




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































even though creation does not necessitate the outcome of a philosophical debate. Theology is
therefore not implicated by any one cosmological theory per se. Rather. it contributes
enormously to meet cosmology and philosophy at their respective limits, in light of theology’s
own explanatory structure in reflections on meaning and purpose arising out of the religious
imagination. McMullin’s preferred term for this kind of interaction is ‘consonance,” which will
lay out his sense of science-theology integration more adequately. On this issue of integration,
more shall be said in the next chapter.
5.3.4 McMullin, Contingency, Human Evolution and God
Assuming that some weaker form of the anthropic principle becomes accepted in the future, it is
interesting how well contingency serves a philosophical and theological appreciation of the
discipline of cosmology. On the other hand, there are not so many lessons to be gained from a
study of contingency at the limits of other scientific disciplines. In a recent article on contingency
in light of evolutionary biology and specifically human evolution, McMullin rules out any
theological implications arising out of contingency in the origins of the evolutionary sequence in
organic life forms:
“[...] the contingency or otherwise of the evolutionary sequence does not bear on whether
the created universe embodies purpose or not. Asserting the reality of cosmic purpose in
this context takes for granted that we already believe that the universe depends for its
existence on an omniscient Creator whose action is sufficiently like ours to allow us to
call it purposive. in an admittedly analogical sense.”
This is an enormously important quote. It reflects strong theological assumptions. In marshalling
his argument, McMullin cites the writings of thinkers like Stephen Jay Gould, who emphasize

the contingency of the evolutionary sequence. Here, contingency means something subtly

different than what it means in philosophical cosmology. It means the utter non-predictive
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character of the emergence of life. Gould, Jacques Monod and George G. Simpson, among
others. would like to interpret the existence of chance and randomness as evidence that any
“attempt to abstract ‘trends’ or ‘tendencies’ [in evolutionary biology] is bound to fail.”* This is
the predominant view in the philosophy of biology, and it goes against a “progressivist”strand of
thought that is evident in other thinkers such as Teilhard de Chardin and Christian de Duve. As
McMullin repeats Gould's view, the evidence of chance mutations and the non-law like
conditions for the emergence of life forms is particularly strong with regard to the many episodes
of extinctions in natural history. How does he evaluate this tension in the philosophy of biology
for theology?

McMullin's response is fascinating for his appeal to what he terms a more
“traditional"view of divine action, where he assumes, in contrast to scientific inquiry that
“western theology is of its nature anthropocentric [...] Within the religious traditions of the West,
the assumption has always been that human beings play a special role ¥ The problem with the
variety of contemporary theological responses to the presence of contingency in natural process is
that they each begin from the presupposition that God is time bound. McMullin’s proposal takes
for granted the special place of human beings, and does not try to justify that place in terms of a
philosophy of biology. Otherwise, as he says, we are left “groping for a means by which the real
contingency of the evolutionary process might be overcome by the Creator.™* McMullin
nevertheless acknowledges a strength to this type of theological argument. He notes in a cosmic
context that

“the enormous space of evolutionary possibilities would ... make it possible to maintain

that there is a cosmic purpose at work here on the part of a Creator, a purpose that the
contingency of a particular evolutionary line like ours would not defeat. If God be
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conceived as a time-bound Creator whose knowledge of the future depends on a
knowledge of the present, this way of swamping contingency in order to achieve a distant
end might seem plausible.”*
McMullin follows this observation with an analysis of the deficiencies in the way in which
Peacocke and Polkinghorne, in particular, understand God’s relationship to the world. Each of
these two Gifford lecturers relies upon contingency in evolutionary process as a way to reveal
God's purpose in creating. What emerges from this theological contrast of Peacocke and
Polkinghome with McMullin's view that God can in no way be conceived as a temporal being.
On the contrary, with Augustine, McMullin advises that we come to understand the
radical notion of time: “Temporality is the first and most obvious constraint of the created world,
a mark of its dependent status.” He goes on to state “The Creator on whom the universe depends
for its existence cannot be limited in this way.” And this co-creation of time and creature
McMullin borrows from Augustine.’” From the conclusion to this article quoted earlier.®
McMullin conjectures that our limited understanding of purposiveness is analogically the basis
for calling God’s own action purposive. So. while our rationality is called on to make a realist
theological claim, McMullin’s departure from the Gifford lecturers and other theologians’ belief
in the temporality of God marks a strong contrast in the kind of knowledge theology claims of
God. The belief in what we “already” know about God’s creation of the universe comes from
another source. Again, McMullin employs a well known strand of thought from Augustine:
“When in the Confessions Augustine looks back over his life and finally recognizes a
Providence at work through all the contingency, it is to teleology of this sort that he is
appealing.™”
In short. this study takes teleology to be re-defined, from a cosmic teleology to a teleology that

complements the anthropocentric with the cosmic, the external with a teleology of interiority.
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This understanding of purpose in creation, of God’s relationship with the world, holds faith as a
distinct form of knowledge that pertains to the goals of a person’s self-transcendence. This
response. moreover, begins to respond effectively to Polkinghorne’s priority of faith noted in the
first chapter. McMullin does so however, in the spirit of caution regarding Polkinghorne’s use of
indeterminism in chaotic systems as an indication of divine action in nature. Faith, on
McMullin’s account seems to be heavily weighted in an Augustinian account. What is the nature
of McMullin’s reliance on Augustine? To this question I now tumn.
5.3.5 McMullin and Augustine

McMullin opens his introduction to the Evolution and Creation reader with an account of
the conflict between the belief in a “Creator” God of the emerging Christian church and the
Manicheans with whom Augustine affiliated himself before his conversion. McMullin lays out
the problem that Augustine faced:

“The challenge was not only to develop a theological account of the creation relationship
but to provide a set of principles for the reading of texts like Genesis [...].”™*

McMullin sums up Augustine’s formulated response as follows:
“When conflict arises between a literal reading of some Bible text and a truth about the
nature of things which has been demonstrated by reliable argument, the Christian must
strive to reinterpret the biblical text in a metaphorical way. Since real conflict is
impossible between the two sources of truth, revelation and our tested knowledge of the
world. the presumption will be that when we are sure of our natural knowledge, the
apparent conflicting text of the Bible must be read in a way which will eliminate the
conflict.™!

On the question of whether the creation of the world transpired according to the literal account

that is found of the Genesis text. McMullin identifies Augustine’s principle in terms of an

application that had its roots in the extant patristic literature, notably the writings of Gregory of
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Nyssa.* Augustine’s application of patristic thought to the Genesis text results in his proposal of
the “Seed Principles” or rationes seminales of creation.* In effect, the Seed Principles

“function [...] to explain how one can say both that God made all things at the beginning

and that the various kinds of things made their appearance only gradually over the course

of historic time. And the warrant for it is almost entirely theological.™
Augustine’s theological task is therefore set as one that mediates and draws together natural and
revealed knowledge, and in this case, as capable of fitting evolutionary thought with divine
creation whereby “the Creator might make use of his creature, time, to accomplish his ends.™*
When McMullin further extols the virtues of Augustine’s hermeneutic at the end of this article by
way of recommending a contemporary effort to reconcile creation with evolution. it becomes
clear that McMullin places Augustine’s contribution as a theological accomplishment with
relevance and importance for contemporary debates. Augustine’s contribution apparently
withstands the test of time.

His appreciation of the Augustinian legacy is a fascinating theological dimension to his
work in science-religion issues. First. it is striking how McMullin selects Augustine over
Aquinas to guide his theological inclinations. Roman Catholic thinkers in natural theology and
the philosophy of religion have tended to emphasize the foundational aspects of Aquinas’s
contribution not Augustine’s. Like Rahner, most natural theology has grappled with the decline
in neo-Thomist studies after the Second Vatican Council by using Aquinas, though rather more
selectively. Augustine, it is assumed. offered much less in this regard. Selective use of Aquinas is
even evident among contemporary thinkers whose own inclinations are markedly different from
the traditional emphases of Thomism.* In answering a direct question on the subject, McMullin

has offered as his reasons for this choice the fact that Thomas, for all his wealth of insight,
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approaches scripture with too literal a cast of mind.*” For McMullin, Aquinas extends the
Augustinian hermeneutic to a breaking-point, and in a concise summary narrative of the prelude
to the Reformation and the Enlightenment rupture of knowledge, he identifies the risks Aquinas
took in making such an extension in order that the Aristotelian system of natural philosophy be
sustained.’® Elsewhere, he goes further by distinguishing between Augustine’s theology of
scripture and the post-Reformation principle of sola scriptura.”®

What Aquinas did that left the doctrine of creation open to future criticism was to hold
out for both Augustine’s “seed principles”as an indirect mode of divine action, as well as special.
direct action necessary for the creation of the “higher animals,” a type of divine action that could
potentially include provision for the creation of the seeds themselves if necessary, not to mention
the basis for the human intellect and the incorruptible human soul. This is an important insight
into the way the Aristotelian legacy committed Aquinas to demur from embracing Augustine’s
“seed principles”outright.” The difference between these two positions can be understood,
according to McMullin, as the difference between a philosophy of nature that places a priority on
“potencies”(Aquinas) versus “development” (Augustine). The latter term is associated with
Augustine’s wider view of natural process. Aquinas’s cosmological allegiances to the neo-
Aristotelian notion of potencies also committed him to an interpretation of the heavenly bodies in
light of both the texts from day four of the Genesis creation narrative and the Aristotelian
position that the heavenly bodies remain incorruptible. McMullin concludes that his position, as
articulated in the Summa Theologiae 1 (q. 70, a.1, ad.1), “seems a bit strained, but then Aquinas
had undertaken a near-impossible task to begin with.™"

What are we to make of this relative favouring of the Augustinian view over the Thomist
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one? What strikes McMullin are the difficulties raised by Aquinas’s commitment to a literal
reading of scripture in which scripture and only scripture, understood as revelation, provides for
the knowledge that the universe had a beginning in time. One of the most evident difficulties is
the fact that Aquinas is obliged to construct elaborate reinterpretations of the scriptural texts.
These reinterpretations are required to be imaginative on some occasions, such that the literal
meaning of scripture is diminished in a case of conflict with authoritative natural philosophy. A
demonstrative view of the sciences of nature was also defended by Aquinas simultaneously such
that this synthesis of science and faith came under severe challenge. beginning in Aquinas’s
lifetime. McMullin laments that

“In this climate the Augustinian view that God had made use of the powers originally

implanted in nature to bring about the wondrous diversity of the world lost ground. The

new stress on the radical openness of history to God’s free action, untrammeled by
considerations of “essence” or “nature”, made it easy to read the Genesis text in a more or
less literal way as a sequence of “miracles”. of divine actions lying outside the bounds set
by such human notions as nature or potency or even seed-principle.”*

Thus. the stage was set for the eventual Newtonian settlement as grounds for a retreat to physico-

theology. This placed in opposition a theological accent on divine will to act simultaneously

with the necessity of generalized, inductively reasoned natural laws.

Alvin Plantinga, an inheritor of the Reformed tradition of theology and prominent
exponent of theism in the analytic tradition, has argued for a contemporary version of exactly the
kind of voluntarist theology that McMullin implies grew out of the misinterpretation of Aquinas
concerning the God-world relation.” Plantinga’s hesitation concerning the elements of a natural

theology that I mentioned at the beginning of this chapter carries over into an epistemologically

controlled and voluntarist view of God’s divine power, evolution and creation. On this question



of the process of creation, Plantinga and McMullin have engaged in a serious debate.

In a response to Plantinga’s proposal, McMullin tackles the issues of monogenism and
the scientific theory of evolution. According to Plantinga, the theory of evolution cannot account
for the gaps “among the major forms.™* These gaps are the evidence Plantinga needs in order to
posit a case for “special creation,” openings in the account of natural process that lead to his
affirmation of faith in God. At issue between McMullin and Plantinga is the question of the
uniqueness of humanity, human nature, and the degree to which an acceptance of an evolutionary
theory of human origins supports or detracts from a theologically coherent view.

McMullin begins by questioning Plantinga’s theologically motivated strategy, one that is
centered upon the establishment of an opposition between naturalist science and theistic
science.” Theistic science “should not be described as science. It lacks the universality of science
[...]* Plantinga goes further by posing the question as a choice between competing probabilities:
“It is a bit more probable. before we look at the scientific evidence, that the Lord created life and
some of its forms - in particular human life - specially [emphasis McMullin’ s].” What is
striking is the way in which McMullin defends the scientific enterprise from the skepticism that
Plantinga showers on it. He questions Plantinga’s claim that certain cultural pattems give
univocal support to the connection between atheism and scientific methodology.®® In clarifying
the status of the term ‘theory’ in the theory of evolution, he refers back to the same broad
retroductive account of scientific rationality by re-stating that the truth of a theory is normally
intended to mean the “overwhelming likelihood” that scientists normally mean when they defend
theories such as evolution without the qualifications that would normally characterize findings in

less familiar fields or subjects of investigation. To equate, a priori as Plantinga does, evolution
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as fact with a stated denial of God’s existence, goes too far in pre-judging the entire scientific
enterprise.

In this passing reference to theory in an area of dispute such as evolution, McMullin is
relving on his vaster expertise in the function of a theory in the epistemological and ontological
levels of explanation in order to promote the integrity of the scientific enterprise in the face of
severe restrictive critiques. He manages to do this, moreover, in spite of certain shared
understandings with Plantinga on the profound dependence of atheism on the intellectual
integrity of the theory of evolution. As well, he notes a shared concern in terms of which
evolution functions to spotlight the divide between secular and Christian “myths” of society and
historical purpose.”® Without dwelling on the details of McMullin’s response to Plantinga’s
characterization of the explanatory capacity of evolution and the options available for evaluating
its significance. [ believe that McMullin succeeds in unravelling Plantinga’s argument.

In short. Plantinga claims that only two options are available on the issue of how human
beings were created. Instead of either evolution or special divine (interventionist) creation in
time. McMullin counters that the number of options are really four: 1) atheists who hold to
evolution. 2) theists who hold that God could not intervene necessarily (Plantinga’s “semi-
deists™), 3) theists who hold out for special creation, though not by divine necessity (Plantinga),
and 4) theists who. like McMullin, hold that although God certainly could have intervened to
specially create in nature. But, in fact, the fourth argument concludes, God has not done so.
McMullin's counter-argument is buttressed by a call to focus on the arena where God’s action is
at work according to the Judaeo-Christian theological tradition:

“The possibility [...] of a mode of action that lies beyond nature must not be excluded in
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advance. indeed [it] must be affirmed. [...] [There is no] reason why someone who

defends the evolutionary account of origins should go on to deny that God might

intervene in the later human story in the way that Christians believe God to have done.™®
The distinction between nature and history, continuities notwithstanding,. thus appears to be
foundational for McMullin. It correlates neatly with the retrieval of the Augustinian heritage. In a
shorter version of this response to Plantinga, McMullin draws the same conclusion but recalls
instead “a set of old and valuable distinctions between nature and supemnature, between the order
of nature and the order of grace, between cosmic history and salvation history.™' Traditionally,
this focus on salvation history and indeed the Augustinian heritage of biblical hermeneutics and
personal engagement with one’s own spiritual desire is heavily distinguished from natural
theology over the course of history. Again., it is for this reason that [ suspect that Polkinghorne. in
recognizing the lack of such meaning inherent in undertaking natural theology, makes his break
from that format and opts to reflect from the standpoint of the Creed.

