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THE INFLUENCE OF
PHILOSOPHICAL AND SCIEN.-
TIFIC WORLD VIEWS ON THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THEOLOGY

By Norman R. Gulley
Southern College of Seventh-day Adventists

Next year (1994) marks the one hundred and fiftieth anniver-
sary of the Great Disappointment (October, 1844) and the sub-
sequent development of the Seventh-day Adventist church.! Since
this time the denomination 3produced a Bible commentary (7
volumes),2 a Bible Dictionary,” a couple of Sourcebooks,4 and an
Encyclopedia,” as well as major books on various biblical® topics.”
[t has not as yet published a full-fledged systematic theology in
which all doctrines unfold in an inner coherence to form a system
true to Scripture.

Traditionally, Seventh-day Adventists consider themselves a
“people of the Book.” They believe in the Bible as God’s word. It is
a reliable presentation of divine thoughts in human language, and
is best understood when Scripture interprets Scripture (sola Scrip-
lura). Furthermore they believe that all of the Bible (fota scriptura)
and only the Bible (prima scriptura) is the foundation of doctrinal
truths.

But this has not been the customary method of approach
throughout the history of theology. Rather, throughout much of the
Christian era, theologians have relied upon extra-biblical sources
lo inform and interpret biblical truths. This reaching beyond the
Bible has often distorted the comprehension of biblical truths. Such
n method could do the same to Adventist theology if we ever lose
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sight of the supreme and unique place of Scripture in our quest to
understand truth.

The danger is especially present as we come to the end of the
second millennium for, even among some Adventists, videos, tapes
and pamphlets are often gaining more attention than the Bible.
These Adventists could become vulnerable to repeat history.
Moreover, today some Adventist scholars use historical critical
methods. These are extra-biblical tools that alter the biblical mes-
sage just as surely as some of the philosophical and scientific views
we will mention in this article. So, in contemporary Seventh-day
Adventist experience, both on a popular and scholarly level, the
Bible is often removed from its place of primacy, and substituted by
human ideas and methods. Those trapped in the David Koresh
phenomenon in Waco, Texas, represent what can happen to any
person who turns away from the Bible’s authority to follow human
ideas.

The names of the scholars and their contributions discussed
in this article may be unfamiliar to some readers of JATS. Yet the
unfolding saga, of which they are a part, is important for us to know.
It is well that we know history, so that we will not repeat its
mistakes. In this article we will briefly consider some of the major
philosophical and scientific influences on the development of Chris-
tian theology.

Because of space limitations the present article will be con-
fined to: 1. Theological method in the pre-modern era. 2. Theologi-
cal method in the modern era. 3. The contribution of science to
theological method in the 20th century. Of necessity, we will be
selective, and consider only a few of the main influences. We will
not consider evolutionary science, as it deserves an article by itsell,

Theolgical Method in the Pre-Modern Era

In speaking about theological method, we will confine oursel-
ves to the way Christian theology related to philosophy and science,
and how the world views of the latter influenced it. A world view
determines the way we look at reality, the way we look at God,
humanity, nature, Scripture and even theological method.? For
example, is God far removed from humankind, or immanently
within the race? Is the world flat or round? Is the universe n
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three-decker cosmos with heaven above the earth and hell beneath
it, or is our planet just a part of a great system related to other
systems in the vastness of space?

At the end of the twentieth century we find a plurality of world
views. There are at least thirteen world views classified under three
major types: Material (Naturalism, 5 kinds), Spiritual (Transcen-

dentalism, 5 kinds) and a Personal God (Theism, 3 kinds).!? But it
was not always this way.

For centuries things were much more simple. There seemed to
be a unified world view. Not that everyone thought alike, or agreed
on everything. No, some of the most vehement theological debates
took place in the early centuries over the nature of Christ and the
reality of the Trinity. Nevertheless, the same way of looking at
reality was shared by the majorlty The world view of the pre-
modern (pre-sixteenth century Reformation) was largely a unified
one, based upon the thinking of Aristotle (Greek philosopher, d. 322
B.C.), Ptolemaeus (Alexandrian astronomer 2nd century A.D.), and
broadly accepted biblical interpretations.'* Another au thority that
contributed to the unified world view was the Roman Catholic
church. For centuries the authority of the Roman Catholic church
was virtually unchallenged before the Greek Orthodox exodus from
it in A.D. 1054, the Protestant Reformation revolt against it from
A.D. 1517 on, and the challenge of science beginning in the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries.

