universe.  Religion accounts for reality in terms of the notion of purpose.  But purpose is outside of the scientific possibility space, and thus not available for a literal descriptive or explanatory account in science.  


Then there are those who contend that a science that is "wholistic" and/or "ecological" would be consistent with religion.  They claim that modern science is changing from atomistic explanations to wholistic explanations, from a mechanical description to an ecological description of reality.  For example, some believe that non-material realities somehow emerge out of material entities, features, or processes, much as water with its features emerges out of hydrogen and oxygen with their features that are not at all like water.  The idea seems to be that the traditional atomistic, bottom-up mode of analysis characteristic of modern science is insufficient for explaining a range of realities and that a top-down mode of explanation is required that will explain the parts in terms of the whole.  Or perhaps the idea is that something governed by one set of categories can arise from something governed by a different and more impoverished set of categories.
     


Two points are in order here.  First, within a naturalistic framework of thought, to the extent that science is beginning to employ wholism and an ecological model, they would have to be given interpretations consistent with a naturalistic philosophy, if possible.  Second, to the extent that science really is beginning to employ humanistic modes of thought in the conceptual system it uses to describe and explain and predict, what is changing is not so much science but our underlying philosophical presuppositions.  Whether that is happening is a matter of debate.  But to claim that religion and science are now not in conflict due to a change of this sort in science misses the level at which the conflict might be playing itself out.  Why would our basic, underlying, philosophical presuppositions change?  They haven't changed for centuries.  If they are changing, is it a blind process of change?  If there are reasons that justify the change, we are back to a need for a reasoned philosophical overturning of naturalism.  

IV.  Towards a Resolution of the Categorial Conflict


The crucial question is whether or not there are rational grounds for rejecting modern scientific naturalism in favor of a modern realistic humanism.  Science may have an advantage over religion when it comes to conflicts between them over empirical beliefs; but where the conflicts between them are over categorial commitments, science does not have the advantage.  Is there a way to adjudicate between naturalistic and humanistic categories?  Surely, any worldview must be internally consistent, on pain of being untenable.  If the naturalistic worldview turns out to be inconsistent with its own categories, then that dooms it.  So, are there reasons to believe that the naturalistic worldview of modern science is internally flawed?  There seem to be good categorial grounds for faulting modern scientific naturalism.   Naturalism purports to be a philosophical theory, indeed a true philosophical theory.  It purports to be a reasoned position, employing reasons that normatively require us to accept that theory.  It purports to present philosophical knowledge.  But its own categories do not allow for the possibility of reasons, normativity, or knowledge.  Its own categories do not allow for the possibility of freedom and agency, including the free acts of working out, stating and defending naturalism.  Nor do its own categories allow it to make sense of science, which involves theories, reasoning, knowledge, and the very actions involved in doing science.  Its own categories do not allow even for the possibility of theories, for a theory is a structure of meaning.  Only something with a structure of meaning, and not solely a factual structure, can be expressed and not merely described and reported, can be translated from thought into language or from one language to another, can be well reasoned or poorly reasoned, true or false, consistent or inconsistent with a theory or with data.  Naturalism’s own categories do not allow for the possibility of itself, for a theory can be generated and expressed only by a mind freely and cannot be produced deterministically, statistically, or randomly by brain activity.  For similar reasons naturalism cannot make sense of the very sensory experience it takes to be epistemic.  Sensory experience involves a subject who has an experience of an object.  And not surprisingly, naturalism has had severe troubles accounting for the notions of a subject and of an experience.  Subjectivity, the realm of the mental, does not square with a worldview that acknowledges (in the end) only physical objects, features, and processes.  An experience, as with a theory, seems more to be a structure of meaning than a factual event.  Naturalism runs into insolvable logical perplexities, because naturalism’s claims and its presuppositions necessarily conflict.  If the naturalistic presuppositions are true, naturalism cannot even be meaningful.  If it is meaningful, then naturalistic presuppositions must be false; its true presuppositions are humanistic.  Indeed, it seems that humanistic presuppositions are unavoidable in principle, for they are presuppositions of knowledge, experience, thought, action, and selfhood.  Only a humanistic worldview can avoid being inconsistent with its own presuppositions.