McMullin’s approach is more nuanced than Polkinghorne adverts, because he frames it
within the parameters of the questions he is engaging. He is nonetheless blunt:

~The story of salvation is a story about men and women, about the burden and promise of

being human. It is not about plants and animals [...] If Plantinga were merely to say that

God somehow “leant” into cosmic history at the advent of the human, Scripture would

clearly be on his side. How this “leaning” is to be interpreted is, of course, another

matter.™®
He then goes on to put Plantinga’s claim to the test in terms of the basic question of what a
reading of the biblical texts might yield: “what would the eloquent texts of Genesis, Job, Isaiah,
and the Psalms lead one to expect? What have theologians made of these texts?” to which his

response begins with a characteristic reference to Augustine: “[he] is the most significant guide,

perhaps, to the broader theological response to this question.” The Augustinian hermeneutic is
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worth retrieving, according to McMullin, to counter the negative implications of Plantinga’s
proposal. According to Plantinga’s reasoning, the logic of argument proceeds by “checking to see
what evolutionary theory has, in his view been able to explain successfully. And then, whatever
is left over. God is more likely to have brought about miraculously. God of the gaps? It certainly
sounds like that [...] One is reminded of eighteenth century theology.™*

For McMullin then. in twice choosing to respond to Plantinga, the leading issue is plainly
theological as well as anthropological at the same time. There are problems that can be resolved
at the level of the theological. Once again, rather than viewing the problem as a question strictly
at the nexus of the scientific and the philosophical, there is room in McMullin's thought for the
role of theological reflection to respond originally and creatively to a range of questions. | would
tentatively conclude that the thread linking McMullin’s insight of retroduction with the
simultaneous defence of divine transcendence with the integrity of natural process is based on a
finer. albeit unstated. appreciation of the differentiated status of human consciousness itself. His
asides on the hermeneutic sophistication thrust upon theologians by contemporary historical
consciousness and the historical flows in theological systematics governing the degree to which
theologians can respond to such a transformations, are grounds for seeing significant potential in
his thought. This confidence, however, ought not to be taken as presuming a complete array of
theological resources that can be marshalled. if only due to the fact that he is not a theologian.

In a completely different genre, McMullin expands his analysis of the Augustinian
hermeneutic. in reference to the Galileo controversy.*® Most of McMullin’s historical work on
Galileo concemns the legacy left by the discoveries and operating philosophy of science that

Galileo introduced. McMullin discusses the infamously well known dispute between Galileo and
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the Church. with a specific focus on the issue of scriptural interpretation that lies at the heart of
the matter. The Galileo affair has supported centuries of ideological conflict between science and
religion. but at the heart of the affair is a distinction often overlooked, and which sets the stage
for retrieving Augustine’s scriptural hermeneutic:
“The theologian-consultors who were asked in 1616 to evaluate the Copernican assertion
that the sun was at the center of the world saw [...] [t]he Copernican claim [as] ‘foolish
and absurd in philosophy’ (or as we would say, in science), but far more seriously in their
eyes. it was formally heretical. since it explicitly contradicts in many places the sense of
Holy Scripture according to the literal meaning of the words and according to the
common interpretation and understanding of the Holy Fathers and the doctors of
theology.™
The stereotyped image where the Church endeavours, through its pursuit of Galileo, to protect an
outdated cosmology is diminished. therefore, as a complete analysis of the situation. “The
Galileo affair ought not [...] be construed [...] as primarily a clash between rival cosmologies.”
The cosmological aspect to the dispute is secondary to the much more decisive theological issue:
“Galileo had the misfortune to bring the Copernican claims to public notice at just the
wrong time. a time when sensitivities in regard to questions involving scriptural
interpretation and Church authority were at their most intense.”™®’
Ironically, McMullin concludes that Galileo saw that the appeal to scripture by the Aristotelian
philosophers was a desperate attempt to save their untenable position. At a particular point in his
effort to persuade other theologians of this fact. Galileo has to rely on the Augustinian position
regarding the interpretation of scripture, the Genesis creation narratives in particular:
“It was not surprising that Galileo would look back to Augustine for support {...] for
Augustine had to contend with a very similar challenge when trying to meet the criticisms
launched by the Manicheans [...] against the Genesis account of cosmic origins.™*

Augustine’s handling of difficult scripture passages in the context of evolving natural knowledge

is labelled by McMullin as the “Principle of Prudence.”™ In short, this principle rejects overly
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hasty judgments on correct readings of difficult scripture passages and emphasizes the existence
of different interpretive possibilities. The rush to make such judgments jeopardize the process of
reinterpretation that would be required by later accumulations of natural knowledge. In several
extensive citations from Augustine’s Literal Meaning of Genesis (De Genesi Ad Litteram) that
are quoted by Galileo. McMullin draws out two secondary principles that form the backdrop for
his Augustinian view of the faith-reason relationship.

The first one is the Principle of Priority of Demonstration, a way of expressing the
priority given to knowledge born of reason. This knowledge cannot conflict with Scripture,
because of its source:

“In Augustine’s theory of knowledge, Divine illumination is the source of the

intelligibility that enables the human reason to render true judgment. In this perspective,

the illumination that comes directly from God through the words of Scripture far
outshines the mere products of human ingenuity.”™
And what characterizes the knowledge derived from scripture? McMullin cites another passage
from Augustine’s De Genesi Ad Litteram™ that Galileo quotes to show his own concern with the
theological knowledge. as distinct from natural knowledge, that needs to be upheld: “[...] the
resurrection of the dead. the hope of eternal life. and the kingdom of heaven™”

This direct form of Divine illumination. as Augustine calls it, forms the basis for
McMullin’s characterization of Augustine’s second principle that makes up the Principle of
prudence: the Principle of Priority of Scripture. This principle is self-evident in terms of what it
means, but the ambiguity arises in determining how a reading of scripture reveals God’s will.

Two exegetical tertiary principles operate, therefore, to safeguard the integrity of scripture: the

Principle of Accommodation (belief that the “choice of language in the scriptural writings is



accommodated to the capacities of the intended audience™) and the Principle of Limitation (belief
that the primary concern of scripture is with human salvation, not “technical issues of natural
science.”).” While aspects of the latter judgment concerning the importance of salvation history
are not necessarily defended self-consciously by Augustine (McMullin recognizes this fact), what
is important is to recognize that Galileo’s adoption of this operative scriptural hermeneutic not
only incorporates Augustine’s legacy, but in doing so, puts the theological resources of a major
theologian in support of Galileo’s defence. What emerges from McMullin’s close reading of
Galileo’s appropriation of Augustine and from an interpretation of Augustine in light of these
operative principles, is a tension. McMullin describes it thus:
“PPD (the Principle of the Priority of Demonstration] conveys the impression that there is
a need to achieve a level of demonstration in regard to “physical” propositions, whereas
according to PL [the Principle of Limitation] this is not the case. [...] if priority is given to
Scripture in the event of the claim to natural knowledge falling short epistemically, this
would contravene the assertion made by PL that Scripture is simply not relevant to natural
knowledge in the first place.”™
This contradiction is the basis for the entire dilemma Galileo faced in defending the Copernican
theses while accepting from the start. the Aristotelian (and Augustinian) principle of PPD - the
Principle of the Priority of Demonstration. Pure demonstration, as it was accepted by the neo-
Aristotelians of Galileo’s time. was simply unavailable for astronomical discoveries and theories.
Yet. this was precisely what Bellarmine requested in the dispute. Drawing on a reading of
Galileo’s inconsistencies in philosophical method, particularly in his Letter to the Grand
Duchess that immediately preceded the Galileo’s well known Dialogue of the Two World
Systems, McMullin draws the following theological lesson that I would highlight for the purpose

of engaging the differentiated account of human rationality that [ am laying out:



“[Galileo] was disposed to concede [...] the priority of Scripture, following Augustine’s
precedent, where full-scale demonstration was not available. The premium set on the
criterion of certainty in assertions about the natural world was unmistakable. Had Galileo
been less an Aristotelian in his manner of treating the requirements of natural knowledge,
the exegetical advice offered by the Letter might perhaps have taken a simpler, and
ultimately a more coherent, form.””
Even allowing for the possibility of a more coherent set of exegetical principles and a more
coherent philosophy of science itself, this would still not have been enough to shift the terms by
which Galileo was judged at his trial, given the strict senses in which demonstration and
scriptural interpretation were defended. Nevertheless, there is room to see directions in which,
hypothetically speaking at least, Galileo could have moved in order to clarify the tension in the
Augustinian position that he leapt to defend.

Therefore. this is to suggest that with McMullin’s analysis of the Augustinian heritage in
the context of disputes surrounding the way in which God and the world are related. we are
dealing with a theological tradition that places a high priority upon the integrity of the
understanding of salvation history. Yet. when it comes to relating those understandings to the
more speculative traditions of what is now called natural theology. contradictions emerge. This
sense of contradiction is summarized by McMullin in his 1981 article on cosmology and
theology more simply. In terms of the later analysis of Galileo’s Augustinian appropriation, it is a
tension between PPS (the Principle of the Priority of Scripture) and PL (the Principle of
Limitation) or as McMullin puts it earlier, a contradiction between the relevancy principle
(theology as relevant to cosmology) and the neutrality principle (theology as neutral in regard to

cosmology).”

The question that must be posed at this point is whether the advent of self-conscious



retroductive reasoning since the Scientific Revolution has any bearing on the Augustinian
priority of faith that has been have outlined so far in this chapter. Is critical realism able to
somehow combine the retroductive accent on the realist status of probable reasoning with a more
general theory of rationality that allows for this Augustinian move regarding faith in the face of
the growing speculative reach of contemporary natural theology?

In fact, there is a profound tension between faith and a view of nature that McMulilin
identifies with realism. However, it is a positive tension. not one of opposition. Faith can be
readily cohered with a naturalist view of science and scientific rationality. While someone such
as McMullin may see the positive, distinct role of faith and religious forms of knowledge, many
do not. Scientific heuristic notions. such as theory, hypothesis and probability, form the basis for
natural knowledge that can justify a retreat from an understanding of divine revelation
altogether.”

Indeed. in this cultural context, theologians have interpreted a philosophy or theory of
science. preferring to adopt a professed ignorance, rather than countenance a return to scholastic
metaphysics. The assumption is that theology has progressed to a point where these kinds of
questions no longer need to be revisited. The problem with this assumed separation is that it
encloses natural science within restrictive parameters, even while purporting to focus on the
central motifs and subject matter of theology. In the context of the philosophical rupture between
subject and object that I claim blocks a successful definition of critical realism, the Augustinian
(or similarly structured theological heritage) lays out a potential pre-emptive theological
distancing from nature as a basis for a refined theological understanding of nature and the God-

nature relationship. What might be the consequences for the science-theology dialogue?
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5.4 Repercussions: Contingency, Imagination and Self-Transcendence
Assuming that, to some extent, a tension within the Augustinian legacy exists as
McMullin relates it to Galileo. and assuming that the emergence of probable reasoning has
contributed to a deepening of the significance of this tension in terms of what it means, it is
possible to turn to an exploration of the comparatively small amount of evidence McMullin has
drawn together to expand on a positive Augustinian view of science and natural knowledge.
One catches a glimpse of McMullin's own frustration with the move to censure natural
theology in an exchange with the revered Reformation historian Heiko Oberman in the early
1970's. Oberman argues for a nominalist foundation for the natural sciences in the Scientific
Revolution. an interpretive hermeneutic of history that permits him to speak of science as the
pursuit of accuracy in contrast to a (Barthian) style of theology that is free to pursue frurh, with
even the metaphysical aspects of the term truth available for reflection, free of natural theology.
Oberman sees the search for accuracy on the part of the scientist as directed toward Augustine’s
creata. not the Creator. McMullin contrasts Oberman’s theological reading of scientific history
with a combination of Augustinian and realist insights:
“In the nominalist tradition as Dr. Oberman interprets it, the goal of natural science is not
truth: it is something diminished. something to be contrasted with the deeper truth of
revelation, the deeper truth of metaphysics. [...] man cannot arrive at an insight into
reality, but only at a kind of peripheral account. The Divine “illumination” that Augustine
in his theory of knowledge saw as aiding man in his attempt to grasp the structures of
God’s world no longer plays any part. This world is now a collection of opaque
particulars admitting no more than instrumentalist generalizations {...] I would want to
stress how remote from this the realism of the 17™-century science was [...] I would also
want to recall the arguments brought by contemporary philosophers of science in favour

of a broadly realistic understanding of science.”™

In a revealing climax to this exchange, McMullin asks Oberman whether “[t]here can be any



truth about creata at all [...] other than revealed truth?” to which Oberman responds “Yes, ‘this
truth I hold!’ I assume with my whole existence and vocation that it can be!”” While Oberman
goes on in his response to contrast the Renaissance “fallacy” of universal knowledge with the
self-limiting humility of Thomas Aquinas, this exchange nonetheless shows McMullin involved
in a dual affirmation of reason as both realist and full of truth, owing to Divine Illumination.

[ have already examined his extensive analysis and original development of the realist
argument in the philosophy of science in the contemporary context with historical case studies to
support his position of scientific and critical realism. What is less obvious at this point is how a
realist position on natural knowledge could be something that is simultaneously understood as
divinely or spiritually illumined. McMullin offers much less in the way of suggestions on this
point. But. in the key area of human imagination that serves his purposes so well in the self-
conscious form of contemporary scientific realism. he has provided some clues.

In a recent article dedicated exclusively to developing a deeper understanding of the
human imagination, McMullin points up a cultural and historical probiem with imagination as a
cognitive faculty:

“When we speak today of ‘the works of the imagination’, we generally have in mind

poetic and artistic creations. The assumption is that the faculty of imagination is a

distinctively poetic talent [...] Science, in contrast, tends to be regarded as the domain of

method. of rule, of painstaking determination of experimental fact followed by tightly
governed theoretical inference.”®
In undertaking an archaeological survey of the roots of the contemporary term imagination, he
summarizes the Platonic and Aristotelian traditions as well as the later Roman writers who used

and applied the Greek terms phantasia and phantasma. Then, he turns once again to Augustine,

who works out a foundational understanding of imagination in his work De Genesi ad litteram:
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“It may be to Augustine that we owe the Latin term imaginatio and hence the term
‘imagination’. He has much to say about imagination, in part because of its close
association with one of his favourite topics, memory, in part because of its tie with the
imaging relationship between the Creation and its Creator. Imaginatio for him is not itself

a faculty but a product of a faculty he calls spiritus [...] Imaginatio thus plays a part in all

knowing. But in addition it may derive from the constructive activity of spirif [...]"*'

(emphasis mine)

Aquinas transposes this understanding of imagination, according to McMullin, by building on
Augustine’s understanding and linking it more closely with the meaning of the Greek phantasma,
specifically as that faculty which stores and constructs new images. As comprising both of these
natural and “supernatural” sources, imagination “creates” the forms received by sensible
experience. This, of course, is where the rapprochement between the Augustinian and the
Aristotelian heritages is evident. Imagination, on this twofold view, is understandable from either
vantage point. On their own. neither of these perspectives, whether natural or supernatural, serve
to explain the entire meaning of what imagination means.

In his historical examination of the philosophical treatment of imagination. McMullin
recounts its gradual impoverishment of meaning, beginning with the way in which Descartes
associated imagination with corporeal existence and pitted it over against intuition. the famous
Cartesian a priori basis for scientific and natural knowledge.* The recovery of imagination was
made by the romanticist movement. and especially Coleridge, on whom McMullin relies for a
rehabilitation of a language about imagination that captures the Romanticist accent on creativity
in imagination in such a way as to take it beyond strictly aesthetic bounds.

In summarizing the linkage covered earlier with regards to retroduction and scientific

imagination, McMullin repeats his argument in this essay, that the rise of the sciences of the

distant, with their inherently theoretical questions, involved imagination in a radical and far-
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reaching way. The irony is, as McMullin notes again, that the scientists in question, Newton for
example, thought that it was a combination of strict (deduction or) induction that was the
epistemological and cognitive basis for their scientific work. What was really going forward,
however. was a more self-reflective method in science that now required a reliance on the
cumulative richness and operating creativity of the human imagination.