Another contributor to this unified world view was a conscious
bridge-building (synthesis) between Greek ideas and biblical data.
The following shows how indebted Christians became to Greek
thinking. For example, the early church fathers, in their evangelis-
lic zeal to convey the meaning of Christianity to those steeped in

Greek philosophy, sought to express biblical truths in their
philosophical categories. This kind of synthesis has a background
in Philo of Alexandria (20 B.C.-42 A.D.). Philo, a Jewish
philosopher, “blended Old Testament thought with Greek Stoicism
and Platonism. Much early Christian exposition of scripture was
influenced by his work.” B

Origen allowed Platonlc thought to influence his-theology
more than he realized.'* His Dei Principiius (On First Pr1nc1ples
220-230 A.D.) was the first Christian system of theology Augus-
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tine, whose theology was the foundation for the Church E%r a
millennium, “remained under the control of Neo-Platonism.” ™ So
leading defenders of the faith and the first two of the greatest
theologians (Origin and Augustine) all reached beyond the Bible in
order to interpret and communicate biblical truths. In this way the
Bible was removed from its place of supremacy.

Toward the end of the twelfth century (A.D.) the discovery of
long lost works by Plato, Aristotle and Ptolemy, among E)ther Greek
writers, together with Jewish and Arabian commentaries on th.ese
works, gave renewed impetus to synthesize the Greek world view
with the biblical world view. The ultimate result was the Sumn*_m.
Theologica of Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). Thus, the two main
theological systems that undergird Catholic theology (Alrlgustm-e
and Aquinas) were dependent to alarge degree upon the philosophi-
cal and scientific world views from ancient Greek philosophy. The
use of philosophical categories was not without effect on the biblical
data. Rather than helping to communicate biblical truth, Greek
categories often hindered its communication.

In his encyclical letter, prefacing the theological system f)f'
Thomas Aquinas, Pope Leo XIII affirms: “philosophy is great, in
that it is reckoned a bulwark of the faith, and as a strong defence
of religion.” 7 Even in our time, Vatican II (1963-1965) encm‘iragun.
a study of philosophy as prerequisite for an understanding of
theu:)logy.l8 But is philosophy really a bulwark for theology and an
aid to its understanding?

If theology leans on philosophy, what happens when t]lllll.
philosophy is outmoded? This question confronted the Catho?w
church when the Aristotelian world view collapsed. Theology buill,
on a world view derived from subjective speculatiri)én is no match for
a world view derived from scientific observation.

The theology of the Catholic church was built upon a founda-
tion that was waiting to be challenged. And the challenges camo
from several scholars, including Galileo (d. 1642), and it took tho
church until 1992 to admit officially his contribution.

It is time to mention some specific adverse effects of

philosophical world views on theology. The influence was not merao
ly on peripherals, but altered central truths. For example, Lhc truth
about God. Platonic?’ and Aristotelian philosophy perceived tha
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world of the gods (noetos) as the real world, but the world of humans
(aisthetos) as merely a shadow of the real world. Between these two
worlds was an unbridgeable chasm (chorismos).2*

Now, if the gulf between God and mankind is unbridgeable,
then Christ’s two advents would be impossible. Consequently, these
biblical truths were rejected, because they did not fit into the
confines of the Greek world view. This same dualism was also found
in Ptolemaic cosmology that posited a gulfbetween two realms: the
realm above the moon (supralunar) and the realm below the moon
(infralunar).

This basic philosophical dualism between gods and humans
found its way into medieval theology with God as an unmoved
Mover transcendent beyond the race. Dualism continued in
Newton’s mechanistic science (17th century) with a Deistic God
separated from humans. It is found in Kant’s philosophy (18th
century), with its distinction between the spiritual (noumenal)
separated from the observed (phenomenal), so that God, as He is in
Himself, is removed from human knowledge, which is confined to
the observable. Dualism is a fundamental world view in the “closed
universe theory” of the NT scholar Rudolf Bultmann (20th cen-
tury), where the supernatural is separated from the natural, so that
there is no inbreaking of the supernatural into space and time, In
this closed universe the incarnation, miracles and second advent
are events that could never take place.

