HAS SCIENCE DISPROVED CHRISTIANITY?

The Reason for God

John Tung, September 20, 2009

I.
Introduction

II.
The Reason For God, Chapter 6 Review: “Science Has Disproved Christianity”

“My scientific training makes it difficult if not impossible to accept the teachings of Christianity,” said Thomas, a young Asian medical resident. “As a believer in evolution, I can’t accept the Bible’s prescientific accounts of the origin of life.”

“And the Bible is filled with accounts of miracles” added Michelle, a med student. “They simply could not have happened.”

The most prominent scientific difficulties skeptics have with Christianity are _____________ and ____________.  This is most likely what they mean when they say science has disproved Christianity.

How does Keller answer this skepticism?

A.
Aren’t miracles scientifically impossible?

B.
Isn’t science in conflict with Christianity?

C.
Doesn’t evolution disprove the Bible?

III.
Discussion in small groups (groups of 4 people, select one person to be the facilitator of the discussion questions and select one person to be the reporter for the group)

A. Keller says that the purpose of miracles is not to impress but to heal the world and restore the natural order (95-6).  What does he mean by this?  Do you agree with it or not?

B. Keller says on page 88 that: “Ian Barbour lays out four different ways that science and religion may be related to each other: conflict, dialogue, integration, and independence.”  Explain briefly each one and then discuss which view is the one you are most comfortable with and why.

IV.
Class discussion

V.
Conclusion

HAS SCIENCE DISPROVED CHRISTIANITY?

Teacher’s Notes

John Tung, September 20, 2009

Opening question – 10 mins. – more lighthearted

Review of chapter – 15 mins. – not an easy chapter to understand, and there are differing views among Christians, plus evolution is such a big and wide-ranging topic, hard for an ordinary Christian to have studied many of its aspects.  So we will have to settle for some basic issues.

Discussion in small groups – 20 mins. – go over instructions for small group discussions

Class discussion – 10 mins. – should be pretty interesting, maybe controversial or wild!

Conclusion – 5 mins.

I.
Opening Question: When you were in school, were you a science/math kind of person, or were you a humanities/arts kind of person? (10 mins.)

II.
Chapter Review - The Reason For God, chapter 6, “Science Has Disproved Christianity”

“My scientific training makes it difficult if not impossible to accept the teachings of Christianity,” said Thomas, a young Asian medical resident. “As a believer in evolution, I can’t accept the Bible’s prescientific accounts of the origin of life.”

“And the Bible is filled with accounts of miracles” added Michelle, a med student. “They simply could not have happened.”

The most prominent scientific difficulties skeptics have with Christianity are evolution and miracles.  These are most likely what they mean when they say science has disproved Christianity.

How does Keller answer this skepticism? (This also serves as a summary for those who didn’t read the book or a review for those who did read the book.)

A.
Aren’t miracles scientifically impossible?

Presupposition of science is that anything occurring in the world can be accounted for only in terms of other naturalistic causes.   But this cannot be proven.   You cannot prove the statement: “No supernatural cause for any natural phenomenon is possible” (86).

Also, if there is a God, then why can’t God do miracles? (86).

“To be sure that miracles cannot occur you would have to be sure beyond a doubt that God didn’t exist, and that is an article of faith.  The existence of God can be neither demonstrably proven or disproven” (86).

B.
Isn’t science in conflict with Christianity?

Depends on the extent of claims that science wants to make.  How much territory it wants to claim.  Also depends on what model one takes regarding the relationship between science and Christianity: conflict, dialogue, integration, and independence.  (I might say that on some issues it is conflict (for ex. man came about from evolution of lower forms of life), on some it’s dialogue (ex., how does evolution work?), and on some it might be independence: is there life on other planets?)

Keller would say it has to do with what do you mean by evolution.  If you mean evolution as a biological mechanism for change, it might be compatible with Christianity, but if you mean evolution as “philosophical naturalism,” then it is incompatible with Christianity.

“Evolutionary science assumes that more complex life-forms evolved from less complex forms through a process of natural selection.  Many Christians believe that God brought about life this way.  For example, the Catholic church, the largest church in the world, has made official pronouncements supporting evolution as being compatible with Christian belief.  However, Christians may believe in evolution as a process without believing in ‘philosophical naturalism’ – the view that everything has a natural cause and that organic life is solely the product of random forces guided by no one.  When evolution is turned into an All-encompassing Theory explaining absolutely everything we believe, feel, and do as the product of natural selection, then we are not in the arena of science, but of philosophy” (87).

Francis Collins, The Language of God, is a believer “in evolution as biological mechanism, but who rejects philosophical naturalism” (88).
What do you believe regarding evolution?

Cosmological evolution (origin of universe) 

Evolutionary history of life (origin of life evolution) – “The current scientific consensus is that the complex biochemistry that makes up life came from simpler chemical reactions, but it is unclear how this occurred.[188] Not much is certain about the earliest developments in life, the structure of the first living things, or the identity and nature of any last universal common ancestor or ancestral gene pool.[189]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Evolution" \l "cite_note-189" [190] Consequently, there is no scientific consensus on how life began, but proposals include self-replicating molecules such as RNA,[191] and the assembly of simple cells.[192]” (Wikipedia on “Evolution”)
Biological evolution (developments of living organisms)

Sociobiological evolution

Social evolution. Pope says there are many theories of evolution.