The lack of self-conscious reflection notwithstanding, McMullin sees the import of the
rise in the use of the faculty of imagination as having a significance beyond issues of
epistemology or philosophy of science:

“In the nascent sciences of chemistry, optics, astrophysics, geology, paleontology, it was

not at all clear that laws, that is, observed regularities, were the ultimate goal of inquiry

[...] what was sought was, rather. the distant causes of these regularities, the corpuscies,

comets. and long-past processes that shaped earth and the life that once inhabited it. It

was an existential inquiry, an effort to extend knowledge of the natural world to realms
far distant from the immediate range of the human senses. For this the constructive
imagination was the key."®
As constructive, the imaginative schemes in successful theories of more and more scientific work
had now to rely on what McMullin calls a second imagination’, a qualitatively different sort of
imagination where ~ordinary combinatorial powers of imagination, constructing causes and
categories from elements of the familiar, would not be enough.”*

McMullin describes this new, second imagination as involving a whole “categorial
distance.” “an ability to understand nature, to construct physical models, even where they cannot
express this understanding in perceptual terms,”® a contrast with what was previously assumed.
It was a "shift. so discomforting to the scientists involved, [demanding] a new level of creativity

on their part, [a] new quality of imagination.”® It is no stretch to say that the importance of this

distinction and recovery of imagination for a theory of science is critical, in light of the twentieth
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century accomplishments in areas such as quantum mechanics and astrophysics. Without the
depth of mathematically laden imagination contributing to image formation. such complex areas
of science could not explain microcosmic or macrocosmic natural processes. What is not so
obvious. but even more profound, is the portrait of human rationality that emerges from an
attention to the act of imaging. The possibility of a radically creative and scientifically successful
*second imagination® in human rationality gives confidence in understanding the inherently
probabilistic character of the universe as both deterministically and indeterministically
functional. It also helps see the way in which we understand God in relation to the universe as
not contrary to what one expects from the telos of the human imagination. The unobservable is
nevertheless still real. The tie to the God question is clearest in light of the medieval (and
contemporary) theory of analogy, which McMullin notices in this article as an
“obvious ability on our part to think of objects and properties that we could in principle
never perceive [...] God cannot be imagined by us in the ordinary imaging sense of that
term. One could simply invent a new term for this ability, but it seems preferable to view
it as the manifestation of a more creative level of the constructive ability we already call
imagination, especially because of the role that analogy plays in its functioning.™
While McMullin’s mention of analogy is not an endorsement of such a metaphysical theory in
natural theology, it does seem to serve as an expectation that natural theology could potentially
provide clues to knowledge of God within a wider Augustinian framework with its own specific
focus on salvation history. This seems to be the best way to describe the motives that guide
McMullin’s contribution to the science-theology dialogue. There appears to be an openness, in
principle, to natural theology in McMullin’s thinking. Perhaps one further stage of inquiry can
illuminate the way in which McMullin thinks through this question of theological method. On

certain contemporary theological issues, McMullin clarifies just how the area of human
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imagination and the theory of analogy can clarify the problems with other theological positions in
the dialogue.

Another thread of McMullin’s thought has addressed the traditions of “physico-theology”
which have historically been associated with design arguments purporting to demonstrate God’s
existence. Analogical knowledge, by its very nature, makes different claims about what can be
said of God from a basis in a knowledge of the world. In “Natural Science and Belief in a
Creator”. one of his most cited essays, McMullin notes that in the aftermath of 17*. century
physics. natural scientists who were also believing Christians leapt into the chasm created by the
demise of Aristotelian metaphysics in the face of the universality of empirical laws. Boyle and
Newton. in particular, advocated different forms of ‘physico-theology.” Newton’s argument, in
particular, consisted in a pure “God-of-the-gaps™ argument.® It is the subsequent collapse of
physico-theology. in ways tantalizingly similar to the demise of the Medieval synthesis amid the
rise of voluntarist and nominalist theologies, that strikes McMullin as the core issue in relating
the disciplines:

“The collapse of physico-theology in the latter part of the nineteenth century undoubtedly

contributed to the growing crisis of religious faith at that time. In retrospect, it is easy to

see where the trouble lay. The believer was too readily tempted, in the new scientific age,
to seek for quasi-scientific validation of religious beliefs. God appears as the terminus of
what purports to be a standard causal argument beginning from some feature of the
natural world. [Moreover] this mode of argument [...] has affinities [...] with earlier

Aristotelian and Thomist traditions.”®
He draws the conclusion. therefore, that physico-theology is not to be trusted in its basic
conclusion. For one thing, the “*Filler of the Gaps’ is hard to identify with the Creator God of the
Christian tradition.” For McMullin, this critique of physico-theology extends to the

contemporary movement known as process theology, which extends and builds on the work of
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AN. Whitehead. C. Hartshorne and others. McMullin’s cursory yet poignant evaluation of
process thought as a mediation between science and theological reflection is a judgment that it
errs in two ways. First, it errs in assuming that “its own explanation of cosmic process is superior
to the conventional one given by the astrophysicist and the neo-Darwinian biologist.” Equally as
serious is the shared belief among process thinkers that

“notions like striving are required for the understanding of material process generally,

and evolutionary change testifies directly to the shaping action of mind. [...] their

approach presupposes a quite specific physico-theology, one that depends for its
persuasiveness on the proposition that the categories of conventional natural science are
inadequate for the explanation of evolutionary process.™"

As we saw with McMullin’s response to Peacocke and Polkinghorne’s employment of
purpose within a temporal view of God. such a presumption by process theology of a certain
scientific conclusion is problematic. With McMullin’s reflections on imagination in mind. I
suggest that the striving present in the universe is of a different sort. It is a striving in view of the
advent. reflective activity and accomplishments of mind and the human spirit. While McMullin
does not make this kind of extension to his argument, he crafts a similar argument. His
alternative to this contemporary process option is, as he says, “the one that harks back to
Augustine.” On this theological account, there is “[f]or the Creator [...] neither chance nor
necessity: only a single Act in which all comes to be.”

The advantage of the Augustinian route is the preservation of the integrity of the natural
sciences. Certainly, this empirical position coheres with a traditiona! trinitarian doctrine of God.
Yet. McMullin notes a specific problem inherent in choosing this option: the problem of

communicating its efficacy in a scientifically informed culture: “since there are no real ‘gaps’ to

fill, we may be left without an argument for God's existence of the kind that would convince a
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science-minded generation.” Even after he has shown how arguments such as those of Plantinga
are so deeply problematic, and while Augustine’s hermeneutic is potentially helpful, McMullin
confronts a major problem. The dilemma at this point is to articulate a systematic theology that
deals with the problem that “God does not seem to make a difference [...]” while realizing the
problems inherent in following any strategy that hinges on the necessity or plausibility of an
interventionist God.”

In a dramatic end to this article on science and God. McMullin lays out an option that
strongly echoes the endpoint of cosmological speculation that I discussed in chapter four: an
inquiry “that explores the conditions of possibility for there being any kind of scientific
explanation.” This option does not take a process-like interpretation that seeks to merge
scientific explanation with a form of teleology. With the nature of scientific explanation ruled out
as an exclusively law-like, deductive or inductive approach employing traditional forms of non-
imaginative syllogisms, the question is: what kind of God is McMullin advocating? What does
the combined force of the contingency and realism of explanation provide theology?

The solution to the problem does not lie with how the Augustinian or a trinitarian account
fits with an account of nature on their own. Rather, the solution involves a theology that begins
by acknowledging contingency and a portrait of human rationality as self-transcendent, since our
scientific inquiries meet the limit of inquiring into inquiry itself through cosmology. The
presence of values and meaning in science extends into those theological reflections that are
based in an active, personal God of salvation history. The effort to construct this coherence is the
task of systematic theology. This function or specialty of theology is one step removed from the

demands of faith, even though it mediates faith with culture according to the classic definition

266



fides quaerens intellectum. What should be emphasized is that this theological function is closely
connected to the task of communication that McMullin refers to at the end of “Natural Science
and a Belief in a Creator.” It involves the formulation of worldviews, which form the backdrop
for how theological or religious insights are communicated, but whose formulation is
nevertheless distinct.’ I will return to the role of systematic theology in the final stage in drawing
together the various elements of the critical realist framework This is the question that will direct
the final chapter.
5.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, this study has begun an interpretive move concerning the corpus of Erman
McMullin based on his writing in the science-theology exchange. The goal has sharpened to
elicit elements of a critical realist account of scientific rationality that coheres with faith and
theology. With the specific historical focus of faith in mind, the goal has been to show how even
the contrast with rationality can be developed in terms of an approach that does not pit them
against one another. The limits shown by considerations of cosmology block an implication from
rationality to faith that is not mediated through the levels of self-transcendence. It is true that
McMullin’s belief in the Christian atemporal Creator God is not grounded on science or
scientific rationality. Critical realism and scientific understanding of the universe would thus
appear to contribute little to the knowledge claims of religious faith. However, this is not the
case. Science does confirm through the prism of retroduction McMullin’s distinction between
orders of knowledge is contextualized in the integration that his view of knowledge works as a
unity of personal self-transcendence along different lines of inquiry. This is apparent in

McMullin’s strictures against the adoption of a temporal God in the work of Peacocke,
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Polkinghome and in process thought, as versions of contemporary physico-theology. McMullin’s
work appears to be safeguarding the distinct, eternal source of religious faith that Polkinghorne
chooses to defend in his Gifford lectures. McMullin’s defence of faith is nevertheless distinct
from such fideist strategies as the one by Alvin Plantinga.

Yet. there is abundant reason to suppose that there exists other elements in McMullin’s
reflection on the workings of human rationality to postulate a critical realist stance for theological
knowledge claims. Chief among these is McMullin’s realization that the realist aim of the
scientific imagination is laden with what Augustine called “Divine illumination,” which can be
especially correlated with the second imagination. The human imagination is a seamless directed
“spirit” in quest of self-transcendence. It operates on the presence of values, whether working on
truth in scientific explanations or questions of meaning in human history. While McMullin
operates with a distinction between nature and history in order to distinguish the differentiated
realms of science from faith. he upholds a continuity at the heart of human intentionality in the
form of spirit and imagination working on empirically present values and meaning. This is the
way to account for what Peacocke explicitly terms “self-transcendence.”

As McMullin recognizes, this does not provide an argument for God’s existence for a
scientifically informed contemporary culture. The implication of an Augustinian stance would
appear to block an opening towards a natural knowledge of God based on the human experience
of purpose and meaning. s there a way to get around these counterbalancing arguments in
McMullin’s thought? Is there a way to articulate what Clayton, whose text was referred to at the
beginning of the chapter, refers to as an adequate God-universe relationship? The best way to

treat this question would be to end with a reflection on McMullin’s chosen notion of

268



“consonance” as the sense in which a science-theology integration occurs. McMullin’s sense of
integration neatly complements the accent on faith and rationality, and ensures that no opposition
between the two is viable. This reflection will take up, as a result, the very integrating impulses
that spawned each of the Gifford lectures that were examined in chapter one by the scientist

theologians Barbour, Peacocke and Polkinghome.

269



Endnotes

1. See chapter one, p. 64.

2. Philip Clayton, God and Contemporary Science (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), p. 233.

3. See chapter one, p. 53.

4. See Reason and Reality, chapter 6 “Cross Traffic™ where this instinct is reflected in how science and theology
mutually interact.

5. Alvin Plantinga, “The Reformed objection to Natural Theology” in Proceedings, American Catholic
Philosophical Association 54 (1980), p. 49.

6. ibid. p. 1.

7. CE. Fides et Ratio. # 55, and the reference therein to Dei Filius 111. See also Gerald McCool’s helpful discussion
of the ways in which fidei:m arose in the nineteenth century in response, albeit based partly in a misdiagnosis, of
neoscholasticism in Catholic theology in his Catholic Theology in the Nineteenth Century: The Quest for a Unitary
Method (N.Y .: Seabury Press, 1977). Plantinga’s critique of natural theology seems to imply a form of fideism. for
example in his statements that “The reformers mean to say, fundamentally, that belief in God can properly be taken
as basic. That is a person is entirely within his epistemic rights, entirely rational in believing in God. even if he has
no argument for this belief...” (p. 53) and “I believe [this is) best understood as rejecting classic foundationalism.”
(p. 57). Plantinga elaborates further in this article that religious beliefs should be understood in the context of ‘noetic
structures’ or sets of propositions and their epistemic interrelations. But, this depiction of belief does not deal
squarely with the issue of faith and the epistemological status of beliefs. By characterizing beliefs over and above the
reasons for believing, including the existential data, desires and intentions that lead to but which are not necessarily
explained by beliefs. Plantinga is setting up religious knowledge for a fall, assuming that historical critical methods
are readily available to subject beliefs to ongoing revision. It may be perfectly legitimate to criticize philosophical or
theological foundationalism for allowing religious knowledge to be subsumed by generic forms of knowledge, but it
is just as disingenious to suppose an a priori preeminence of religious knowledge simply because it is God under
consideration.

8. See McMullin, “How Does Cosmology Relate to Theology?”, p. 39. Cf. the favourable reception to this approach
in Mark Worthing, God, Creation and Contemporary Physics (Minneapolis, MN.: Fortress, 1996).

9. Dembski has argued elsewhere for scientific evidence pointing directly towards a position of ‘inteliigent’ or
‘universal’ design by a creator. In this criticism of McMullin, this belief in the universality of the conception of
design extends to provide a perspective of mutual ‘epistemic support’ among and between the Big Bang and
creation. See Dembski and Meyer’s article “Fruitful Interchange or Polite Chitchat? The Dialogue Between Science
and Theology” in Zygon 33, 3 (1998), pp.415-30, esp. 417-18.

10. Dembski’s writing in particular is representative of a wave of new work that attempts to portray science as
confirming the notion of God through the concept of design. See his book /ntelligent Design: The Bridge Between
Science and Theology (Intervarsity Press, 1999).

11. “How Does Cosmology Relate to Theology?”, p. 35.

12. ibid.



13. See Gerhard May, Creatio Ex Nihilo: the doctrine of “*Creation Out of Nothing " in early Christian thought.
(Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark. 1994) for an authoritative account of how the idea of creation grew in relation to a
religious understanding of time.

14. See McMullin, “Cosmology and Religion,” p. 604.

15. Cf. the systematic theology developed by A.-D. Sertillanges based on this reading of Aquinas on creation in his
L'idée de la création et ses retentissements en philosophie (Paris: Aubier, 1945).

16. McMullin, “Cosmology and Religion”, p. 604.

17. ibid, p. 605.

18. See Louis Dupré, Passage to Modernity (Yale University Press, 1993) for an articulate defence of the
connection between the medieval mystical traditions and the positive developments that characterised the Italian
renaissance.

19. Gerald McCool provides an excellent outline of the variety of Catholic fideisms in the nineteenth century in his
work Catholic Theology in the Nineteenth Century: The Quest for a Unitary Method (N.Y .: Seabury Press, 1977).

20. See chapter four, pp. 191-93.

21. This distinction is present in several of his articles. but is particularly evident in “Evolution and Special
Creation™. “Galileo on science and Scripture” and “Cosmic Purpose and the Contingency of Human Evolution.”

22. Nancey Murphy and George Ellis’s On the Moral Nature of the Universe (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
1997) is probably the best recent example of a theologically programmatic work that takes some sort of design
principle seriously as a presupposition for the claims made in the book. This presupposition is presented, in terms of
a theological interpretation of the anthropic principle. See pp. 16, 51-59.

23. Mark Worthing, God, Creation and Contemporary Physics (Minneapolis. MN.: Fortress Press. 1996), p. 47.
24. ibid. pp. 52-60.

25. See McMuilin, “Evolution and Creation™, p. 44 ff.

26. See McMuillin, “Is Philosophy Relevant to Cosmology?”, p. 186.

27. ibid.

28. The conflict between the Augustinians and the Averroists in the Middle Ages on this philosophical question is
best described by M-D Chenu in his work /ntroduction a !'étude de saint Thomas (Montréal: Institut des études
mediévales; Paris: Vrin, 1954). It is revived along a different course after Aquinas’ death in the ongoing
controversies between the voluntarists, the nominalists and the Thomists. Central to these debates was the
epistemological question in light of the theological status of the learning coming from the new sciences. The
relevance of these debates is therefore useful for reviewing for theologians who seek historical indicators on which

course to follow in attempting similar synthetic reconstructions as the one Thomas Aquinas laid out.

29. “Is Philosophy Relevant to Cosmology?”, p. 185.



30. ibid. p. 186.

31. McMullin, “Natural Science and Belief in a Creator”, in David Byers, ed. Religion, Science and the Search for
Wisdom (Washington, DC: NCCB, 1984), p. 39. McMullin goes on to note Alan Guth's inflationary theory of the
universe as the first indication that this version of the anthropic principle could be a philosophical cul-de-sac.

32. McMullin. “Cosmic Purpose and the Contingency of Human Evolution™ in Theology Today 55, n.3 (1998),
p.413.

33. ibid. p. 394.

34. ibid. pp. 397-8.

35. ibid. p. 399.

36. ibid. p. 400.

37. ibid, p. 408.

38. See p. 238. note 33.

39. ibid. p. 413.

40. McMullin, “Introduction: Evolution and Creation™, p. 1.
41. ibid. p. 2.

42, See McMullin. “Natural Science and Belief in a Creator” in Robert Russell. William Stoeger. SJ and George
Covne. eds.. Physics, Philosophy and Theology (Vatican Observatory, 1988), p. 58.