Dualism has had an even wider influence on one doctrine held
by nearly all Christians throughout the Christian era, and even
today. This is the Greek dualism of an immortal soul and a mortal
body, which lies behind the theory that the soul survives death in
an immediate passage to heaven.?® This one example shows to what
extent philosophy has influenced biblical truths, distorting them
rather than communicating them. In this way Greek philosophy
ended up doing the very opposite of what it was intended to do. It
became a hindrance rather than a help. It distorted Scriptural
Lruth.

It seems clear that non-biblical world views, ancient and
medieval, philosophical and scientific, used by theologians in an
attempt to do justice to biblical truths, have only done the opposite.
Likewise, those in the Seventh-day Adventist church who use
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historical-critical methods, or the casebook method, do so to inter-
pret and communicate biblical truths. But critical methods hinder
rather than help in the interpreting and communicating of truth
Jjust as surely as do extra-biblical philosophical and scientific world
views in which they are rooted. The classic modern example is
Bultmann’s drive to communicate the essence of the Gospel. But
his philosophical world view actually jettisoned that essence, so
that he had little left to communicate.

The ideas of Aristotle concerning the impassibility (change-
lessness) of God impacted theology for centuries, and are another
form of dualism in positing an unnecessary distinction between
what God and humans experience. Thus Augustine rejected the
changeableness of God, Aquinas believed God was incapable of
suffering, and Calvin said He was “not sorrowful or sad, but
remains forever like Himself in his celestial and happy repose.”

What these theologians failed to think through was the chan-
geableness in God, demonstrated by the incarnation, and the suf-
fering of God, demonstrated by the crucifixion. This dependence
upon Greek categories unwittingly opened up the way for Process
theology (twentieth century) that challenges the impassibility of
God, at the cost of making God dependent upon the world and
unable to know the future. The biblical world view shows a God
who is not dependent upon the world, knows the future, and is not
dependent upon Greek thinking to be understood. After all, incar-
nation and crucifixion are incredible moments of revelation of what,
God is like.

Theological Method in the Modern Era

Science (Darwin) and philosophy (Descartes, Hume, Kant,
Heidegger) have had a profound influence upon modern and post-
modern theology, and some biblical interpretation.”™ We need to
review some of the history leading up to this fact. The modern world
view issues out of the Renaissance of the sixteenth century, the
Enlightenment of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and
scientific discoveries of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Wa
will give a brief overview of some of the roots that fashioned tho
twentieth century milieu in which we must work out a theological
method.?® ° Only major representatives of this period will be con-
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sidered—Rene Descartes (1596-1650), David Hume (1711-1776),
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), and Albert Einstein (1879-1955).
Preceding these thinkers was a largely unified medieval world view.
We now need to penetrate deeper into that world view as a back-
ground for understanding the contributions of these four men.

The medieval world view perceived the earth as the center of
the universe (geocentric). This view dominated western thought
from Plato (427-347 BC) to Copernicus (1401- 1464) although
some ancient Greeks believed the sun was its center (heliocentric:
for example, the Pythagorean school). The medieval world view,
which had adopted the Ptolemaic geo-centric world view of post-NT
times, was questioned by Copernicus. The revolution begun by
Copernicus was continued by Galileo (1564-1642) and Newton
(1642-1727). Galileo built a telescope in 1609 and began to docu-
ment what Copernicus theorized. He also discovered that the moon
was not smooth but contained mountains and valleys and the Milky
Way was full of stars. His scientific discoveries threatened earlier
Greek philosophical teachings, whose world view formed the basis
of Catholic theology.