Some naturalists are willing to reject the claim that naturalism is a true philosophical theory, claiming that it can be judged only on whether it helps pragmatically with human survival.   No doubt, knowledge of how to manipulate the physical world helps with survival; the question is if a naturalistic philosophy does too.  There are many indications that the naturalistic worldview is destructive and self-destructive.  There is growing recognition that our naturalistic commitments engender feelings of pointlessness, meaninglessness, despair, anxiety, as well as an intellectual schizophrenia in which people have incompatible commitments to a humanistically understood self and a naturalistically understood world.  Naturalism leads to a more and more systematic denial of the legitimacy of requirements and forms per se, leading to the degeneration of customs, institutions, rules, laws, habits, and principles, with a resulting increase in chaos and even barbarism.  There is a growing awareness that something is fundamentally wrong with our modern Western civilization.  Life has an increasingly negative feel to it, undercutting the inner strength needed to live and to overcome life's problems.  To the extent that people accept a naturalistic account of human beings, they come to view humans and even themselves as objects to be manipulated.  Alienation and self-alienation have been increasing, as has moral confusion, moral failure, and anomie.  Economic materialistic priorities subvert the unity and vitality of communities, families, and the identities of persons.  Our naturalistic approach is leading to ecological disaster on a scale that could destroy humanity.  This indictment of naturalism certainly squares with the overarching judgment, found in the arts and in a wide range of cultural critics of modernity, about life lived under a naturalistic worldview.
  


Even if these criticisms of naturalism are all on target, rejecting naturalism does not by itself solve the problem, for we would need an alternative.  We would need a worldview based on humanistic categories, that is, a philosophical humanism.  The modern epistemological commitment that only sensory experience gives us data about the world, and the modern metaphysical commitment that reality is that which categorially has only a factual structure, undid humanistic philosophical and empirical commitments.  But it is high time to subject those modern presuppositions to criticism, not by denying that sensory experience is epistemic and that factual structures are real, but by determining if there are other epistemic powers and other categorial dimensions of reality that naturalism has denied.   In determining this, the task will be to avoid naturalistic bias and to succeed at a fresh reexamination of these issues.
  Is there a good enough philosophical basis for reconceiving our worldview humanistically?   If humanistic presuppositions are in fact unavoidable, then that would seem to force us intellectually toward developing a humanistic worldview.   This need not and should not involve going back in time to the humanistic worldview of a previous civilization.  Indeed, any attempt to recycle the past cannot succeed.  Only a new humanistic synthesis will suffice, one that does not deny or reject the tremendous gains of the modern West.  In such a worldview, there are two clear possibilities for science.  One is to treat science as a way to gain a categorially limited grasp of reality that is nevertheless helpful for meeting materialistic needs.  The other is to reconceive science humanistically; this would amount to another fundamental scientific reformation, one that would recreate a humanistic science.
  Both would produce a science that is categorially compatible with religion, either by acknowledging the categorial limitations of a materialistic science or by generating a humanistic science that shares the same categories as religion.  These are essentially the strategies that religion employs to make room for scientific truths.  One can take such truths as they are, contending that they stand in need of a fuller humanistic account of reality; or one can take refuse to take those truths as they are, contending that they stand open to reinterpretation in humanistic language.  So, there can be a new relationship--a logical compatibility--between science and religion, but only on the ground of a humanistic worldview.  And it is this real possibility for a true resolution that is obscured by simply denying the modern logical tension between science and religion.    
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�In this paper, I draw on and develop some ideas that E. M. Adams expressed in a brief paper entitled "Is Science Really Compatible with Religion?" in The Ecozoic Reader 2 (Spring 2002): 27-32.   I am grateful both to Dr. Adams and to The Ecozoic Reader for permission to develop further these ideas here and to share them with a wider audience.
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� On the other hand, in more recent writings, Barbour has claimed that "we need philosophical categories to help us unify scientific and theological assertions in a more systematic way," a position more in line with ours. See his Religion in an Age of Science, (New York: HarperCollins Publishers, Inc., 1990); reprinted as "Ways of Relating Science and Religion", in Religion and the Natural Sciences, 27.
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�See Seth Holtzman, A Reexamination of Presupposition, doctoral dissertation, May 1997, UNC-Chapel Hill.   A note about terminology:  we use "presupposition" to refer both to the logical relationship and to one member of the relationship, namely, the commitment that is presupposed.  This is not different than our use of both “implication” and “entailment” to refer to a relationship as well as one of the relata.  