43. ibid. p. 11fF.

44. ibid. p. 15. The reference made is to Augustine’s claim that reading the scriptures is what led him to distinguish
between the initial simultaneous moment of creation and the later appearance of “kinds of things” according to
different species and so forth.

45. ibid. p. 16.

46. See Elizabeth Johnson, “Does God Play Dice? Divine Providence and Chance” in Theological Studies 57 (Mar.
1996), pp.2-18 and the work of Joseph Bracken, SJ who attempts to blend of process and thomist thought.

47. from a personal conversation, Feb. 24, 1998, South Bend, Indiana.
48. “Introduction: Evolution and Creation™, p. 18.

49. Augustine “did not require a conclusive demonstration on the side of natural reason before abandoning the literal
reading of the narrative of the six days of creation and espousing a highly metaphorical alternative. And he
constantly stressed the antecedent importance of literary norms in determining how biblical texts shouid be

272



interpreted. The strong presumption in favour of literalism [...] is much more characteristic of post-Reformation
theology.” (See McMullin, “Evolution and Special Creation”, p. 309.)

50. “Introduction: Evolution and Creation™, p. 18.
51. ibid. p. 19.

52. ibid. p. 20. See McMullin’s references to Augustine’s central work on creation: De Genesi ad Litteram in
“Natural Science and A Belief in a Creator” (especially pp. 55-59).

53. My association of Plantinga with divine voluntarism is based in Dupré’s understanding of voluntarism, as a form
of scholastic philosophy that shifted the terms of natural law away from reason to the divine will, a trend that peaked

with the thought of Calvin. Plantinga’s theological roots in Calvinism is further evidence for the correiation | am
making here. See Dupré, Passage to Modernity, p. 136.

54. See Alvin Plantinga, “When Faith and Reason Clash: Evolution and the Bible” in Christian Scholar s Review 2}

(1991), pp. 8-32. It is cited extensively by McMuilin in “Evolution and Special Creation”in Zygon 28, n.3 (1993),
esp. p- 323

55. McMullin in “Evolution and Special Creation”, p. 301. Plantinga’s thesis, according to McMullin, is that “God
created humankind. as well as many kinds of plants and animals, separately and specially [and] is more probable than
the thesis of common ancestry (TCA) that is central to the theory of evolution.” Cf. Plantinga (1991), pp. 22. 28)

56. ibid. p. 303.

57. ibid. p. 313. McMullin is quoting from Plantinga, “When Faith and Reason Clash: Evolution and the Bible™in
Christian Scholar’s Review 21, p. 22.

58. This connection has been exploited by Phillip Johnson, the American cultural critic, who cites the alleged role of
scientific naturalism in building support for cultural relativism and agnosticism.

59. ibid. p. 305.

60. ibid. p. 327.

61. McMullin. “Plantinga’s Defense of Special Creation™, Christian Scholar's Review, p. 74.
62. ibid. pp. 74-75.

63. ibid. p. 75.

64. ibid. p. 73.

65. See The Cambridge Companion to Galileo ed. Peter Machamer (London: Cambridge University Press, 1998),
chapter 8: “Galileo on science and Scripture.”

66. “Galileo on science and Scripture,” p. 272.



67. ibid. p. 273.
68. ibid. p. 291.
69. “Galileo on science and Scripture.” p. 292.
70. ibid. p. 295.

71. McMullin refers to a recent English translation of Augustine’s text. See John H. Taylor, The Literal Meaning of
Genesis (LMG) (New York: Newman, 1982).

72. ibid. 1. 19, vol. 1, pp. 4243.

73. These principles are defined in “Galileo on science and Scripture”, pp. 295-299.
74. ibid. p. 317.

75. ibid. p. 319.

76. “How Does Cosmology Relate to Theology?”. pp. 22-25.

77. McMullin describes this tension thus: “something of the old ambivalence between a ‘relevance’ and ‘neutrality’
principle still manifests itself in recent debates.” ibid. p. 25.

78. cited in the “Collegium III” section in Owen Gingerich. ed. The Nature of Scientific Discovery (Washington:
Smithsonian Institute, 1975), p. 534.

79. ibid. p. 535.

80. “Enlarging Imagination™ in Tijdschrift voor filosofie 58. n.2 (June, 1996). p.227.
81.ibid. p. 231.

82. ibid. p. 235.

83. ibid, p. 248.

84. ibid, p. 258.

85. ibid.

86. ibid.

87. ibid. p. 253.

88. McMullin, “Natural Science and Belief in a Creator” in Robert Russell, William Stoeger and George Coyne,
eds.. Physics, Philosophy and Theology (Vatican Observatory, 1988), p. 66.

274



89. ibid. p. 67.

90. ibid. p. 71. The Augustinian ring to this judgment is unmistakable.
91. ibid. p. 73.

92. ibid.

93. ibid. p. 74.

94. ibid.

95. I'm thinking of systematic theology as a distinct theological function in terms of the methodological language
and meaning of the task of promoting understanding that is framed by Bernard Lonergan. See Lonergan’s Method in
Theology (Minneapolis, MN.: Seabury ed.. 1975), chapters 13 and 14, esp. p. 340: “If the aim of systematics is, as |
hold. understanding, then it must present a single unified whole and not two separate parts that tend to overlook the
primacy of conversion and tend to overemphasize the significance of proof.”



Chapter Six: McMullin, Theology and Self-Transcendence

6.1 Introduction

6.2 Giffords Revisited: God and World in Relation

6.3 McMullin and Interdisciplinary Consonance

6.4 From World to God: Lonergan’s “Natural Knowledge of God”
6.5 Natural Theology and Analogy: God with Being?

6.6 Conclusion: Points of Convergence in Theology

Endnotes

p. 282
p. 292
p- 301
p- 303
p. 306

p. 313



6.1 Introduction

In chapter six. a second movement of integrative elements will be presented as unique
contributions from McMullin's work. While McMullin emphasizes the elements that distinguish
theology from the critically realist natural sciences. he nevertheless articulates an
interdisciplinary view of consonance in broadly integrative terms. Having said this, it is also
necessary within the parameters of this study, to establish some lines of thought about how
McMullin’s mix of integrative and distinguishing elements can be elaborated beyond what he has
envisioned thus far.

Since McMullin does more to articulate the difference between faith and rationality, the
further elaboration that is required will lie largely in terms of the second movement of
integration. A clarification of McMullin’s integration can be articulated in terms of the style that
Peacocke. in particular. contributes. Peacocke, it will be recalled. brings an explicitly
christological resolution to the questions of natural theology, introducing it through a minimal
metaphysical notion of communication. McMullin is reluctant to pursue even this restrained
metaphysical strategy. Instead. he prefers to contrast theology from other disciplines that are
critically realist.

In a similar vein. Bernard Lonergan distinguishes theology from disciplines that involve
verification. Indeed. as an extension of McMullin’s contribution. Lonergan’s theological project
would ally with Peacocke’s accent on self-transcendence. This stands as a mild corrective to
McMullin’s lack of metaphysical strategy in theology. In conclusion therefore, having secured an
explanatory basis for the notion of self-transcendence as the central reference to a critical realism

in the science-theology dialogue, this study raises the possibility of theological analogy that
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corrects an overemphasis on models and metaphors. Keeping in mind the non-verificationist
structure of theology that McMullin and Lonergan highlight, this study points out the similar role
that imagination plays in theological inquiry as in scientific inquiry. Theologically, the
imagination operates in terms of the discovery of self-transcendence and its verification in
christology.

As a result. the discussion of chapter six will address the following elements. First, it will
set the stage for why McMullin’s thought on integrative elements is a crucial complement to
Peacocke’s sophisticated integration of biology and theological anthropology. McMullin’s
careful articulation of the autonomy of theological inquiry, with a basis in self-transcendence,
will be described in contrast to Peacocke’s panentheistic position in theology. Second,
Peacocke’s contribution is reviewed in light of what it can gain from McMullin’s contribution
vet also in terms of what it can add to McMullin’s contribution by way of a christological
framework. Third. McMullin’s position of consonance is then introduced as a term of meaning
that takes up critical realism’s integrative approach, even though McMullin does not carry out the
integration metaphysically. Fourth, it is suggested that Lonergan’s contribution to the discussion
of a natural knowledge of God contains a distinction between theology and other disciplines that
concerns theology’s lack of verification. Fifth, this is taken up in a reflection on the possibilities
of analogy, discussed in contrast with popular contemporary proposals for a God “without
Being.” Analogy is discussed as a special type of language that can order conflicting tensions
between natural theology and a theology of revelation, fully aware of the unity that self-
transcendence brings, understood as a result of an explanatory form of critical realism.

McMullin expands the basic elements of a critical realist epistemology in science and
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religion beyond Barbour’s concise introduction. By providing an explanatory theory of scientific
explanations in retroduction, McMullin recognizes, like Peacocke, the impact of these
discussions on conceptions of existence and systematic theology. Along with Polkinghorne, he is
attuned to the fact that religious faith obliges a specific kind of theological form of knowledge.
Polkinghomne still calls theology critically realist. McMullin resists such a designation. Is
consonance a form of unity that can still account for these varying strands of inquiry and
positions?

McMullin promotes a retroductive. ontologically real theory of scientific rationality that
originates from a source that is expressed in acts of imagination and which he aligns with the
term “spirit.” This insight is borrowed partly from Augustine. Simultaneously, McMullin argues
for a God-World relationship that is one of complete distinction due to the time/eternity division.
Thus. there are two implications for natural theology as a result of McMullin’s analysis. The first
concerns scientific rationality in light of the crucial stage of cosmology. The second concerns the
affirmation of God the creator in theology. Overall, McMullin’s reflections are a positive reading
of the potential for a natural knowledge of God, because of the explicit and explanatory
standpoint adopted through an interpretive notion of self-transcendence.

However. McMullin’s cautious interpretation of natural theology from a neo-Augustinian
viewpoint is also an explicit critical appraisal of natural theology. As the last chapter showed,
McMullin has reservations about how his own differentiated account can communicate the
meaning of God in a contemporary scientifically informed culture. This reservation of
McMullin’s is where this study can contribute clarifying remarks in order to bring the advantages

of systematic theology to bear on the subject.



McMullin’s proposals show three features of the question clearly. First, it needs to be an
account of scientific knowledge made in judgments of verified theories regarding entities.
Second. this account critiques the ones offered by the Gifford lectures where the accent is on a
gap between subject and object, between theoretical constructs and the intelligibility of the entity
in question. McMullin’s account better appreciates the distinctive character of theology. Third
however. there still exists a tension between the emphasis on distinction versus one on unity in
McMullin's thought, as the most appropriate way to resolve the issue theologically.

This tension suggests that McMullin’s insights expressing theological autonomy need to
be further clarified with respect to the overarching concern for unity and consonance that lies at
the heart of the projects of the Gifford lecturers. The hope is that a natural theology cognizant of
the role of values and the spirit of imagination in scientific rationality might be a catalyst for a
portrait of rationality that positively allows for religious faith.

Three additional stages of the argument of this study need to be presented in the hopes of
clearing up this ambiguity that exists in light of Polkinghorne’s wager on faith and McMullin’s
differentiated critical realism that offers a similar wager. The first concerns the notion of creation
that was discussed already in the last chapter. The second and most important is an account of the
meaning of interdisciplinary consonance and unity as a result. Third, there is a related question of
what theological language best meets the challenges of a differentiated account of unity or
worldview. Analogy may still have a role to play in promoting this strategy of interdisciplinary
integration, although it would be different from Clayton’s model as discussed in chapter five.' It
cannot be understated what relevance this final reflection means. given the underlying search for

unity through critical realism by the three Gifford lecturers. Their desire to identify the universe
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as friendly or ‘on our side’ is the existential issue arising from the theological implications of
critical realism in the first place.’

The key question underlying reflections on creation, consonance and theological analogy
is critical realism as a theory of knowledge. What is the scope of natural theology as a human
enterprise?’ As McMullin frames it. human rationality is already uniquely directed to account for
reality. The success of ongoing scientific explanations, the heuristic role of the imagination in
those explanations and the surplus that extends beyond cosmology are evidence for this. The
spirit of human rationality frames scientific rationality by virtue of its creativity, its formation of
images of empirical data, explanatory accounts of these images, and the progress that marks
successive schemes of this process. The thrust of enquiry spills over empirical boundaries to face
the fully human realms of existential and religious categories. Peacocke terms this “self-
transcendence.” and he relates it to the anthropic level of a differentiated hierarchy of entities and
disciplines in nature. As an integrating suggestion, self-transcendence is the underlying manifold
for the possibility of religious faith. While the last chapter addressed this possibility, it remains to
decipher elements of the underlying integrating manifold that Peacocke describes.

In engaging this teleology of the scientist in self-transcendence, we are not neglecting the
natural world. Rather. since scientific knowing involves the subject in self-transcendence in first
imagining and then affirming existence, we begin to see the value of a natural knowledge of God.
Transcendence is the act of creative human imagination operating in the pursuit of
understanding. Since our understanding is always moving forward imaginatively in affirmations
of new theoretical entities in the world. we see how the theological questions that emerge at the

limits of philosophical cosmology imply a Creator God who is not merely dissimilar. We also
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comprehend a God who possesses the fullness of knowledge that our notion of intelligibility
grasps partly.

It is possible to go further by suggesting that the Christian tradition’s claim regarding the
Holy Spirit is actually pre-figured in potency through this developed understanding of rationality.
This would be consistent with McMullin’s retrieval of Augustine on this question. This is fully
realized on God’s side of creation. as McMullin says, where “there is only knowledge, the
knowledge proper to a maker who is not bound by these distinctions” of rationality and the
search for understanding.’ To extrapolate from the experience of self- transcendence to an
omniscient God would require critical correlations with a theology of revelation. That is not the
goal of this study. Here, the emphasize remains with the categories and objects of religious
meaning in a general inquiry that works in view of a theology of revelation. Yet, it is one which
seeks a portrait of human rationality that is open to the life of faith.’ As such, faith is not
undermined by scientific reason. It is affirmed by the understanding of oneself in the act of
reason. Can this trust in reason be the comerstone for a critical realism that mediates theological
claims? The theological notion of creation is an obvious test case for such a mediation.
6.2 Giffords Revisited: God and World in Relation

Polkinghorne’s creedal focus in The Faith of a Physicist would seem, at first glance, to
provide the opening to theological anthropology and christology that Peacocke incorporates in
terms of creation.® Polkinghorne’s emphasis on doctrinal statements pertaining to the resurrection
and incarnation would seem to suggest that his understanding of the God-World relationship is
the most developed of the Gifford lecturers when it comes to accounting for faith.” Yet, he judges

his efforts as equal to those of Barbour and Peacocke: “though we have traveled different paths,
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we have arrived at similar destinations.™ He is explicit that a metaphysic or an ontology can
result. but he never actually develops one in any of his writings beyond some brief descriptive
statements on what he terms a “dual-aspect monism.” He also notes that Peacocke is reluctant to
adopt a metaphysic.

In spite of Polkinghorne’s bolder attempt to salvage a distinct theological terrain in this
dialogue. it is actually Peacocke’s Gifford Lectures that provide us with a more suggestive
theological grammar for discussing the human basis for better understanding the God-World
relationship. His understanding of creation is thus richer and more suggestive. This is mostly due
to his intended reflections in the mode of systematic theology. In Theology for a Scientific Age,
he adds an entire final section on the christological and the theological anthropological
dimensions to his discussion of God and Nature. As I suggested earlier through McMullin’s
invitation to consider the human and epistemological arenas where science and theology interact,
Peacocke’s biological background gives him an advantage in pursuing this insight.