In 1638 Galileo published his Dialogues on the Two Sciences,
“on motion, acceleration, and gravity, and furnished the basis for
the three laws of motion laid down by Sir Isaac Newton in 1687.”
Newton’s Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica (Mathe-
matical Principles of Natural Philosophy, 1687) is “generally con-
sidered one of the greatest single contributions in the history of
science. The book includes Newton’s fundamental laws of motion
and theory of gravitation. It was the first book to contain a unified
gystem of scientific principles explaining what happens on the earth
and in the heavens.”® Newton’s influence reached beyond science
Lo effect theology.

The scientific discoveries of Copernicus, Galileo and Newton
overthrew the earlier Greek “scientific” world view which had
influenced Catholic theology. The earlier Greek world view was in
large part dependent upon philosophical speculations. By contrast,
the new world view was based upon scientific observations. The
Catholic Church opposed the new science for more than two
hundred years. The Church clung to an outmoded and false world
view and held onto a theological method and content indebted to it.
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That history is a sorry example of basing theology and theological
method on extra-biblical and philosophical sources. : .

When experimental science exposed the fallacy of philosophi-
cal science (Aristotle) that undergirded Catholic theology, il:he
church as well as its theology was affected. The scientific revolution
brought a revolt from the authority of church and Scripture. When
the philosophical foundation of the church cru;;nb]ed frm':n the
advances in science, the church scrambled to keep its authority. Its
decree in 1616 did not repudiate the new findings of science. Rather,
exponents “were condemned not so much because they defended
the heliocentric theory but because they claime%gthat thlSl theory
was consonant with the teaching of Scripture.”*” Yet Gallleno‘op-
posed Aristotelian ideas found in Catholic thec.)logicall tradition,
rather than opposing scripture.30 Because the Aristotelian fopnda-
tion of church theology was shown to be in error by the new science,
the wisdom and authority of the church was called in question. By
extension, the Bible as the proper basis for church theong_y was
also called in question. For the revolt against all authorities in-
cluded a revolt against biblical authority. :

With the challenge of science to church authority, and by
extension to_biblical authority, the floodgates opened for gther
authorities.>* The Bible was an innocent victim. The new scienco
had rightly exposed the inadequacy of the foundationl of Ca.thlolu:
theology, but it had not discovered any inadequacy in a 'blbllcﬂl
foundation for theology. Rejection of Aristotehgn a].lf:horlty wa
legitimate. Rejection of biblical authority was illegitimate. This
rejection of biblical authority has had profound affect.on lsuh-
sequent biblical scholarship and the development of j:l}e historicals
critical methods. Besides this, rejection of authorities _does nol
make sense, because it undermines the ability of scientists to do
science. Every scholar, in whatever discipline, must accept the work
of authorities in the discipline, because it is impossible for any ono
person to verify all that has been researched b“’t qthers. .

Today humans depend upon many authogétles: In faf.:t, Mosl
of what we believe, we believe on authority.”"“ It is olbvulf}us l;'hnl.
modern science could not function without its own belief in scien:
tific authority.33 “The method of disbelieving every proposn,mn
which cannot be verified by definitely prescribed operations would

———ﬁﬂ
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destroy all belief in natural science.”® It is important to note that
science had not shown the Bible to be invalid. It exposed as false
the method used to interpret the Bible from an Aristotelian and
Ptolemaic perspectives. Biblical interpretation was at fault, not the
Bible itself. The same problem was to be repeated when Darwin
published his Origin of Species (1859) and The Descent of Man
(1871). His theories opposed the teaching of the Church rather than
the teaching of Scripture. The sad fact is that the Bible would not
have become suspect if the church had developed its theology
inductively from Scripture alone. For the biblical world view is not
at odds with the new discoveries from nature.

Rene Descartes (1596-1650).%% Known as the father of modern
philosopl'lj,r,37 Descartes wanted to be the new Aristotle for the
Church, by providing it with a philosophical substructure to replace
the Aristotelian. He believed the new science also needed a new
philosophy. He set out to sever natural theology from cosmology,
that is, to separate faith from knowledge. Rather than looking to
nature for evidences of God (as practiced in medieval theology), he
proposed looking within human experience to an innate God. He
believed this would take theology away from the domain of natural
science and protect it from further scientific attacks.