The presupposition relationship is a logical relationship in that it tells us what anyone is committed to under certain circumstances.  It is normative in the way that logic is normative.  It is not a so-called "pragmatic" relationship; what commitments a person happens to have, or can be expected to have, in a conversation is not at issue. 
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�Ibid.   We may distinguish between metaphysical (or ontological) categories such as that of physical object, epistemological categories such as that of a reason, and semantic categories such as that of truth. 
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�E. A. Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science, Revised Edition, (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1954), p.17 





�I am relying here particularly on those analyses of culture that look to the governing presuppositions of an age to explain the developments in that age, such as A. N. Whitehead's Science and the Modern World (New York: The Free Press, Macmillan Pub. Co., 1948), Morris Berman's The Reenchantment of the World (New York: Bantam Books, 1984), E. A. Burtt's The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science, op. cit., and E. M. Adams' Philosophy and the Modern Mind (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1985).     





�Various philosophers of science have spoken of commitments that govern what even counts as an empirical discovery.  Kuhn says that “a paradigm is a criterion for choosing…[which] problems...the community will admit as scientific,” and he contends that there is a degree of incommensurability between the old and new paradigms, such that “the proponents of competing paradigms practice their trades in different worlds.”  See Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd ed., enlarged (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1970), pp.28, 150.  While Kuhn has been unwilling to identify paradigms with (sets of) presuppositions, Toulmin notes, “the intellectual function of Kuhn’s ‘paradigms’ is precisely that of Collingwood’s ‘absolute presuppositions’.”  Toulmin himself acknowledges what he calls “ideals of natural order”, which he identifies as “presuppositions…that the specific concepts and questions of [science] depend for their meaning.”  See Stephen Toulmin:  “Does the Distinction between Normal and Revolutionary Science Hold Water?”, in Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, ed. Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), p.40; and “Conceptual Change and the Problem of Relativity”, in Critical Essays on the Philosophy of Collingwood, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), p.205.  Lastly, Harold I. Brown speaks of “pragmatic propositions that "state fundamental presuppositions which control scientific research in a given era.”  He contends that pragmatic propositions, as presuppositions, are “protected” from empirical disconfirmation (though not because they are analytic in any ordinary sense), and are “constitutive of research and experience”, determining research paths and possibilities and shaping what counts as scientific data.  See his “Paradigmatic Propositions”, American Philosophical Quarterly 12 (1975): 85ff. 





�Adams, "Is Science Really Compatible with Religion?", 29. 





�Yet John Haught, op. cit., p.22, says, "Most criticisms of science fail to acknowledge that at root science flows out of a simple, humble desire to know.  We must distinguish this fundamental longing for truth from other human desires--such as the will to pleasure, power, or security--that place science in servitude to impulses that have nothing to do with truth-seeking."  Here, clearly, Haught appears ignorant of modern cultural history, for what separates modern science from pre-modern science, what led to what some historians have called the Scientific Reformation in the 1400s and 1500s, was exactly the shift in priorities to pleasure, power and security.  And those dominant values in modern culture gave rise to a change in the very conception of knowledge and of truth.  In other words, modern thought has made of these "impulses" a basis for truth; they are not separable from our modern conception of truth.  Our modern conception of truth and knowledge is naturalistic.  It is fine for Haught to want to reconceive truth and knowledge.  We would support just that effort.  But it is deeply misguided, and flies in the face of cultural history, the history of modern science, and the history of modern philosophy, to claim that the "impulses" of pleasure, power, and security have nothing to do with truth-seeking.  


 


� Adams, "Is Science Really Compatible with Religion?", 30. 