Peacocke introduces the christological component to his work by reference to the way in
which God chooses to “communicate with humanity.” The theme of personal communication, as
covered in chapter one’, is Peacocke’s metaphysical contribution to conceiving the God-World
relationship, although this might not be how he would frame it. His suggestions are an essential
backdrop to Philip Clayton’s more explicit connection between the conception of human
rationality and a panentheistic God-World relation. In the chapter that precedes the section on
humanity, Peacocke discusses the roadblocks that stand in the way of conceiving the God-World
relation positively:

“It is indeed difficult to imagine how God might be an agent in a world conceived of as
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ruled by deterministic laws at all levels when the only analogy for such agency has itself
been formulated in dualistic terms {...] theologians expounding apparently very different
understandings of how God acts in the world, or of whether he does so or does not do so,
tend to resort to just assertion that there is such a link in the case of human action itself,
which illumines how God might be conceived of exercising his influence on events in the
world.”"®
Yet, Peacocke is willing to describe the human analogate for God-talk without apparent
hesitation:
“We may say that human beings are ‘self-transcendent’. So self-awareness and self-
consciousness. coupled with our intelligence and imagination, generate a capacity for
self-transcendence which is the root from which stems the possibility of a sense of the
numinous - and so of the divine [...]""!
Peacocke's theological anthropology is the resuit of his extensive reflections on the human place
in the world. with particular attention to the biological and environmental conditions that gave
rise to the hominids in the course of our own evolution. This position is now termed
*emergentism’ in the science-religion and philosophy of mind literature. It enshrines a set of
interpretations of the sciences that differ with and correct earlier mind/body or mind/spirit
dualisms. But Peacocke carries his emergentism to a moral and christological conclusion when
he claims that human ‘becoming’ is a paradoxical reality:
“The religious and moral experience of humanity is that this self-consciousness, by its
very character as self~consciousness, has made human beings aware of what they might
become - and of their failure to fulfill their potentialities and to satisfy their highest
aspirations.”"
Citing John Macquarrie’s book /n Search of Humanity, Peacocke signals the importance of
human freedom as the dimension through which humans actually emerge, and into which his

christological reflections are rooted. Christology shows ultimate promise for Peacocke in terms

of the science-theology dialogue by expressing God’s ‘personality’ to humanity." In his

284



“ascending” or “below-upwards™ account, Peacocke provides a rich description of transcendence
as we experience it. He supports the human experience of transcendence through self-
consciousness with his claim for the “non-reducibility”of levels of physical and disciplinary
reality.

However. Peacocke leaves out the unique role for the human imagination as the heuristic
operation McMullin identifies as the creative transcendence of our extant knowledge. One could
expand Peacocke’s portrait significantly by citing the imagination as operative in different
disciplines as the underlying potential in the desire to understand, whether what is understood is
an aspect of existence or God. The imagination is the heuristic principle that is both an
originating and an integrating power in human rationality. Suffice it to say that for Peacocke,
biology’s inability to account for the complete experience of being human leaves reality open to
the probability of divine incarnation as the means for God’s communication with humanity. This
fulfills the promise of creation. and carries forward the transcendence already experienced in
humanity’s interaction with nature towards the human experience of grace, hope and self-identity
as “created co-creator.”"

Without an account of the imaginative heuristic of human knowledge and desire,
Peacocke’s metaphysical integration of creation stumbles slightly. By opting for panentheism as
a model for combining a philosophy of God and a theology of creation, Peacocke restricts the
theological imagination to an image of spatial or proportionate bodies in interaction. As
described in chapter one, panentheism is introduced by Peacocke as a way of “holding together”
God'’s transcendence and immanence. It is for this reason perhaps that McMullin criticizes

Peacocke’s immanentist God. McMullin’s reliance on an atemporal notion of God is intended to
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counter the impression that panentheism alone adequately defends a Creator God.

However. the problem with Peacocke’s model of panentheism does not lie in the way he
expresses God’s continuing creation in the universe. Rather, it is the idea that a model is
theology’s best chance of communicating the meaning of creation. Why is self-transcendence not
sufficient to ground a theological understanding of a natural knowledge of God? Why would
panentheism or another model of God-World interaction be better suited to convince readers of
God's involvement with the world?

There is something in Peacocke’s presentation that portrays the scientific disciplinary
structure. exemplified through the act of modeling, as the framework of theological reflection.
This would undercut the central focus of theological concern on our destiny before God. This is
not to suggest that an emphasis on self-transcendence excludes the theological insights that arise
in proposing models. It is to affirm that theological models do not, on their own, provide the
insights that pertain to God’s gratuitous action, made real through events of revelatory
significance. The same problem was identified in connection with Clayton’s reliance on a model
for God-world interaction in chapter five. Going on McMullin’s position in scientific realism, we
need to remember that models on their own are insufficient to communicate meaning. This
would be all the more valid when speaking of creation.

By couching his understanding of creation in christology, Peacocke overcomes many of
the difficulties that his reliance on models raises. Christology offers an arena of discourse where
the accent is on the resolution of human intentionality in a divine gift of redemption, a “top-
down” movement of grace. His shift to christology away from a strict focus on creation goes

some distance to meeting previous objections leveled in a 1993 dissertation study by Steven

286



Crain." Crain concludes that both Peacocke and Polkinghorne in their pre-Gifford lecture works,
conceive of divine action as simply a question of choosing between “‘influence’ or a combination
of “pre-planning’ and ‘intervention’ that entail ‘control.””' Crain chooses to conclude that a
contrast exists between Peacocke and Polkinghorne’s preference for divine influence on the one
hand and the notion of creation ex nihilo on the other hand. This judgement may overstate the
empbhasis that each thinker places on the continuing activity of God’s creation, over against the
initial creative moment of the act. Nevertheless. Crain draws on a belief in divine creation from
nothing in the light of its explication by Thomas Aquinas and two contemporary interpreters:
David Burrell and Robert Sokolowski.

Crain’s study is more concerned with the theological implications of Peacocke and
Polkinghorne’s metaphysical interpretation of recent physics in contrast to this study’s starting
point in a critical realist epistemological problem. Nevertheless, he draws some fascinating
conclusions which parallel this analysis. First, he claims that there is a limited sense in which the

“unique relationship between causal power and micro-structure serves in certain respects

as a functional analogy for the unique relationship between God’s ability to act *in’ the

world and the world itself. (italics mine)”"’
Peacocke expresses this metaphorical analogy through his relationship between Christ and
humanity. Yet, Crain faults Peacocke for using a model, for this attempt to image a spatial or
proportionate relationship contradicts the notion of creation as pure dependency:

* this third alternative [contra either divine influence or divine intervention] cannot be

"pictured’ or ‘modeled’ [...] Rather, following Burrell’s interpretation of Aquinas, one can

give “grammatical’ rules for speaking about this alternative [...]""*

Crain’s conclusion is that the idea of creation differs fundamentally from the theological models

offered by both Peacocke and Polkinghome. What is so intriguing is that his defense of the
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“traditional” notion of creation is made in contrast to Peacocke and Polkinghorne’s metaphysical
perspectives:

*The framework for this theological vision [...] is: God and World parallel to one another

- indeed God and the world pitted against each other [...] God and creation relate to one

another in a ‘zero-sum game, ’ wherein creation’s freedom is purchased at the expense of

divine knowledge and power, and God’s ability to influence events at the price of

creation’s freedom.”"’
This *zero-sum game’ is precisely the logic that is implied by the via media style of thinking that
governs their understanding of critical realism, and therefore their conception of knowledge. A
Cartesian framework may be at work in shaping their reflections, both at the level of
epistemology. as this study has argued, and metaphysically, as Crain argues. | would qualify this
evaluation by stating that the degree to which Peacocke and Polkinghorne recover a language of
theological anthropology and christology in their Gifford lectures goes some distance to
constraining the impression of naive realism present in their work. This is especially true. as |
have shown. in their continued equating of critical realism in the sciences with a critical realism
in theology.

The link between this analysis and Crain’s analysis concerns how creation is to be
understood. There is a fundamental lack of appreciation for the probable character of knowledge
undergirding all empirical understanding since the 17", century which has combined with a lack
of resoive to follow through on the radical character of divine transcendence that is intimated by
self-transcendence. What is striking in Crain’s thesis is the degree to which his analysis turns on
a key insight from an interpretation of physics:

*According to [Peacocke and Polkinghorne’s] notion of creation, the primary and most

important sense in which God is continuous creator is that the processes which God holds
in being are themselves creative. Moreover, creativity in this latter sense is then made to
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depend on indeterminism, because deterministic processes are said to be incapable of
producing ‘novelty’ both in the broad sense of something truly new and in a narrower
sense that involves emergence. [...] [They] each claim that only an ‘emergent’ entity
qualifies as a ‘novel’ entity in the deepest sense, and furthermore that only an
indeterministic process is capable of producing such entities. God is therefore continuous
creator in that God continuously brings into being novel forms via indeterministic
processes.”™
In selecting indeterministic processes out for special theological treatment, Peacocke and
Polkinghorne lean toward a form of theological determinism by speaking of creation and the
character of the God-world relation as dependent with indeterministic processes of causation.
Only a recourse to a wider distinction between divine universal and special action can repair this
impression. While being careful to spell out that his critique does not lead to belief in a
deterministic universe. Crain notes that creation cannot be made to fit any particular physical
characteristic. even as a limited definition of emergence or novelty.

The insight highlighted from this study of critical realism and scientific rationality simply
carries this critique one step further. In understanding natural process at either the micro or the
macro level. one apprehends the real with the same resources of imagination and confidence in
the structure of the sciences which we already know provide us with explanatory knowledge.
This is the context for any interpretation concerning the indeterministic character of an aspect of
reality, including the famous Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle. In reaching conclusions about the
indeterministic features of reality, one does not add to or take away from an entity or set of
entities’ reality. This merely alerts the scientific imagination to the need to operate on other
epistemic values in order to explain in what way it marks out that reality.”'

Furthermore, if reason has been demonstrated through the originating power of

imagination to confirm the realist position on existence, and provided that we can assume the
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process of self-transcendence transforming ourselves, then our efforts to re-direct meaning at the
level of human freedom is not especially clarified by an overarching model of God’s relationship
to the world. The notion of creation already captures it by being the possibility for redemptive
action in the first place. On the contrary, in the spirit of the medieval via negativa, perhaps the
attributes accorded to God by virtue of this kind of combined natural and revelational theology
need to be complemented by analogical talk of God’s utter dissimilarity. This dissimilarity,
couched in terms of analogy, might avoid the traps of the inherently metaphorical model.
Creation cannot be captured by this epistemological tool.

The other difficulty with Peacocke’s spatial model of panentheism as a way of
communicating creation is over God’s alleged influence on world-process. Barbour’s process
model coheres roughly with the same intent. Again, I doubt whether this pursuit of God’s
influencing activity can bear the kind of fruit that Peacocke thinks. Nevertheless, it bears
repeating that Peacocke’s references to panentheism are limited in his Gifford lectures. They
appear mostly in footnotes. One of these includes a corrective to process thought on the character
of God's receptivity.” He seems to adopt a more explicit panentheistic stance in his earlier work
Creation and the World of Science.” Yet, even there, his instincts seem to place more credence
in a christological character to this model, thus limiting the impact of the model. It should be
noted that his language contained in both of these works on the subject of christology makes it
seem as if revelation could be fully anticipated by a natural theology that attends to meaning.
Echoing Karl Rahner’s theological anthropology, Peacocke states on several occasions that
owing to the fact that God is “at least personal,” it should be expected that God “would be

expected to be self~communicating.”* Yet, one of the strengths of Peacocke’s work is that he
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connects biology to personhood, meaning and value, thus indicating that natural and revealed
theology are empirically linked.

With Crain. however. it is important to signal a concern over Peacocke’s metaphysical
warrant for claiming divine influence as the theological knowledge we acquire when we
understand the basic character of the universe. This is the impression that reading Theology for a
Scientific Age gives. It hinges on the assumption that science can claim credit as the genuine
source for the doctrine of creation. Therefore. a certain contradiction exists between Peacocke’s
christological conclusion to his theological anthropology on the one hand, and his metaphysically
guided model of the God-World relationship on the other hand. A contradiction emerges from
Peacocke’s unwillingness to invoke an analogical qualification as the distinctive step between his
conception of natural theology and revelational theology. In a fascinating hint of the conclusion
to this study. McMullin’s 1985 critique of Peacocke’s critical realism, which comes from his
1984 work Intimations of Reality, contains the following evaluation:

“Why [...] does [Peacocke] stress the commonality between science and theology when

the methodological differences are so profound? I think it is because of one affinity

between them which has only recently been recognized, and which would even still be
debated. That is. the generally metaphorical character of the main explanatory concepts in
both.”*
McMullin falls down on the side of some sort of “grammatical rule” or analogy in order to arrive
at a better solution to interdisciplinary consonance:

“In short, the reason why the language of theology is held to be analogical

(“metaphorical” in the extended contemporary usage) lies not in its procedures but in the

character of its object which is said to transcend all human modes of expression. In

science, the emphasis on metaphor comes from a different quarter [...] The relation
between metaphor and analogy is quite complex, more complex (I think) than Peacocke

seems to allow. Much metaphor in science does not rely on analogy; it is not as though
the extension of our imaginations into the unknown is always accomplished by means of
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analogies with what we already know.”?

This is a key text for the additional integration being advocated in this chapter. McMullin
implies something paradoxical. Contrary to the metaphorical reach of the scientific imagination
into the unknown. the reach of theological analogy is also beyond our grasp. Yet, it is a part of
what “we already know” in our experience of ourselves as historical agents coming to terms with
sin and evil. which fall outside the range of meaning in scientific rationality. What we already
know might also be extended to include the christological dimension to human hope that
Peacocke in particular raises to prominence in his Gifford lectures. We can conclude from
McMullin’s various stances that analogical speech concerning God is possible in theology as
different from the standard critical realist methods in the sciences. yet as similar since it partly
results from the process of self-transcendence envisioned in the practice of science. This marks
off theology as substantially different from the sciences. Theology refers to the reality of God
that cannot be modeled. or fully appreciated through metaphor. Nonetheless, there is still a
problem with how to construe an integrating claim as a claim of knowledge. How does theology
situate itself in relation to the sciences?

6.3 McMullin and Interdisciplinary Consonance

McMullin’s preferred notion to describe the science-theology relationship is
“consonance.” It is coined by McMullin to claim interdisciplinary non-contradiction.”’” The
reason for this notion is not an implicit agreement not to disagree. Rather, it represents a more
sophisticated neo-Augustinian position in which his positions on scientific and critical realism
are implicated. McMullin’s position of ‘consonance’ should be seen in light of the perspective

that he has adopted on philosophical issues like the anthropic principle and his Augustinian
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approach to theological method. Consonance is not an a priori view of non-contradiction among
and between disciplines. It should be noted that this is precisely the opposite view to how
Barbour describes McMullin’s position.”® Furthermore, McMullin’s usage of this term should be
understood through his extensive engagement with epistemological questions leading to a self-
transcendence based on the implications of realism for debates in the philosophy of science.

It is a position that differentiates within the integration that is experienced in human
rationality. As such, the choice of “consonance” is not surprising, given McMullin’s misgivings
over natural theology. It is logical, given his reticence in seeing God incorporated in a temporal
metaphysic or general evolutionary account. Consonance is a widely referenced position in the
science-theology literature. Indeed it is attributed to McMullin as an original term by several
thinkers identifving a position that is accorded varying degrees of approval or disapproval.”

Through this term, McMullin introduces a coherent, deep philosophical mediation to the
science-theology dialogue. He uses the term explicitly in his 1981 article “How Does Cosmology
Relate to Theology.” In light of what he has since written elsewhere in science-religion dialogue
and the philosophy of science, I see his usage of consonance as explanatory, not descriptive.
McMullin’s use of consonance is a carefully weighed judgment that different disciplines are
involved in constructing explanations about overlapping (but not equivalent) realities. These
overlapping realities imply the similarity/dissimilarity conjunction of analogy at a metaphysical
level. Certain questions are raised but will remain unanswered by individual disciplines. Further,
this implication is defined a posteriori. By this is meant that no single epistemological doctrine is
available to handle knowledge across the interdisciplinary divide. McMullin’s careful critique of

Polkinghome is an excellent vantage point from which to probe further the meaning of
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consonance:
*“[....] the critical realism of natural science does not, to my mind, carry over into theology.
The affinities that Polkinghorne finds between the development of Christian doctrine and
the recent development of quantum mechanics do not extend to the manner in which the
two sorts of development were validated. But it is on the mode of validation that the
thesis of scientific realism depends. And the arguments that are advanced on its behalf
simply do not carry over into theology [...] arguments {...] for an appropriate doctrine of
critical realism in theology [...] would have to be of a kind very different from those
relied on in regard to natural science.”®
How would a theological critical realism be different? One way of interpreting McMullin
would be to suggest that consonance is present when explanations such as the doctrine of
creation. for example, relate to science by virtue of a dual verification process. The first part of
this verification process involves the uncovering of other insights, beliefs, experiences and
discoveries in theological sources, primarily scripture. It is here where the term creation
possesses its primary reference to personal meaning. The task of understanding how creation
coheres with other disciplines and their findings is a distinct second tier in the search for its
meaning. As such, it comprises a distinct set of tasks that shape the meaning of consonance. Both
pursuits of consonance conform to the task of doing systematic theology, where systematic
theology is understood as endeavouring to unite natural theology with revealed theology under
the rubric of self-transcendence.
Consonance is therefore a question of making a theological idea or doctrine actual by
virtue of allowing an interaction at the level of systematic theology and in the communication of
these systematic understandings. It is not a description of parallel investigations searching for

non-contradiction. but the result of a specific function in theology that is available to all

theological affirmations, regardless of whether their formulation implies an interaction with the
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natural sciences for further understanding or some other discipline in the human sciences such as
sociology and psychology. This strongly resembles the method of critical correlation that has
been developed in contemporary theology. However, the self-transcendence present in scientific
rationality renders the correlationist task theologically oriented. The underlying goal is the
explicit reference to a Creator God.’!