Descartes wanted to protect the church and theology from any
future onslaughts from scientific observation. The problem was
that he attempted to be another Aristotle for the church. He
thought he could supply a replacement philosophy to undergird
Catholic theology. His philosophy was different, but the method
was the same—dependence of theology on philosophy instead of
upon Scripture alone.

Descartes sought certainty through a method of doubt. He
methodically doubted everything except that he could doubt. That
he was the one doubting demonstrated to him the fact that he
cxisted. If he did not exist, then he could not doubt. He said, “Cogito,
ergo sum” (“I think, therefore I exist”). In a slightly different way,
this idea had been expressed by Augustine §354-430) in his words
“Si fallor, sum” (“If T am deceived, T exist”).>?

Descartes concluded that the only locus beyond the clutches of
doubt (and by extension—safe from scientific critique) is the human
mind. He looked to individual consciousness as the ultimate
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criterion of truth.*® He would develop a complete system upon a
self-evidential basis without presuppositions. ! He “developed a
method of demonstrating truths according to the order demanded
by the exigencies of reason itself.”*“ Whereas Aristotle looked to
human reasons (philosophical speculations), Descartes looked
within human experience. Influences on theology_ f‘rom' both
mitigated against the fundamental basis of theology in Seripture
alone.

Descartes’ focus on human thought profoundly influenced
philosophy and theology. His inward look was to i;lﬂ}le}lce Kant,
Kierkegaard, Schleiermacher and subsequent Existentlahsn"l (focus
on human existence), with an impact on biblical interpretation and
theological method. His pathway to knowledge (epistemology)
moved from man in an attempt to get to God (theology “from
below”).So to an even greater degree than under Aristotle, theology
was impacted by philosophy as it had already become impacted by
science. Theology was impacted now by science and phllosqphy to
a degree not realized in ancient and medieval times. Hlthertn
theology had always set the ground rules for science and p'hllosophy.
“Now this situation was reversed, and the findings of science werq
setting the problems for philoso%}g’y which in turn was beginning
to define new rules for theology.” _

Much of modern theology has forgotten that authentic
theological method turns Cartesian (Descartes) method upsido
down. Instead of “I think, therefore I exist” (Des%irtes), t'run
theological method says, “God is, therefore I think.”** The B}blu
says “In the beginning God” (Gen 1:1; cf. John 1:1). The Biblo
begins with God, and presents a movement of God to man, rather
than the reverse. These methods move in opposite directions.

Not only is the pathway to knowledge opposite in these l;vl\.ru
methods, but a change of focus has taken place too. Ontolo% éon tie,
being) was the focus of medieval and ancient theology.”” Now
thought (noetic) was to take precedence. In other words,.the focus
has slipped away from God to man, with the methodological 's(;m'l.-
ing point in man and not in God. As Thielicke notes, “Looking "l'.
his (Descartes) system we find pointers to whole stljetchca ol
philosophical and theological history. There is an increasing depor

sonalizing of God, whether as substance or idea.” '
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Seventh-day Adventists need to ask what pathway to
knowledge (epistemology) they should take. When studying the
nature of Christ, should Adventists start from the human side and
work up to the divine (called a Christology “from below”), or should
they begin with the divinity of Christ and work down to His human
nature (called a Christology “from above”)? In the study of last day
events, should Adventists begin with the newspaper and then go to
Scripture, or should they begin with Seripture and interpret it on
the basis of itself, independently of the daily news? In biblical
interpretation should Adventists begin with cultural or sociological
considerations and then move to Scripture, or should they begin
with Scripture and allow its propositions to judge the passing
cultural or sociological scene?

Descartes looked within. Theology became a study of man’s
experience, albeit Christian experience, rather than a study of God
and His revelation in Scripture. Should Adventists look within as
i criterion for truth rather than look to Scripture, which alone can
Judge any passing experience? Should Adventists judge Scripture
by human reason (as in historical critical methods) or should they
Judge reason by Scripture, using sanctified and transformed
reason?

