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Se�ond'. many theologians and religious studies scholars have concluded that the 
sacre

d 

scnptures should not to be taken as scientific textbooks. It is wrongheaded �o �n erstand th�� as providing, say, geological information (whether the earth '.s t o�sands or b1lh?ns of years old), astronomical information (whether the sun ;s statwn _ary or mobile), or biological information (whether humans evolved from 
o�e� an:mal fo�ms or not). Along with Galileo, these thinkers maintain that God 

an . od s creation are revealed in both "the book of nature" and "the b k f
scnpture" b k h' h oo o . .- oo s w 1c could not conflict since they are both from God p h 
�e1th�r science nor religion can provide us with a full and complete map. 0;:v:� 

omam,. for they each have their own separate spheres of reality. This leads to the next option. 

Independence 

� �econd optic� f?r un�erstanding the relationship between science and religion is m e�enden�e; it is to view them as completely independent forms of thought and prlactice "".h1ch never come into contact. This view tends to provide a more irenic 
re ationsh1p between science d r · c • h an re igion, 1or smce they are totally disparate realms t ey �re never at odds. There are different expressions of independence but two 

bpr?mfl ment one� are Protestant nee-orthodoxy and linguistic analysis. We , will look ne Y at each m turn. 
. �arl Barth (1886-1968), a central figure in the Protestant nee-orthodox movement
; � e rwe _ntieth centui::r. maintained that God is transcendent and unknowable until . 0 �rov'.des a sel'.-d1sclosure. This disclosure does not occur through scientific mveStl�ation �nd discovery. Rather, it comes about through divine revelation _ a 
revel_�tion which occurs through the initiation of God's Spirit. The scriptures may pro:• e the catalyst for this divine encounter, but this does not mean the ar be _mterpre�ed lit�r�Ily. !hey are fallible human recordings of revelato 

y ev:n:: which provide religious insights as the Spirit moves in an individual. scJnce, for 

. Karl B�rth (1886-1968) was a Swiss Reformed theologi�n and one of the most mfluent1al Protestant Christian thinkers of the twentieth centun1 He d l d" h 1 • J• eve ope 
a t eo ogy of the Word" in which religious knowledge and understanding isconferr�d by faith - a faith offered only by Christ, under the sovereignty of God. His th_eolo� is sometimes referred to as nee-orthodoxy by critics. He was a p�ohfic wnter, with his magnum opus being the thirteen-volume Church
Dogmatics. 

Barth, provides helpful information about the empirical world, but it cannot provide religious knowledge. The subject matter of these domains is completely dissimilar, as 

are their aims and methods of inquiry. A second way of expressing independence is to interpret science and religion as 

different languages which provide their own unique set of functions. In the mid­twentieth century a group of scholars, referred to as logical positivists, maintained that for a claim to be true and meaningful it had to be empirically verifiable. Religious ideas, then, were seen to be meaningless. For a number of reasons logical positivism was short-lived, but an emphasis on language analysis was highlighted by a later movement dubbed linguistic analysis.7 For the linguistic analysts, religious language and scientific language have different aims and functions. The function 

of religious language is to "recommend a way of life, to elicit a set of attitudes, and to encourage allegiance to particular moral principles."8 The primary function of 
scientific language, on the other hand, is prediction and control in the natural world. Religion and science each have their own "language game," as some would call it, and the two games can never interact or conflict. While a clear benefit of the independence option, in both forms described above, is that it avoids the warfare inimical to the conflict option, it comes with a price. Ian Barbour (1923-) describes the cost: 

If science and religion were totally independent, the possibility of conflict would be avoided, but the possibility of constructive dialogue would also be ruled out. We do not experience life as neatly divided into separate compartments; we 

experience it in wholeness and interconnectedness before we develop particular 
disciplines to study different aspects of it.9 

Independence assumes that religion has nothing to say about the natural world 

and that science makes no cognitive claims about the religious domain . But this seems to be false. For example, the three major theistic religions affirm a creation event in which God brought the universe into being, and they describe God as being 
actively involved in the created order (inducing plagues, healing the sick, parting the 

sea, etc.). Some of the arguments for God's existence also include empirical facts as the basis for belief in a supernatural creator or designer, as we saw in Chapters 4 
and 5. Non-theistic religions also provide claims relevant to the natural, physical universe. Buddhist understandings of the dharma (e.g. truth or ultimate reality), for 
example, or Buddhist and Hindu notions of karma, are taken to be real aspects of the world which have physical, causal effects within the world. Science and religion do sometimes make claims which conflict. Furthermore, the independence view bifurcates the world into disparate domains and tends to negate a unified, coherent interpretation of what is actually experienced in the world. Perhaps there is a way of integrating science and religion such that their 

151 
