McMullin’s Augustinian framework is well situated in placing a priority on faith and
religious experience in theology. Nevertheless, [ am aware that by merely repeating Augustine’s
own position of consonance, McMullin does not really explore the underlying reasons behind
why Augustine attempted a broader theological worldview that could engage the natural (and
human) sciences on theological grounds in the first place. I argue that consonance should
therefore be understood as a form of critical realism in which knowledge is equally verified and
empirically verified in both disciplines. But, knowledge is verified on radically different grounds
with respect to different objects. In science, the verification is made with respect to objects in the
world. The self-transcendence emerging from a consideration of the human in cosmology is the
empirical grounding for a theological act of understanding. The verification involved in
theological understanding, however, is primarily with respect to the questions of meaning and
purpose of human destiny as a microcosm of universal destiny.

In summary, McMullin articulates consonance better than the Gifford lecturers, but not to
the point where his appropriation of Augustine does not beg further questions. Why would
Augustine have pursued such a position of a worldview of differentiated unity, such as the
consonance expressed in exegetical works as De Genesi ad Litteram? My provisional answer,

which would require further support from secondary sources, is that Augustine’s pursuit of self-
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knowledge through religious conversion obliged a quest for greater coherence in and through the
realization of his own unity as a human person. This unity in differentiation was consequently the
source of his achievement in his development of a non-literal sense of scriptural interpretation.
and his valuation of the seven liberal arts. the trivium and the quadrivium.*

This seems to be the best way to understand and clarify McMullin’s use of the word
consonance in light of his explicit appropriation of the Augustinian heritage. As such, this
interpretation goes some distance beyond a position of semi-independence regarding the different
disciplines. This position of semi-independence was the position ascribed to McMullin by
Barbour. However. this does not account for the more complex picture of theology’s position as a
discipline with specific requirements on what it may communicate from a basis in its own
sources of reflection and on what it may not. The key word, from Peters’ summary of
McMullin’s position is the term ‘correspondence’ (a term historically associated with naive
realism). Yet, this is a term which McMullin distances himself from, because he has not pursued
a metaphysical reflection that ties together nature with history.” Owing to God’s atemporality,
there is not a simple transfer of meaning of “correspondence” from the sciences to theology.

Would McMullin criticize the attribution of correspondence to his consonance position?
This is doubtful. assuming the term ‘correspondence’ is given to mean a consonance of the
disciplines deepened through an understanding of the imaginative heuristic of human rationality
toward constructive self-transcendence. This is also to state where the notion of consonance is
limited as a worldview. Its primary orientation is to the knowledge of different disciplines, not
the self-transcendent inquiring subject per se.

On a reading of McMuilin’s understanding of natural theology, there should not be a
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correspondence of the differently located disciplines vis a vis nature only. Theology’s distance
from nature, according to the Augustinian hermeneutic, is partly due to its lack of an explanatory
account of nature. and this is what lies behind McMullin’s reticence toward a natural theology.
McMullin’s judgment on natural theology is clarified in response to Peacocke’s defence of a
capacious meaning for critical realism:
It would today be very risky, to my mind, to propose any aspect of Nature (whether it be
the transition of “level” in the evolutionary record or the choice of the “right”parameters
to get the Big Bang off to a proper start) which can only (or best) be explained by
something by something like Divine intervention. Such arguments rely on gaps in current
scientific explanation.™
McMullin's response to Peacocke on the subject of critical realism echoes Polkinghomne’s
sentiments precisely on the centrality of human rationality in understanding where science and
theology do meet:
“Theology and science deal for the most part with different domains of the same reality.
Science has no access to God in its explanations; theology has nothing to say about the
natural world. Where the two. however, may overlap and thus interact is in the human
domain; each has things to say about the nature of human reality. (emphasis mine)™**
What McMullin says with regard to the ways in which science and theology overlap is
that the means of “adjudicating between rival theoretical understandings” in each discipline are
markedly different in terms of the “criteria of assessment.”* In describing the contemporary
theological terrain, McMullin simply notes that different types of theology (he lists four: natural,
experiential, revelation/biblical and ecclesial) confound the image of steady progress that typifies
the (critical) realist understanding of science. The result lies in differentiating the real in terms of

what exists as existence and the existence that is purely transcendent. None of these forms of

theology exhibits “the ‘best explanation’ form of argument for realism [...]"* It is difficult to



accord a theological dimension to critical realism, according to McMullin. There is a
fundamentally semantic difference contained in the term itself once it is transposed into theology.
He considers the possible structure of critical realism for experiential theology, or reflection on
God from religious experience, but quickly adds that “the structure of this argument is not
primarily explanatory.”*® McMullin then turns to natural theology, which “does have a structure
of explanation.” But he does not pursue what this structure is.

For McMullin. the problem with the tradition of natural theology, in spite of its
explanatory appeal, is its excessive ties to the physico-theology of English 17*. century scientists,
The need to avoid historical mistakes blocks a bold contemporary foray in natural theology as far
as he is concerned. But. this association is also noticed by Peacocke. And, as I have noted from
the first chapter. Peacocke prefers to select aspects of nature in order to propose a hierarchy in
nature and the corresponding human disciplines. He does not pursue a narrow “causal joint”
between God and nature. Instead. his proposal is based in the model of “top-down” interaction
with the world as a whole. This comprises his strategy for natural theology with persons and
personhood being an axis or central defining point of departure. This is a significant amelioration
of a traditional mode of argumentation in natural theology. Moreover, it is one which I think
McMullin could readily accommodate, in spite of his reticence toward contemporary theology’s
temporally located understanding of divine action.

The question that all of this poses however is whether or not a natural theology could be
constructed with a notion of consonance and critical realism arising from McMullin’s
development of the term. What possibilities exist in order to avoid arbitrary, conceptual

selections from the sciences? Can Peacocke’s formulation of a systematic natural theology be
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revised in order to move beyond understanding God merely in terms of top-down causation?

Recalling McMullin’s brief question noted in chapter five”®, what about pursuing a
natural theology that explores the conditions of possibility in humanity for any explanation
whatsoever? This is where McMullin willingly acknowledges that the two disciplines converge.
McMullin’s own work in uncovering an irreducible role for values and imaginative creativity at
the heart of scientific reasoning brings a certain teleological response to this question in terms of
spirit. But. in terms of transferring the mode of verification over from science to theology, there
must also be a transfer from nature to history. This is where I suggest that the well developed
christology contained in Peacocke’s Gifford lectures is a significant dimension. In those lectures,
Peacocke adverts to Jesus Christ in a significant and extended reflection on the results of
theological anthropology.

Strangely. McMullin does not mention christology in his work that touches on theology.
This absence. while understandable given McMullin’s reflections on divine action, nevertheless
leaves his preference for theology’s basis in salvation history unfulfilled. Peacocke, on the other
hand. does pursue an anthropologically referenced christology. His christological reflections,
however. do not contain as clear an understanding of the distinction between nature and history,
nor an awareness that meaning and values fundamentally transform the meaning of critical
realism in theological discourse away from the universe to the human subject located in the
universe. Therefore. a combined strategy is required where Barbour’s original insight into the
metaphysical possibility of critical realism, Peacocke’s christologically guided notion of seif-
transcendence. Polkinghomne’s dual emphasis on intelligibility and revelation and McMullin’s

portrait of rationality incorporates each of these elements selectively in an Augustinian
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framework.

It is christology as intertwined with a notion of creation that might integrate further the
spiritual character of human rationality that McMullin works out. Not coincidentally. creation
and christological redemption are the two foundational dimensions of a theology of revelation.
By reflecting christologically, while being faithful to McMullin’s distinctions, we might better
address the personal and communicative nature of God with humanity that Peacocke emphasizes.
What this establishes is that verification. the hallmark of McMullin’s retroductive rationality
does carry over into theology, but with respect to the person as a seeker of meaning and hope in a
God who is immanent in history. Verification, it will be remembered, was the second movement
of return from theory to data in a theory of scientific rationality. In theology, a reflection on the
gift of Christ provides a verification of the search for meaning and value that sparks the
scientific. cosmological. philosophical and theological imagination in the first movement of
intention toward the universe and then God. As such. an understanding of Christian hope
manifest in the life. death and resurrection of Jesus, is a mark of the fertility of a theological
inquiry. However, as with the meaning of critical realism and verification, the meaning of the
word fertility is vastiy different in a theological milieu. The strand of continuity between
scientific fertility and theological fertility is that the pursuit of the inquiry, an inquiry into God’s
answer to human hope, bears fruit in a meditation on the person of Christ.

Does this mean that theology is critically realist? In the sense that theology contains a
roughly similar reference to a real entity, namely God, then yes, it is critically realist. However,
because of the highly significant differences in the meaning of words, the positive answer must

be heavily qualified by what constitutes a verification in theology. A clue as to what verification
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or empirical affirmation of God means is available from Bernard Lonergan’s philosophy of God.
6.4 From World to God: Lonergan’s “Natural Knowledge of God”

Beginning with the liberal and neo-orthodox reactions to positivist currents in theology
late in the nineteenth century, the variety of arguments for the existence of God from nature have
come under serious disrepute. In the wake of these reactions and the simultaneous rise in the
autonomy of the natural sciences, theologians have neglected to attend to nature or the study of
nature as a potential ground for complementing a theology of revelation. Against the stale
objectification of God (parallel to what Harnack referred to as the “hellenization” of Christian
doctrine). theology has since come to focus more and more on the intersubjective character of
theological reflection. According to this pattern of theological reflection, God is not to be
conceived as one more object of thought among others, but rather as a subject with whom we
exist in primary, personal relation.

In an essay on the traditional teaching of Vatican I's Dei Filius, Bernard Lonergan
sketches a precise summary of the problems of adhering to a strictly intersubjective view of
theology. Lonergan’s conclusion meets the issue of critical realism as a theological problem. This
study has argued that a view of reality accorded in scientific rationality is theologically
significant. This. in turn, correlates with what was claimed at Vatican I. There, as Lonergan
recounts it. a natural knowledge of God was defended as a possibility. This human potency to
know God naturally is “not moral but physical. The natural light of human reason is part of
man’s physical make-up.™* Lonergan goes on to qualify this claimed potency: “It is not asserted
that this light is sufficient for fallen man to come to certain knowledge of God [...] [Furthermore]

the knowledge in question is not immediate but mediated, and it is mediated not by revelation but
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by creation.™'

The reason for raising Lonergan’s discussion of a natural knowledge of God is to clarify
more exactly the road of self-transcendence that is the non-reflexive process of verification that
differentiates theological critical realism from other critical realist disciplines. In this article,
which builds on his earlier massive work Insight, Lonergan contrasts a natural knowledge of God
with scientific knowledge. The difference is over the question of verification. A natural
knowledge of God based on a knowledge of the world is itself based on what Lonergan calls an
“unverifiable principle.” It is non-reflexive. Science, in contrast, is based on the need for
verifications. For a natural knowledge of God to occur, Lonergan points to the mere act of
attending to who we are as knowers. This attention is non-reflexive, not a set of scientific
operations involving the need to understand, conceive, affirm and verify. As Lonergan puts it,
“the self-transcendence of knowledge is merely intentional.”* Intentionality is understood as the
pure desire to answer questions. In meeting the objections raised to considering God as an object,
Lonergan re-defines objects as “what are intended in questioning.”™"

However. employing Lonergan’s terms, the assurance of a natural knowledge of God
cannot be sustained if there is raised the philosophical possibility that answers do not follow
questions. Thus, without the assurance of verified judgments in a knowledge of the real, then
what Lonergan calls the unverifiable principle operative in a natural knowledge of God is
unhinged from its support in a human subject who understands and verifies objects (or, to use
McMullin’s preferred term “entities”). In the portrait of scientific rationality gained with the
assistance of Eman McMullin, we have a better portrait of how scientific rationality is realist.

Once this is historically verified through the efforts of attentive collaboration, it is critically
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realist as well. It thus overcomes historicist. instrumentalist or empiricist impulses in the
philosophy of science. Indirectly then, the effort to secure a realism about the world is
theologically significant. This is no small step in the affirmation of the reality of a theological
knowledge claim, as Lonergan’s exemplary argument for a natural knowledge of God shows. If
we are to meaningfully point to the self-transcendence operative in knowledge, morality and
religious experience, as Lonergan differentiates the three basic stages of self-transcendence, then
it is vital to possess a systematic understanding of how answers follow questions at the level of
knowledge. With intentionality secured in the act of knowing, a valid “verified” theological
reflection on intentionality may suitably follow.

This does not assume that a theology of revelation s strictly dependent on the kind of
natural knowledge that is secured in this differentiated manner. However, without such a basis in
a verified realism. theology is left without a way to communicate itself systematically in
contemporary cultures. Without such a philosophical reference point, we would be unable to
overturn a theological lack of confidence in the worid as creation. We would be unable to forge a
precise account of the human potency for a natural knowledge of God.

6.5: Natural Theology and Analogy: God with Being?

The corrective that [ have shown in this study of McMullin’s account of critical realism
beyond the critical realism of the three Gifford lecturers shows that a re-vitalization of analogy is
possible as a metaphysical complement to an epistemological resolution of the problem of faith
and rationality. The role of McMullin's theory of scientific rationality is that it highlights the
historical subject in the act of explanation. This leads to a better account of critical realism and,

therefore. a new conception of self-transcendence. This understanding of self-transcendence
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builds on the elements provided by the Gifford lectures by explaining why the existence of
entities are investigated and affirmed over time. With the key factor of cosmology in particular,
McMullin proposes the key to the human experience of self-transcendence. This notion of self-
transcendence is empirical. It is a manifestation of cosmic intelligibility affirmed as intentional
on the part of the subject and real with respect to the achievement of verified knowledge in
relation to the object. It is not a simple question, therefore, of supposing a via media as proposed
by the Gifford lecturers.

The quest to defend a critical realism can legitimately be seen as a theologically
motivated quest in all four thinkers. Critical realism is a way of affirming the participation of the
inquiring person in a greater whole. in reality. McMullin’s defence of scientific realism can be
seen as a defence of a position on the reality of the whole in which we participate. Reality is thus
theologically pregnant, especially when we are obliged to defend it as scientists, philosophers or
theologians.

Philosophers classically labelled this “whole” as “Being.” While such language is much
less helpful given its connotations of classicism, the limits of inference in this notion of critical
realism coupled with the positive sense of transcendence into atemporality affirms that analogy is
a worthwhile extrapolation from existence to God. As such, it forms a natural knowledge of God
that leaves room open through the search for personal meaning, but does not anticipate revelation
and God'’s saving action in history. This reminds us of why Polkinghomne’s and McMullin’s
corrective on Peaccocke’s over-reliance on metaphors and models is crucial. What is really
important theologically is the act of understanding itself, understood as continually operative in

history as McMullin has outlined it. The theological affirmation of a natural knowledge of God
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through analogy is affirmed through critical realism because of the way that this critical realist
portrait of scientific rationality consistently shows how the issue for inquiry is the issue of
progressive knowledge. This progress meets a limit that exists by virtue of the time/eternity
divide in cosmology, so analogy becomes the best recourse to account for the perfect
understanding that grounds the ongoing attempts at systematic, progressive understanding in
human rationality.