Whereas Aristotelian philosophy was cosmocentric, Cartesian
(Descartes) philosophy was anthropocentric. This set the stage for
[Tume and Kant, for reason (rather than nature) had become the
principle instrument for obtaining knowledge. “Descartes initiates
movements which come to full fruition only in the 18th and 19th
centuries and which still have an incisive and pregnant impact upon
the history of theology today. »47 Pre-Kantian philosophy is divided
into two main types: rationalist in continental Europe (from Des-
cartes to Wolff) and British empiricism down to and including
ITume.™ Both were a primary focus on human reason Or experience
npart from Scripture.

David Hume (1711-1776). Sometimes described as the father
ol empiricism™” and positivism,50 Hume sought to develop a science
ofhuman nature patterned after Newtonian science. In his T'reatise
hesays, “In pretending, therefore, to explain the principle of human
nature, we in effect propose a complete systein of the sciences, built
on a foundation almost entirely new, and the one upon which they
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can stand with any security.” He claimed that ‘?111 contents of the
mind enter through experience. There are no innate 1_deas, no a
priori thoughts, and all classical evidences for God’s existence are
jettisoned, including belief in metaphysics. Our ]oolrT at Humg is
brief, because he serves as an introduction to Kant’s thinking which
had an enormous impact on all subsequent thought. :

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). Kant launched a verltgble
revolution in philosophy comparable to that caqsefi by C'capell*nlcus
in science.”” He did so by making a systematic mvefstlgatlon of
reason’s functions.? Though Hume influenced him in some
respects,53 Kant reversed I-5Iume’s empiricist view that our ideag
come only from experience. 4 For Kant “the hulman mtelle::,t d‘c‘mes
not draw its laws out of nature but reads them into nature, S0
that those objects must in some sense conform themselves to the
mind.”%® Whereas, for Plato, objects in the sense realm are bul
images of the non-physical realm,'ﬂ for Kant “the objects of thought
are none other than the products of thought itself.”

How does this affect theology, or our knowledge of God? Ay
Richard Grigg says, “Kant’s analysis of how we know leads to a
momentous conclusion about what we can know. We may be a'ble !,n
form an idea of God, but we can never be certain that anything in
reality corresponds to that idea. The ’idea must always remq)tl
enflpty.”59 Compared to Aristotelian philosophy, not only was Lh[‘.
pathway to knowing reversed by Descartes, but now the source of
knowing God (from Scripture) was changed by Kant. God was nol
given in revelation. He was a construct of human thought, or al
best a categorical imperative on which human thou_ght depenc!t:d.

Kant further reversed Hume’s thesis by denying thajc thingu
can be known “in themselves.” Kant’s position was that things ca
only be known as they appear (phenomenal), but never as they are
in themselves (noumenal). As Torrance observes, “So far as J esul
Christ is concerned, it means that all knowledge of Jesus Christ 111
himself must be ruled out of account as mere pretence, f:or all thal
may be known of him derives from his appearance to his coui.mlﬂ
poraries or rather from what they made of his appearance Inl"
themselves; but in the nature of the case what 1.;hey made of Jes !

appearance for themselves is not something which can be known 11
itself for we can do no more than claim to know what we can shap
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for ourselves out of their objectifying operations. That is the devas-
tating effect that Kant’s inversion of the Newtonian mode of scien-
tific knowing has had on so much New Testament scholarship in
modern times.”

Like Descartes, Kant was a Catholic and believed in God. He
wanted to save religion and the Enlightenment.%! He opposed
Rationalism that put so much focus on the ability of reason. He set
out to demonstrate the limits of reason, and ended up with a limited
God. At the a%e of seventy he wrote Religion within the Limits of
Reason Alone.? Religion was all that he could know within rational
confines. Theology, however, can only be known from revelation,

“One of the major influences of Kant’s thought upon Protes-
tant theology was accordingly a gradual but increasing turning
away from the propositional understanding of revelation and
developing of other ways of understanding the nature and meaning
of revelation.”®® This led to a non-cognitive understanding of
revelation as seen in much of modern theology, represented by
Schleiermacher (feeling), Brunner (encounter), Bultmann (preach-
ing/kerygma) and Barth (Christ), just to name a few. Here, the very
essence of biblical revelation was jettisoned through dependence
upon Kantian philosophy. So Kant and Descartes, like Aristotle,
presented different but human substitutes for the supremacy of
Scripture,