	�Perhaps one might claim that Deism does not fit this bill, for Deism held that there is no Divine reality active in the evolution of the universe either as a process or as an end.  Frankly, it is questionable whether Deism should count as a religion at all; it was more an untenable attempt to hang onto both the notion of a Divine and the new science at the same time.  But Deists acknowledged a Divine that is real and that was active in the creation of the universe at its beginning.  They acknowledged that the Divine is good and that the Divine act of creation was free.  They acknowledged that there was a non-natural aspect to the creation of the universe.  And in so doing, their position presupposes humanistic categories such as normativity, value, action, freedom, and so on.





	�Peacocke, op. cit., p.331, says, "Where the Christian theist differs from the sociobiologist, as such, is in his affirmation of God as 'primary cause' or ground of being of the whole evolutionary process and, indeed, of God as the agent in, with, and under this process of creation through time." 





	� An internal relationship is a relationship that is “internal” to the very identity of a thing.  In an internal relationship, if we eliminate or change the relationship that X stands in to Y, we change the nature of either X, Y, or both.  For example, the natural social relationship of father-to-daughter is one in which the identity of both people is changed or shaped by the existence and character of the relationship.   Or take the relationship of presupposition and the example we cited earlier about Jupiter.  In the context of Jupiter existing, “Jupiter orbits a sun” is a meaningful statement (whether true or false).  While in the context of there being no Jupiter, “Jupiter orbits a sun” is not a meaningful statement; its very identity as a statement is undermined.  If our relationship to Ultimate Reality were not one in which Ultimate Reality in some sense supports and advances life, intelligence, and humanity, we would have no metaphysical grounding for the faith needed even to live a life, much less the faith needed to seek knowledge, including scientific knowledge.


 


	�Some people would take issue with our analysis of the humanistic categories of religion.  They would claim that our analysis covers at best the Jerusalem religions of the West.  They mistakenly believe that some religions are, and even claim to be, fully compatible with modern science.  This is especially true regarding Eastern religions, although we might point out that it could apply to modern process theology.


	Whether or not each of the points in our analysis applies to every religion, we are characterizing nothing less than religion per se.   Take a few, brief, obvious examples.  The Tao of the Taoists is the overarching way that all things ought to be.  Buddhism claims that through certain practices a person can and should reach a state of nirvana in which one recognizes that one’s self is part of Atman, an Ultimate reality beyond the reality of the physical universe.  Hinduism claims that even though there is a unbreakable cycle of reincarnation, Karma is compatible with free will, so that humans should aim for the highest values in their lives.   Primitive religions tend to acknowledge spirits or at least a Great Spirit. 


	All religions are conceived of in humanistic terms; it is religion in general (and not this or that one) that presupposes humanistic categories and therefore a humanistic world view.  When a religion seems to be, or even claims to be, compatible with the findings of science, that is simply a way that the religion maintains in the end that the physical universe scientifically conceived should be understood as a manifestation or creation of a Divine ultimate reality.  In other words, the religion would at least imply that science is not the last word about reality. 





�Richard Dawkins provides the following reason why forest trees are so tall: "The short answer is that all the other trees are tall, so no one tree can afford not to be.  It would be overshadowed it if did.  This is essentially the truth, but if offends the economically minded human.  It seems so pointless, so wasteful.  When all the trees are the full height of the canopy, all are approximately equally exposed to the sun, and none could afford to be any shorter.  But if only they were all shorter, if only there could be some sort of trade-union agreement to lower the recognized height of the canopy in forests, all the trees would benefit.  They would be competing, but they would all have 'paid' much smaller growing costs to get into the canopy.  The total economy of the forest would benefit, and so would every individual tree.  Unfortunately, natural selection doesn't care about total economies."  From The Blind Watchmaker,  (New York: W. W. Norton & Company and Sterling Lord Literistic, Inc., 1986) p.184; reprinted in Evolution Extended: Biological Debates on the Meaning of Life, ed. Connie Barlow (Boston: MIT Press, 1994), p.81. 