Without an analogy from a potentially verified form of self-transcendence in and through
knowledge. theological analogy to God would be akin to other metaphors and models. Rather,
theology is radically dissimilar from these other models and metaphors because of its verification
from a completely transcendent source. The dissimilarity is grasped by appreciating that the
reality of a complete act of understanding cannot be attained in a continual movement upwards to
answer questions. With this asymmetry ensured in theological language, the Creator God of the
traditional Christian doctrine can be more adequately communicated in consonance with the
analogy of natural theology.

Thus. theology is critically realist if the meaning of critical realism is primarily self-
transcendence. In the natural sciences. critical realism still has another primary meaning bound
up with the affirmation of existence, though directed toward self-transcendence. Insofar as a
theological critical realism points from rationality towards christology, it functions in terms of
the meaning of self-transcendence. In a sense, this is a foundationalist position regarding the true
nature of human knowledge and intentionality, but it is very different in orientation from
classical foundationalism.*

As this study has shown with respect to the role of imagination in scientific rationality’s
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twofold process of discovery and verification, this cannot be a view of knowledge that is a priori.
Rather. it is a view that arises as the outcome of appreciating the subject in understanding
scientific. explanatory knowledge. As such, this understanding of explanation is a view of
knowledge that is foundational precisely because it is critically realist. And insofar as it is
critically realist, it is open to historical revision. Insofar as it engages cosmology, it is open to
emergent probability.

By understanding critical realism in the way shown here, a constructive link between
natural and revealed theology is opened up. The key lies in how theology treats the reality of the
humanum. Over the past century, theologians and philosophers either tended to treat the universe
as a whole in terms of its religious relevance or, in a focus on self-understanding, it focussed on
the meaning of texts in light of religious and moral conversion. The rifts between these two
theological types, a theology of revelation and natural theology, are the backdrop to a long series
of disagreements in theological method. And this conflict is precisely what lies behind the
divergence between Polkinghomne’s approach from the other Gifford lecturers.*

6.6 Conclusion: Points of Convergence in Theology

An opposition between a theology of revelation and natural theology is also reflected in
the significant themes addressed and expounded by Jean-Luc Marion in his widely read work
God Without Being: hors texte where he invokes the Heideggerian legacy in specific ways to
separate theology from philosophical reflection:

“To liberate theology from the word Being now assumes a precise meaning: it is not in

any way a question of unbinding theology from Dasein but, on the contrary, of according

theology a proper domain - faith - only on condition of submitting it to an ontological
*correction.”™
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This unbinding of faith from Enlightenment reason is the stance of Alvin Plantinga. and
represents a fideistic stance that a misreading of Polkinghorne’s Gifford lectures might
mistakenly conclude.”’

There is a legitimate point being made by Marion, and it is reflected in a growing
theological consensus. There are now a diverse number of thinkers who have diagnosed
theology's chief weakness in terms of its historical ties to particular metaphysical constructs. So
Marion’s identification of the problem is not unique. Nevertheless, if we bear in mind the
problem that the Gifford lecturers address, Marion’s philosophical dis-establishing of theology
implies the sort of rupture in knowledge that the science-theology dialogue is precisely trying to
avoid. Therefore. some postmodern critiques of the drive to understand the unity of reality
ironically expands the extant separations in modemity. Wentzel van Huyssteeu claims, in
response. that rationality is literally re-discovered in light of the postmodern “crisis”™:

~if we let rationality slip away, we will be losing that which gives our identity as human

beings. The special focus of the postmodern challenge to human rationality will therefore

be found in the challenge to revision the notion of rationality in such a way that all our
reasoning strategies will ultimately again benefit from the rich resources of rationality [...]
neither theological reflection nor the many forms of contemporary scientific reflection
require universal epistemological guarantees anymore.™*
For van Huyssteen, the crux of the issue has to do with the re-establishing of religious questions
as legitimate. But he is anxious to communicate, against the well known work of John Milbank,
that theology’s isolation from the other disciplines does not permit a splendid isolation where
theology is simply postulated as “queen of the sciences.” van Huyssteen’s critical comments of

modernity’s foundationalism, nonfoundationalist fideism and Nancey Murphy’s postmodern

strategy follow from his choice to articulate a via media. His proposal thus contains valuable
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parallels to the kind of argument I have undertaken in this study with regard to rehabilitating
critical realism as an indirect theological concern.

In light of the heuristic capacity of human intentionality argued for here, it would be
better had van Huyssteen couched his discussion of dimensions of rationality in terms of the
nature of rationality rather than the narrower model of rationality. As stated earlier, the vital
question centers on understanding our own self-transcendence. In contrast, advocating a mere
model of self-transcendence will block self-transcendence. thereby maintaining subject/object
oppositions.®® Rather, self-transcendence, in the way I have framed and amended its relation to
ourselves and reality, needs to become the new focus of a natural theology.

Indeed. Walter Kasper, in The God of Jesus Christ retrieves the original context in which
natural theology was conceived systematically and shows how it contrasts with Barthian
characterizations.®' Kasper goes on to state the issue in stark terms:

“The conflict between faith and unbelief is thus not a conflict about some sort of higher
or ulterior world but a conflict regarding our present reality.”

Rather than declare that faith is separately warranted belief, impervious to other forms of
knowledge in the way that Plantinga describes it, [ argue that natural theology can investigate
faith from the vantage point of our common reality. This account of the question of faith in God
and the conception of the God-world relationship puts the problem precisely where the Gifford
lecturers begin: their anxiety to communicate their critical realism. The issue of reality, echoing
Ladriére’s contention from chapter 2, is precisely why McMullin’s differentiated account handles
the otherwise poignant critiques of anti-realist or even postfoundationalist views on knowledge.

It is important to locate faith as a position of conversion or human intention that has some
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distinct role and function in relation to reality in general. Even Karl Barth himself recognizes the
importance of attaching to faith a certain account of how we know and intend things.*

But. if empirical reality is understood with the explicit aid of the imagination operating
on one’s sense experience, then religious meaning, by transcending that sense experience does
not operate with another imagination impressing a different class of forms on different data. The
imagination simply follows a differentiated set of intentional operations that can be described in
terms of McMullin's reference to second imagination.** These operations are imaginative, but
operate with regard to categories of history, meaning and human freedom. Yet, once understood
through a worldview constructed in light of the science-theology dialogue, these operations do
not stand apart from reality as a whole. They pertain to the subject as subject. The imagination is
the heuristic of human intentionality as Lonergan defines it. The world of the subject should not
be viewed as of no concern to the wider reality. Faith and reason are linked by imaginative
reasoning. The imagination disembodied from its empirical reference in verified forms of
knowledge implies that in theology, it refers strictly to tﬂe narratio to the exclusion of the ratio.

On the contrary, McMullin shows that, on the theory of retroduction, imagination is
bound through reason to reality. By extension, following the limits tested through examining
cosmology and the revelation focus of Augustinian theology, we can extend this link between
reason and reality to the dimension of human history, narrative and the elements that comprise
human freedom. This is why the dimensions of creation and christology are important to bring
forward from Peacocke’s work especially. This meaningfully adds to and complements
McMullin’s proposals.

It is a core element of human subjectivity that grounds scientific realism and potentially
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unveils the wellspring of religious knowledge through its appeals to values in the process of
scientific verification. If imagination plays no significant role whatsoever in scientific
knowledge, as the positivists thought, then the theologian might err by focusing on the genius of
religious narrative and systems of meaning in order to draw a contrast. Theologians, on seeing
this realist shortfall in accounting for human rationality, could be persuaded to permit or
construct a contrasting theological epistemology over against a rule-oriented empirical
epistemology in the natural sciences.”

One could even obtain the same impression by noting the shortfalls contained in a
deficient meaning of critical realism. On seeing the description of critical realism in the work of
the Gifford lecturers. one might be led into thinking that their position of opposition between
subject and object obliges them to take a position of basic trust with respect to the objects of both
the natural sciences and theology. This is a misinterpretation of their ultimate stance. By seeing
how they each aim to provide a positive articulation of the God-World relationship as a
theological knowledge claim, this study nevertheless claims that this potential misinterpretation
can be corrected. This is especially the case in light of McMullin’s analysis of scientific
rationality and its philosophical scope.

Through an analysis of the work of Ernan McMullin, this thesis has traced a trajectory of
philosophical mediation, and through his theory of scientific rationality, a renewal of theological
critical realism, re-conceived as a radically different form of critical realism. Theological critical
realism pertains to personal meaning and the historicity of the subject, faced with the unique
event of the Incamation. The analogy goes beyond being a model or metaphor to one of partial

versus complete understanding in light of creation’s message of divine initiative and complete
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understanding. This additional step is necessitated by Barbour, Peacocke and Polkinghome’s
suggestive contributions and their limitations. In utilizing their respective contributions, this
study has incorporated McMullin’s stress on rationality, its realist intent, historically verified
ontological achievements and the imaginatively secured human self-transcendence exercised in
view of the limits of cosmology to answer questions of existence.

All of these elements. however, do not attach themselves to their ultimate thgological
meaning without a clear understanding of the notion of creation. Augustine’s articulation of
creation ex nihilo is the best example in this tradition. McMullin, as this study indicates, shows
how a retention of this traditional understanding contradicts an exclusive modelling or
metaphorical expression of a scientifically informed approach. Yet, the intent of what Peacocke
and Polkinghorne express is coherent in terms of the Christian spiritual tradition. Louis Dupré
echoes Walter Kasper’s recovery of natural theology by noting that

*[...] never before the modern age did Christians consider a notion of extrinsic causality
adequate to express the intimate, permanent presence of God to his creation.”

Creation is much more than a theory of extrinsic causality.

This chapter has offered further implications for what comprises a roughly critical realist
theological claim in light of the notion of rationality developed in earlier chapters in its
epistemological, historical-critical and cosmological dimensions. The overarching goal has been
to line up the self-transcendence of critical realism as a framework to mediate the dialogue
between the sciences and theology. Thus, the result of a differentiated notion of critical realism in
theology is the possibility for a natural knowledge of God, secured in understanding the desire

for understanding on the part of the subject. The security attends an explanatory theory that
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provides historical verification of knowledge concerning existence. The resuit is that, as a
discipline, theology is “consonant” with the natural sciences. The consonance has to do with the
similar drive for understanding, and is chiefly differentiated by the presence of verification in
science contrasted with the much more general notion of verification of our acts of self-
transcendence in historical acts of meaning for theology.

The goal has been to deepen the claim that theology has real, empirical claims to
knowledge. Not the least of these pertains to creation, in the way that Dupré and others have
outlined it so well. The trajectory of postmodern and historicist critiques in both science and
theology is now leading to a renewed commitment on the part of other thinkers to carefully
articulate the precise role and meaning that metaphysics plays in the working out of
interdisciplinary discourse.” While I have not been able to pursue an explicit metaphysics here,
the implicit goal has been to put in piace key elements for an implicit anticipation of
metaphysical discourse. The epistemological and philosophical correctives to the use of critical
realism on the part of the Giffird lecturers by McMullin, combined with a pursuit of the explicit
metaphysical and theological goals of those lectures would improve the chances that a systematic
natural theology of the future can confidently provide a worldview that is communicable, given

the success of contemporary natural sciences.
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Endnotes

1. See chapter five, p. 217.

2.This language describing the desire for personal coherence was first coined by Bernard Lonergan. See Method in
Theology (New York: Seabury Press, 1972), pp. 101-102.

3. This question has become crucial since E.O. Wilson’s proposed socio-biological synthesis 25 years ago. For a
strategy that undercuts the socio-biological agenda in terms of the reality of human freedom, see Robert Wright,
Non-Zero: The Logic of Human Destiny (New York: Random House, 2000) where human history and the reality of
meaning defy easy explanation from within the parameters of empirical psychology, neuroscience or evolutionary
biology. E.O. Wilson’s early works that contributed to widespread unease within many scientific disciplines
concerning the scope of naturalist interpretations in anthropology and the human sciences are: Sociobiology: The
New Synthesis (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1975) and On Human Nature (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press,
1978). See the essays critical of such methodological reductionism by Camilo J. Celo-Conde, William Stoeger, Paul
Davies, Philip Hefner and Arthur Peacocke in Robert J. Russell, William R. Stoeger and Francisco J. Ayala, eds.,
Evolutionary and Molecular Biology: Scientific Perspectives on Divine Action (CTNS, Vatican Observatory, 1998).
Cf. Peacocke. Theology for a Scientific Age, pp. 226-232. | have not dealt with the implications that involve the
assumptions of naturalism. Grappling with this literature would form an important complementary study to the one
undertaken here. However, this study would cohere in key respects with a theological or philosophical argument
against naturalism. Against naturalist positions, this study suggests that the practice of science is marked by
imaginative investigations that both determine the universe as real yet contingent, while at the same time seeing those
very imaginative structures suitable for structuring other questions of meaning that are taken up so vitally by religios
traditions.

4. McMuliin. “Cosmic Purpose and the Contingency of Human Evolution,” p. 409.

5. By “extrapolation,’ I am evoking the detailed and expansive metaphysical prolegomena to the question of God
that is worked out by Bernard Lonergan. There is not the space here to expand on Lonergan’s own argument for a
philosophy of God or how this philosophy coheres with contemporary theology. However, | want to indicate that |
do see significant coherence between the transcendental character of retroduction and Lonergan’s understanding of
transcendence ‘from below.’ In Insight, chapter 19, he states that “transcendence means ‘going beyond.” So insight,
inquiry and formulation do not merely reproduce the content of sensible experience but go beyond it.” (/nsight
Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993, p. 658).

The content of sensible experience that Lonergan speaks of here is the image or phantasma that captures the
data being sensed. The production of images in scientific rationality is what McMullin stresses as the heuristic for the
inquiry that tends, when corrected by supplementary and coherent insights, to affirm the existence of entities as real.
The brilliance of retroduction as a theory, is that it anticipates self-knowledge. Even though self-knowledge, with ail
of its religious potential does not guide scientific inquiry per se, it is the reflective resuit of the transcendence that
characterizes scientific rationality. This assumes first, that judgment is affirmed as part of a realist position of
knowledge and second, that there is a unique way in which cosmology thrusts the scientific and philosophical
questions into theological ones. This is how [ see the basic connection between McMullin’s theory of retroduction
and Lonergan’s cognitionally founded philosophy of transcendence and God. Much more would need to be said on
the connections in relation to ‘the known’ itself, metaphysically speaking, and not just in the process of knowing.

This is where Lonergan’s full account of reality in his theory of emergent probability would need to be
taken up. | see the theory of retroduction, and the critical realism that | have developed as a result of that theory, to
be a preparation for accepting the philosophical and theological viability of emergent probability as a metaphysical
position. A metaphysical position such as emergent probability requires, it seems to me, studies that carefully attend
to the historical record in science. It aiso requires an ability to affirm the possibility of ontological statements without
casting aside sociological conditions of knowledge, or the realist intent of the human imagination.
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6.Polkinghorne himself draws this conclusion in his evaluation of the three Gifford lectures: “Barbour does not go
on to give an account of what he believes we actually know historically about Jesus [...] The idea of Christ as being
outstandingly human [...]} can for Barbour find historical expression in evolutionary terms {...] Barbour is attributing
a prime significance to Jesus, but in a way that will cause no shock or disturbance to a scientific mind [...] The
question is whether this somewhat bland christology is adequate to the strangeness and hopefuiness of Christian
experience. [ suggest that it is not.” See Scientists as Theologians (London: SPCK, 1996), pp. 67-69.

7. ibid, pp. 72-78, especially p. 72 where he states that Peacocke verges on a ‘Pelagian christology.’

8. ibid. p. 78.

9. See chapter one, pp. 44-48.

10. Peacocke. Theology for a Scientific Age, p. 148.

I1. ibid. p. 74.

12. ibid. pp. 249-250.

13. See ibid. p. 317-318: *[...] Jesus the Christ occupies in ‘spiritual’ history (that is, the history of the relationship
of humanity with God) the place that a mutation does in biological evolution - an irreversible transformation into a
new kind of existence allowing the actualization of new possibilities.”

14. ibid, pp. 320, 339, 343, 34S.

15.Divine Action and Indeterminism: On Models of Divine Agency that Exploit the New Physics, (Univ. of Notre
Dame: UMI Microfilms).

16. Crain. Divine Action and Indeterminism, p. 366.
17. ibid. p. 369.
18. ibid. p. 368.
19. ibid. p. 351.
20. ibid. p. 355.