Kant’s influence led, in 1975, to a call for a new theological
method. That year the American Academy of Religion published
“An Essay on Theological Method” by Gordon D. Kaufman.% In it
he asserts that the task of theolo%g is not “to be restricted to the
parochial confines of the church” (an opposite position to Karl
Barth).%¢ Kaufman includes the world with all its cultures and
religions as the broader context for doing theology. Following
Kant, Kaufman believes that the concepts or images of God are
constructs of the human mind rather than objectively given to
human thought,®® and thus more subjective in origin. He concludes
“that the distinctive and proper business of theology is neither
interpretation of the vagaries of religious experience nor the exposi-
Lion of the particularities of scripture or of church doctrines but
analysis, interpretation and reconstruction of the concept and
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images of God, as found in the common language and traditions of
the West.”® '

Kaufman calls for a “radical reconception of both the task of
theology and the way in which that task can be carried out.”"® He
calls for a new paradigm in theological method, which is really the
logical outworking of the methodology of Kant, Schleiermacher and
Hegel.7l As Clark Pinnock notes, “Kaufman has constructed an
entire theology on the basis of relativity.”

Consider the implications. If God is a mere construct of the
human mind, then how can we arrive at a unified understanding
about Him? Particularly, if all world cultures and religions are to
contribute to an understanding of God. As no single mind can
determine which construct is authentic, and thus act as normative,
every mind is left to do its own constructing. The result is a
pantheon of gods as numerous as the minds engaged in the task,
This is pure relativism and idolatry. No meaningful understanding
of God can arise from such an approach, let alone a unified com-
prehension necessary for doing theology.

This is one dead-end of Kantian method. It demonstrates how
bankrupt theological method is when it leaves the firm ground of
Scripture to build upon the sands of other sources. No human
construct can replace the revelation of God in Scripture and still be
called Christian, whether it be from Plato, Aristotle, Newton, Deg-
cartes, Hume, Kant or anyone.

Contribution of Science to 20th Century Theological Method "’

The new science’* of the twentieth century caused a Copers
nican revolution in epistemoiog377° comparable to that made in
science and philosophy.76 Albert Einstein’s (1879-1955) work on
relativity theories, quantum logic and field theory has, made him a
foremost exponent of the new science. Newton’s self-containaed
system “gave stability and intellectual guidance to science for
nearly two hundred years,” until the beginning of the twentioth
century, when theoretical physics outgrew Newton’s system.”

Consider the world view of the new science.”® Clerk Maxwell's
(1831-1879) research in the microsphere discovered that lighl
waves are electromagnetic and not mechanical.”® His Treatise on
Electricity and Magnetism (1873) became the foundation for
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electromagnetic theory.so Building on Maxwell’s work, Einstein
theorized the dynamic relativity between space and time.5!
Einstein’s relativity theory (special, 1905; general, 1915) is a theory
of the mind, just as Newtonian physics and Kantian logic. But it
penetrates deeper into the reality of the phenomenal world.

For example, the relativity theory rejects the Newtonian ab-
solute space and absolute time for a one unified absolute space/time
continuum. Thus a clock moving at near the speed of light would
run slower than one on the ground, as seen by one on the ground;
whereas a 200 foot spacecraft flying at 9/10ths the speed of light
would appear as less than 100 feet long from mission control at
Houston. As physicist Russell Stannard put it, “Depending on their
relativeslénotion, different people have different spaces and different
times.”™ Concerning movement in the cosmos, a planet travelling
around the sun chooses the “shortest possible path throughout the
four dimensional world” (general relativity), not because of the
sun’s gravitational force, as in Newton.%3 “Really, it’s a new way of
explaining gravity,” says Adventist physicist Ra Hefferlin.®

Einst%%n’s theory of relativity and Planck®°/Bohr’s quantum
mechanics™ constitute new world views in physics, hitherto de-
pendent on Newtonian science and Euclidian geometrg. he new
world view is what Pannenberg calls an open universe,®’ in which
the absolute laws of Newtonian physics can no longer deny divine
miracles. The German physicist Werner Schaaffs notes that “even
the physicist must officially concede the possibility of intervention
by God.”®® Whether the theoretical possibility is translated into
actual reality is a rather different issue in the mind of the scientist.