�In an external relationship, eliminating or changing a relationship that X stands in with Y affects the identity or nature of neither X nor Y.  For example, a computer stands in a spatial relationship to my desk, but we could eliminate or change that spatial relationship without my computer or my desk changing into something else and without my computer or my desk ceasing to exist.  In modern science, under its naturalistic presuppositions, extentionalism goes hand-in-hand with atomism, the view that any larger whole is composed of and can be analyzed into its atomistic parts.  All relationships that an atom stands in to other atoms are external; the atoms remain the same whatever their relationships to each other and to other things.  (Of course, the atomistic elements in modern physics are quarks and the like, well below the level of physical atoms.  Whatever the most basic elements of physical matter are, they would function as “atoms” for purposes of fundamental description and explanation.) 


	


� Arthur R. Peacocke quotes Karl E. Peters as saying, "evolutionary naturalism may be described as follows: First, the realm of nature is all there is; there is no supernatural in the sense of a realm of knowable reality totally other than that which is open to some possible interpretation of every-day experience by some possible scientific theories.  Second, nature is dynamic; it evolves.  Change is not merely an appearance or an indication of a second-class reality but is essential to the way things are.  Third, at least at the level of life, the evolution of nature is best understood by updated Darwinian mechanisms: a continuing inheritance by the replication of major bodies of information; continual, essentially random, small variation of these informational systems; and environmental selection pressures favoring the reproduction of some variations over others and thus modifying in small steps the information heritage."  From Peters' article in Zygon 15 (1980): 213.  Peacocke goes on to reject Peters' first claim but accept his second and third claims, saying that an "evolutionary naturalism defined in terms of these two claims "is not by itself definitive of any particular theistic or atheistic position."  In his God and the New Biology, (New York: HarperCollins, 1986; reprinted as "God and the Selfish Genes" in Religion and the Natural Sciences, 330).  We have already challenged the attempt to accept modern science and to deny its naturalistic philosophy.  We have also found reason to reject Peacocke's claim that modern science is neutral with regard to theism.





�Peacocke, 332, says, "theologians will (or should, in my view) first want to ask questions about the truth of religious notions, regardless of the [pragmatic] contribution of religion to the survival of human culture(s).  And one could argue that it is the ultimate commitment to the truth which is in God and Jesus the Christ that characterises the Christian faith without regard to survival calculations...."





�Gilkey and Polkinghorne are joined by Peacocke, 331, who says, "The scientifically reductionist account has a limited range and needs to be incorporated into a larger theistic framework that has been constructed in response to questions of the kind, Why is there anything at all? and What kind of universe must it be if insentient matter can evolve naturally into self-conscious, thinking persons? and What is the meaning of personal life in such a cosmos?  Scientists per se are unlikely to seek such incorporation, but at least they may be prepared to recognize that the scientific method is not of the kind that can be directed to answering such questions."


John Haught, p.22, says, "I consider science to be a modest but fruitful attempt to grasp empirically, and as much as possible with mathematical clarity, some small part of the totality of reality.  Any pretensions to omniscience such as we find in scientism are not a part of science at all."  He chastises Brian Appleyard for not accepting this point.  But our analysis concludes that it is Haught who fails to grasp the categorial presuppositions of modern science, with their “scientistic” implications for the scope of science.


Figures as diverse as Holmes Rolston, III, in Genes, Genesis and God (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), Morris Berman in The Reenchantment of the World (Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1981; reprinted by Bantam, 1984), and Oliver Sacks in The Man Who Mistook His Wife for a Hat, (New York: Harper & Row, 1987) at least have recognized the naturalistic underpinnings of natural science and attempted in their own ways to argue that science needs to be reconceived in a non-naturalistic way. 





�Ways of Worldmaking (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett Pub. Co., 1978). 





	�Haught, 23.





	�Ibid., 22. 





	�Ibid., 24. 





	�Ibid., 22. 





	�Ibid., 23.





�For example, John Haught puts in this way:  "In [Michael] Polanyi's philosophy of nature the universe is an emergent hierarchy of discontinuous 'levels' in which the higher 'in-dwell' and rely upon but are not totally explicable in terms of the lower....  Polanyi's theories are finding unexpected support from science itself--in the form of a new emphasis on the role of information in the constitution of things.  In terms of Polanyi's thought each higher level of phenomena can be understood as consisting of organizational or informational principles which 'harness' the lower levels, informing them with a pattern or order that cannot be derived from or explained by analysis of the physical components alone.  The lower levels are necessary but not sufficient for the successful performance of the higher.  The failure of the lower can account for the failure of the higher, but the successful achievements of the higher (whether a snail's crawling or a person's writing an essay) cannot be accounted for simply on the basis of the deterministic movements of molecules."  In his article "There's More to Adam than Atoms" The Washington Post Outlook, Sunday, March 15, 1987, page C3; reprinted as "Is Human Life only Chemistry?" in Religion and the Natural Sciences, 340.