21. Lonergan concludes on this basis to the probabilistic character of contemporary science at the micro and macro
level. Scientific knowledge itself is divisible between classical and statistical investigations. The probabilistic
character of statistical investigations reveals that the questions for intelligibility that guide classical investigations are
simply not the questions suited for probabilistic contexts. There is “nothing to be known” in asking these types of
questions when it comes to realms or fields of indeterminacy, whether in the event of a coin toss or the wave/particle
duality of light. To carry this classical/statistical distinction any further than say Lonergan does, is to exaggerate the
metaphysical implications of the scientific revolution. Recalling McMullin’s careful definition, scientific realism
does not forecast that existing entities can be charted along a neat continuum of inductively accounted for iaws and
universal regularities. It merely makes the claim, following McMullin’s account, that intelligibility is to be fully
expected based on past experience, even though it will likely be heavily weighted towards hypothetical and
probabilistic intelligibility.
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22. Peacocke. Theology for a Scientific Age, pp. 371-72.
23. Peacocke, Creation and the World of Science (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), pp. 141-142.

24. See Theology for a Scientific Age, passim. Cf. Peacocke’s God and Science: A Quest for Christian Credibility
(London: SCM. 1996), p. 23. :

25. McMullin, “Realism in Theology and Science: Response to Arthur Peacocke”™ in Religion and Intellectual Life
vol. 2. n.4, p. 45.
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Commonweal 125, n. 17 (Oct. 9, 1998), p. 23.

31. See the insightful clarifications of critical correlationism made by Neil Ormerod, “Quarrels with the Method of
Correlation” in Theological Studies 57 (1996), pp. 707-719.

32. Cf. Augustine’s De Doctrina Cristiana..
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40. Bemard Lonergan, “Natural Knowledge of God” in William F.J. Ryan and Bernard J. Tyrrell, eds. A Second
Collection (Westminster Press: Philadelphia,1975), p. 118.
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42. ibid, p. 128.
43. ibid. p. 123.

44. Generally speaking, foundationalism is a term that identifies a view of knowledge where “properly justified
knowledge claims must be grounded upon some kind of ultimate, firm, invariant, and immediately justified
foundation [and] [...] by its affinities to the ideals of universal commensuration, omnitemporal and transcultural
criteria for epistemic justification [...]" This is taken from UIf Jonsson, Foundations for Knowing God: Bernard
Lonergan's Foundations for Knowledge of God and the Challenge of Antifoundationalism (Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang, 1999), p. 335. For an expanded definition of foundationalism including key references, see Jonsson,
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distinguishes between a “broad™ and a “proper” foundationalism, and it is into the latter category that he argues for
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role of judgment in human knowing. Jonsson associates proper foundationalism with propositions that purport to be
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mind. as Robert Audi notes in his The Structure of Justification (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1993), there is
a "“myth of the demise of foundationalism™ (p. 13). This is quoted by Jonsson in Foundations for Knowing God, pp.
248-249.

45. Moreover. this divergence is reflected in particular historic theological discourses. It is the key to understanding,
for example, the deep divisions that opened up in early twentieth century German Protestant theology on nature and
grace. See Garrett Green, Imagining God: Theology and the Religious Imagination (Eerdmans, 1989), chapter 2 “A
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46. Jean-Luc Marion, God Without Being: hors texte trans. Thomas Carlson (University of Chicago Press, 1991), p.
68.
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conditions of thought,” p. 61. Theology is, as a consequence, transformed in order to cohere “with the fact [...] of
faith in the Crucified. a fact that only receives and conceives: it secures its scientificity by [...] the relation of the
believer to the Crucified.” p. 65.

48.Wentzel van Huyssteen, The Shaping of Rationality: Toward Imterdisciplinarity in Theology and Science (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), pp. 34.

49.ibid, pp. 80, 85.
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possibility of knowing is not exhausted by the ability to perceive and comprehend. Imagination, too, belongs no less
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surrounding analysis in his “The Modern Philosophy of Self in Recent Philosophy” in Robert J. Russell, Nancey
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55. This is how Fergus Kerr describes the epistemological outlook of Hans Kang, the most widely read theologian
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of modemn epistemology from Descartes, Hume and Kant to Popper and Lorenz has - it seems to me - made clear that
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theological position, according to Kang, is to articulate God’s existence simply as one of trust, an extension of a
basic attitude of trust and a defense of beliefs in science that are no longer secured by the safe parameters of
positivist epistemology. According to Kerr, the positing of trust hinges on the decision to gamble: “The alternative to
radical scepticism in its most nihilistic Nietzschean form [is that] {...] ‘Every human being decides for himself his
fundamental attitude to reality: that basic approach which embraces, colours, characterizes his whole experience,
behavior, action.” p. 31.

56.Louis Dupré, Passage to Modernity: An Essay in the hermeneutics of nature and Culture (New have: Yale Univ.
Press, 1993), p. 173. The antecedent cause of this reduction of divine creation to causality is dueto a
misinterpretation of Thomas Aquinas by the nominalists, according to Dupré (p.3). This is one of the chief insights
of Dupré’s historical work, and in the context of a theological recovery of the universe as a point of departure, his
identification is crucial. When God is removed from creation where God’s presence was previously established by
virtue of the natural desire for God on the part of the subject, the theological imagination must revert to the power or
will of God expressed in particularities. As a complement to this from the perspective of a pure nature, natural
theology evolved to become an exercise in what Dupré calls a “science of God based exclusively on rational
arguments [...]” (p. 178) This analysis is repeated and sharpened in Dupré’s article “Philosophy and the Natural
Desire for God: An Historical Reflection” in International Philosophical Quarterly vol. 40, 2 (2000), pp. 141-148.
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methodologically self-consscious and confident. Post-modernism performs a service for metaphysics similar to the
service performed by the masters of suspicion, Freud, Nietzsche, and Marx, for religious belief; such belief purifies
itself. and shakes off outmoded notions of God as a neurotic father figure or ground of resentment or buttress of the
economic ruling class. In confronting post-modemism sympathetically, metaphysics rooted in self-knowledge
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(1999), p. 275.
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Conclusion
Overview

This thesis has laid out in several major steps a broaden the notion of critical realism,
which can help mediate a dialogue between the natural sciences and theology. Again. it needs to
be emphasized that without such a mediation, the different concerns and contents of the
disciplines is likely to become confused. Without a critical realist framework, the theological
tendency towards idealism in interdisciplinary dialogue and the scientific tendency toward
empiricism in the face of challenges to its authority might re-ignite a conflicted view of the
universe and a conflict within the human subject as well.

This study has tried to establish a more explicit philosophical mediation between the
natural sciences and theology. However, the aim has been consistently theological. This was
particularly manifest in probing what a theological claim to knowledge means, notably the key
theological claim of whether and how the world and God are held in relation. The specific thrust
of this study has been to show that theology cannot credibly make such claims without
understanding how it is first constituted and able to make such claims. For several centuries, by
contrast. the natural sciences have shown how self-confidence in methodology and purpose can
lead to an assured understanding of what knowledge is in particular inquiries.

Several avenues of thought might be prompted by this exploration in order to probe the
question of faith, rationality and interdisciplinary consonance further. It remains to be seen how a
study which affirms both an integrated worldview and the distinctiveness of religious faith from
other forms of knowledge can be sustained without additional reflections on related questions

and analyses. What emerged from this study is a fascinating contrast between two thinkers,
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Peacocke and Polkinghorne. who each depend on Barbour in some way for the confidence to
make wider metaphysical claims of knowledge from the insight into the critical realist structure
of knowledge. However, while Peacocke has tended to emphasize the elements of integration,
Polkinghorne made a break from the traditions of natural theology to emphasize the contrast
between faith and scientific rationality. The point is that each emphasis retains a validity that
should not be overturned. The integrity of each style became the point of departure for each of
the last two theologically oriented chapters. The tension that McMullin holds within his own
thought, therefore, captures the tension that marks the contrast between Peacocke and
Polkinghome on how theology claims knowledge in light of critical realism. McMullin’s
contribution to the issue of theological knowledge and critical realism is to account in more
explanatory terms why both a distinction and an integration are valid interpretive keys for a
science-theology consonance. Where this study introduces an original note is to suggest a
continuity in McMullin’s work in disparate fields oriented around the notion of self-
transcendence that operates in and through a theory of scientific rationality.
Future Implications

This study has been very clear regarding the high dependence for these inquiries on the
contribution of Eman McMullin. From chapter two and three especially, this study has drawn on
the thought of an important figure within contemporary Catholic philosophy and the philosophy
of science in general. One suggested direction of this theological in‘erpretation by a Catholic
philosopher of science is the hope for a renewal in broadly Thomist philosophical and theological
scholarship.

McMullin presents three crucial impulses in order to envision such a revival. The first is
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an informed and prescient interpretation of Saint Augustine. This retrieval insightfully earmarks
a theological hermeneutic that has as its goal a clarity of communication with a diverse and
educated audience in mind. As such, McMullin in effect draws together two of the central figures
in the Christian theological tradition in order to make the case for a fundamental theology in the
dialogue with the natural sciences.

The second of these is the pragmatist impulse that he brings from a reading and
appropriation of Charles Peirce. What is the possibility of constructing a pragmatic Thomism
with the aid of some of McMullin’s writings? It is possible to imagine, for example, a new
language of philosophy and theology where the participation of human creatures in God’s
creation is expressed through mediated channels that attend to what transpires in any given field.
Retroduction is a good example of this. Following the pragmatist lead, McMullin transposes a
theory about actual complex forms of inference into a theory of scientific rationality, one that is
supported by the historical studies he so correctly emphasizes. Going on the strong distinction
between scientific and existential cosmology presented with the help of other thinkers, it is
possible to foresee new directions in existentialist philosophy that support both McMullin’s
philosophy of science and the confidence he shows in religious sources to enrich the world of
meaning. This can be shown to be both a pragmatic strategy and a Thomist strategy, given their
respective concerns. Bridging two different philosophical streams with a clear theological
purpose in mind is no small accomplishment. Indeed, McMullin’s reticence to connect his work
in the philosophy of science with his reflections in science-theology dialogue reflects the
difficulty of articulating the multi-staged mediations that need to be made. This study presents a

start in this general direction.
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The third major impulse McMullin discusses is the scientific dimension. This might
appear to be obvious at first. It is well known that Aquinas incorporated the structure and
empirical intent of the entire Aristotelian scientific tradition, as it was then known. into
philosophy. The focus then, as is the case now, was on the act of understanding. For Aquinas,
there was no real understanding of understanding unless nature was the permanent object of
empirical inquiry.' For Aquinas, knowledge in the sciences was distinct, but still fundamentally
inseparable from considerations of the universe as good and beautiful. Likewise, McMullin’s
keen sense of the realist intent of science also embraces the role of values that assist scientific
inquiry. As was indicated throughout the study, McMullin’s attention to the actual practice of
science evokes the ways in which Thomas Aquinas retrieved an empirical programme of study in
order to explicitly harmonize the medieval worldview for theological reasons. In this historical
context. McMullin’s attention to the realist thrust of science and the historical contingencies that
mark different investigations is an important synthesis to identify and communicate. It has the
potential to hold together worlds of meaning that might otherwise exist in opposition and
conflict. Indeed the growing popularity of the field of “science studies™ that mitigate against any
sign of scientific objectivity is a signal of the kind of cultural currents that McMullin’s
methodical scholarly studies can calmly stanch.

Besides the legacy of the thought of Eman McMullin, there are other thematic
implications that are immediately relevant to theology. The most contemporary one of these is
regarding the problem of theological method. Is it possible to envision theological reflection that
is openly different from the popular post-liberal and radical orthodoxy strains of thought that

currently predominate in many Anglo-Saxon theological contexts?* The popularity of the Gifford
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lecturers points to such a need for a more open theological style of reflection that sees a wide role
for communicating religious meaning.

In terms of how this study can impact the field of theology directly, the hope is that future
reflections in “natural theology” can grapple more seriously with the act of mediation that the
critical realist framework of knowledge claims invites. The danger is that natural theology will
continue to proceed as a somewhat more theological reflection on the God of the philosophers in
degree. without a critical view to what changes in inquiries are obliged by the concrete difference
made by self-transcendence. More specifically, future efforts in natural theology need to attend
more openly to a retrieval of such notions as analogy and creation as the direct result of a theory
of knowledge claims. In light of what was said with respect to McMullin’s Thomist background,
there are certainly more resources in traditions such as the Thomist tradition on what makes up a
knowledge of God. The relationship between analogy, understanding and grace in this context is
complex but well worth the effort of retrieval in the context of science-theology dialogue.

Clearly, a main avenue of thought that is implicated is one that has been mentioned
several times already. It is the need for an explicit metaphysical worldview that can signify what
elements of existence pertain to a critical realist theory of knowledge, a retroductive theory of
scientific rationality and the demands of religious faith. What has been purposefully absent in
this study is such a pursuit of an explicit metaphysical scheme that could build on what the
Gifford lecturers have attempted in their rather descriptive accounts. The chief unexplored
implication of this study is a renewal in a theologically oriented metaphysical scheme that can go
bevond the largely epistemologically oriented reflections on critical realism contained here.

Lonergan’s metaphysics is obviously a vital option in this regard, although his broadly
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thomist metaphysics is neither alone in the field, nor without the need for further amendments
and reconsideration. Indeed. Lonergan himself envisaged such a reconsideration on the place of
metaphysical reflection. In his writings after the 1960's, his metaphysical “proof™ for the
existence of God became subject to a more limited role in communicating religious meaning as
he turned to explore the importance of moral and religious levels and dimensions of
consciousness. as well as aspects of a philosophy of action that resulted from this shift. Within
the reception of Lonergan’s work, there has long been an intriguing division among those whose
primary reference is his later work Method in Theology from those whose primary reference is
Insight. The possibility of integrating the perspectives both of these works represent lies in
systematically following through the insights within one domain as they lead into the other. This
is what has been attempted here by exploring how a pursuit of scientific rationality leads to a
consideration of cosmology and theology as different disciplines that contain plausible answers
to questions that emerge at the limit of other disciplines.*

On occasion. this study referred to Lonergan’s proposals as set forth in /nsight. Insofar as
this study has been able to offer a contemporary molding of the critical and the realist elements in
a broader outlook. there is now more adequate grounds for retrieving Lonergan’s complex
project, which was rooted in an exploration of the act of understanding in the context of
successful scientific rationality. This is certainly the overwhelming impression that one gets from
a reading of the numerous examples offered by Lonergan in /nsight that are scientific in nature.
The contribution of this study, in the context of Lonergan studies, is to reflect theologically in a
scientific milieu needs to engage the promise of a critical metaphysics without operating within a

metaphysical horizon. To do otherwise would undermine the hope of communicating the
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importance of cohering scientific and theological inquiries.

A resolution of some of these issues is probably some distance off, and fortunately, there
is a growing interest in the field of science-theology dialogue that can infuse such resolutions
with vibrant intellectual creativity and energy. The risk, as always, will lie in trying to create an
easy integration or separation. On the other hand, a steady engagement with the richness of

rationality and the “human condition” in all its complexities, will ensure longer term successes.
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Endnotes

1. In "Insight: Preface to discussion,” Lonergan writes that "...any genuine development in Aristotelian and Thomist
thought, if conducted on Aristotelian and Thomist principles, will originate in a development in man's understanding
of the material universe; from a developed understanding of material things it will proceed to a developed
understanding of human understanding; and from a developed understanding of human understanding it will reach a
clearer or fuller or more methodical account of both cognitional reasons and ontological causes.” See Collection vol.
4 Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988, pp. 144-145)

2. See, for example, Steven Shapin’s The Scientific Revolution (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1996)
and Lisa Jardine's book /ngenious Pursuits: Building the Scientific Revolution (New York: Doubieday, 1999), both
of which take issue with the objective leap to a new orientation in scientific method following the seventeenth
century.

3. The work of John Milbank in particular has made a tremendous impact, partly by virtue of the fact that many
opponents to Milbank’s claimed “orthodoxy” nevertheless share his general post-metaphysical, post-liberal outiook
which either does not engage philosophy or sees philosophy as strictly submerged to a theological a priori.

4. See Lonergan’s article “Natural Knowledge of God”in A Second Collection (Westminster Press, 1974) where the

metaphysical elements of his earlier thought come to complement and support other foci of theological and
philosophical reflection.
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