C.
Doesn’t evolution disprove the Bible?

In terms of the creation account of Gen. 1, 2.  Keller might answer: “No, it’s not a settled issue.”



Conflict model - Creation science

Independence model - God was the primary cause in beginning the world and after that natural causes took over

Central positions: dialogue, integration - God created life and then guided natural selection to develop all complex life-forms from simpler ones

There are different views among Christians of how creation occurred.  

Depends on how we see the literary genre of the Bible.  If Gen. 1 is poetical, and Gen. 2 is historical, then “days” can interpreted in other ways than literally (93). (he uses Exodus 14/15 and Judges 4/5 to support his argument.  But in both of these cases, the first chapter is the literal, and the second is the poetical, not the other way around as he says about Gen. 1/2.

“What can we conclude?  Since Christian believers occupy different positions on both the meaning of Genesis 1 and on the nature of evolution, those who are considering Christianity as a whole should not allow themselves to be distracted by this intramural debate.  The skeptical inquirer does not need to accept any one of these positions in order to embrace the Christian faith.  Rather, he or she should concentrate on and weigh the central claims of Christianity (such as the person of Christ, the resurrection, …)” (94).

Maybe this can be a third small group discussion question: “What do you think about Keller’s plea for focusing on the central tenets of the Christian faith, while allowing debates of evolution to go on?  Is a position that will be accepted by inquiring skeptics?

III.
Discussion in small groups (groups of 4 people, select one person to be the facilitator of the discussion questions and select one person to be the reporter for the group)

A. Keller says that the purpose of miracles is not to impress but to heal the world and restore the natural order (95-6).  What does he mean by this?  Do you agree with it or not?

B. Keller says on page 88 that: “Ian Barbour lays out four different ways that science and religion may be related to each other: conflict, dialogue, integration, and independence.”  Explain briefly each one and then discuss which view is the one you are most comfortable with and why.

IV.
Class discussion

V.
Conclusion

II.
Definition of “science” (dictionary.com)

1.
A branch of knowledge or study dealing with a body of facts or truths systematically arranged and showing the operation of general laws: the mathematical sciences.

It comes from the Latin word “scientia,” “to know”

In this sense, “theology” is a science too – the logic of God – systematic theology.  “Hermeneutics” is “The science of studying the Bible.”
2.
Systematic knowledge of the physical or material world gained through observation and experimentation.
Assumptions of Science

What assumptions does science make?

1.
That things can only be caused by other _____________ causes. 

John Macquarrie writes, ‘Science proceeds on the assumption that whatever events occur in the world can be accounted for in terms of other events … just as immanent and this-worldly. [So] … Miracle is irreconcilable with our modern understanding of both science and history” (85).
“Macquarrie is quite right to assert that, when studying a phenomenon, the scientist must always assume there is a natural cause. That is because natural causes are the only kind its methodology can address. It is another thing to insist that science has proven that there can’t be any other kind. There would be no experimental model for testing this statement: ‘No supernatural cause for any natural phenomenon is possible.’ It is therefore a philosophical presuppositions and not a scientific finding. Macquarrie’s argument is ultimately circular. He says that science, by its nature, can’t discern or test for supernatural causes, and therefore, those causes can’t exist” (85 bot-86 top).
Bottom line: When science says that “no supernatural cause for any natural phenomenon in possible,” that is no longer science, but philosophy.

2.
Science also assumes there cannot be a God who does miracles.

“The other hidden premise in the statement ‘miracles cannot happen’ is ‘there can’t be a God who does miracles.’ If there is a Creator God, there is nothing illogical at all about the possibility of miracles. After all, if he created everything out of nothing, it would hardly be a problem for him to rearrange parts of it as and when he wishes. To be sure that miracles cannot occur you would have to be sure beyond a doubt that God didn’t exist, and that is an article of faith. The existence of God can be neither demonstrably proven or disproven” (86 bot).
Bottom line: But how can scientist prove this?  It is circular reasoning.  If God exists, then why can’t someone so great do miracles?

So when someone says that miracles cannot have happened, they are making some assumptions: 

· That science has determined there cannot be any causes outside of natural causes.  But this is an assumption, not a demonstrable fact.  It already excluded supernatural causes as a possible explanation.

· And they are assuming there cannot be a God, but this cannot be disproved either.

When science takes microevolution and makes it into a philosophy of how all of life came about, they are entering into macroevolution, which is a philosophy, not a science.

“If ‘evolution’ is …elevated to the status of a world-view of the way things are, then there is direct conflict with biblical faith. But if ‘evolution’ remains at the level of scientific biological hypothesis, it would seem that there is little reason for conflict between the implications of Xn belief and the scientific explorations of the way which – at the level of biology – God has gone about his creating process” (TRFG, 94 bot-95 top).

Christians have different interpretations: from literal interpretation of “days” to more metaphorical interpretation of “days.” But all accept that God created the world, each species is distinct, and the world did not evolve on its own, but was guided by God.  So I would allow for different interpretations of how old the earth is, as long as the essential truths of God creating the world and the world has a purpose are upheld.
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