Sallie McFague contrasts the traditional mechanical model in science with a new "organic or evolutionary, ecological" model in science, saying, "whereas in the mechanistic model entities are separated dualistically and hierarchically, in the organic model...all entities are considered to be subjects as well as objects, to have intrinsic value as well as instrumental value." In her Models of God (Fortress Press, 1987); reprinted as "A Holistic View of Reality" in Religion and the Natural Sciences, 360.





�E. M. Adams says, "Philosophers have made heroic efforts to reduce the humanistic universe of discourse to the scientific or to explain away all apparent humanistic truth-claims that would be a logical challenge to the scientific worldview."  In "Is Science Really Compatible with Religion?", 32.





� See, for example, W. T. Jones, The Sciences and The Humanities: Conflict and Reconciliation (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1965), especially chapter 1; Richard Weaver, Ideas Have Consequences (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948, reprinted, Midway Books, 1976), especially chapter 1; Marshall Berman, All That Is Solid Melts Into Air (Penguin Books, 1988); Stephen Kern, The Culture of Time and Space: 1880-1918 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1983), especially chapter 7; Robert M. Bellah et al., Habits of the Heart (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1985); Lionel Trilling, Beyond Culture (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1979), especially "On the Teaching of Modern Literature"; and Robert Jay Lifton, The Protean Self (New York: Basic Books, 1993, just to name a few.





	� The criteria that justify our taking sensory perception to be a form of epistemic experience of reality seem to justify our taking some of our other powers to be epistemic.  Adams puts it this way:


Just as with sensory perception, it seems clear that emotive experiences, reflective awareness, and expression perception or perceptual understanding, the experiences in which value and meaning are grounded, have their identity and unity in terms of their semantic content and logical form, that is, in terms of what is semantically in them as distinct from what is existentially in them and in terms of the grammatical form of the language in which they are expressible.  Furthermore, as with sensory perception, it makes sense to speak of such experiences as translatable into sentences, and it makes sense to say that these experiences mean what the sentences that articulate them mean and that these experiences have the logical form these sentences have.  And [as with sensory perception] it makes sense to speak of these other modes of experience as standing in logical relationships, as making truth-claims, and as veridical, illusory, or hallucinatory.  All of this indicates that these experiences are knowledge-yielding, and it follows from these considerations that our value, normative, and meaning concepts that are grounded in these knowledge-yielding modes of experience have ontological significance and should be included in our descriptive/explanatory conceptual systems and thus included in our metaphysical view of the world. (In "Is Science Really Compatible with Religion?",  31-2.)


For a detailed analysis of his position on these matters, see E. M. Adams, Philosophy and the Modern Mind (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1975; reprinted, Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1985), pp.77-201; and The Metaphysics of Self and World, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1991), pp.34-91.


Frederick Burnham, discussing David Scott’s book entitled Education as Transformation: Religious Pluralism, Spirituality, and a New Vision for Higher Education, notes that “Scott, a chemist and Christian, maintains ‘we need a new epistemology which will be more integrative across all areas of knowledge, including religion and spirituality…’  [Scott] argues that the Enlightenment epistemology produced an ‘enormous fragmentation of knowledge with a concomitant lost of a coherent perspective.’  Scott views the postmodern critique of the Enlightenment as a ‘transitory phase’ and argues that we are ‘on a journey to a trans-modern philosophy which will construct a new worldview [through] the unification of scientific, ethical, aesthetic, and religious intuitions.’  ‘The times have never been more propitious’, he maintains, ‘for such transdisciplinary thinking.’”  In “A Modest Proposal on Things that are Knowable”, Research News & Opportunities in Science and Theology 2 (June 2002) 26.  





�Adams, "Is Science Really Compatible with Religion?", p.32. 
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