Besides this, natural philosophers believed fundamental con-
cepts and postulates of physics were deduced from experience by
abstraction. Einstein says that, “a clear recognition of the er-
roneousness of this notion really only came with the general theory
of relativity, which showed that one could take account of a wider
range of empirical facts, and that, too, in a more satisfactory and
complete manner, on a foundation quite different from the New-
lonian.”

Einstein explains his method. “I am convinced that we can
discover by means of purely mathematical constructions the con-
cepts and the laws connecting them with each other, which furnish
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the key to the understanding of natural phenomena. Experience
may suggest the appropriate mathematical concepts, but they most
certainly cannot be deduced from it. Experience remains, of course,
the sole criterion of the physical utility of a mathematlcal construc-
tion. But the creative principle resides in mathematics.””° Einstein
believed that guidance by pure mathematics is essential because
“the physical experience of the experimenter cannot lead him up to
the regions of highest abstraction.””! Here Einstein goes beyond
the confines of mere subjective thinking to mathematical objec-
tivity.

Einstein speaks of the “stratification of the scientific system”
in which there are layers or levels of reality. The lowest is what we
see in everyday experience. Strlvmg for logical umty takes the
theorist up to the highest level. 92 «Some scientists in our day have
been trying to elaborate a new kind of logic on different levels,
sometimes called ‘quantum logic,” in order to give appropriate and
adequate rational expression to the distinctive kind of connectlon
between the geometrical and dynamic aSpects of reality. 793 What is
involved is the difference in approach 4 taken by classical physics,
that observed concrete particulars and organized the data in a
mechanical way, from the new science that looks at the totality
“within which events, far from being isolated from one another in
space and time, are already found in a field of continuous wave-like
interconnections, where no single event can be apprehended ade-
quately in indissociable relationship with the whole.”%

Some believe that the new science has opened up new ways to
come to know]edge which are in harmony with theological
method.” Theologlcai method, if true to biblical objectivity, strives
to grasp the totality of Scrlpture on any truth. Such a method
breaks beyond the confines of a construct of the human mind to
reach out to grasp reality in its own broad context. Relativity hag
shown that “what is observable cannot be represented with scien-
tific precision without reference to what lies outside observation

altoget]l'ler.”97 Duns Scotus, Godel, Heim and Torrance speak of

different levels of knowledge “which are coordinated through one
another to the supreme level” in God.

The really decisive advance, according to Torrance, was
Einstein’s “establishing of mathematical invariances in nature
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irrespective of any and every observer, in which he was able to grasp
reality in its depth. This was decisive not only because it broke
through the idealist-presuppositions 2 stemming from Kant but
because it broke through the positivist concept of science”%°
(Positivists restricted knowledge to observational phenomena).

Karl Heim’s book, The Transformation of the Scientific World
View, speaks of the three major absolutes that have been
removed.’®? The three are: 1. Absolute object (matter and
geocentric world view), 2. Absolute space and time, 3. Absolute
determination of the world processes (#s 2, 3, Newtonian causal-
mechanistic world view).1%2 All three absolutes were constructs of
the human mind. They collapsed under the new science,103 for “the
absolute object lost its status as absolute when it appeared that two
mutually complimentary pictures of the same object arose at the
same point, varying in accordance with the condition of the subject
and his means of observation, and that these two pictures could not
be held together in one moment of intuition but could be related to
one another only by means of non-intuitive mathematical for-
mulae,”

Newtonian absolute space and absolute time collapsed when
it was demonstrated that spatio-temporal measurements are con-
ditional on the state of the motion of the observer. Also, the position
of an object and its momentum cannot be measured simultaneously.
Hopper finds the new physics to reveal more of an unpredictable
world than the deterministic mechanistic Newtonian warld view.
Karl Heim believes this is true of the microscopic realm.

Science underwent three major advances from the
Pythagorean/Ptolemaic world view through the Newtonian world
view to twentieth century science. What makes the new science
different from the science of the previous two paradigms is its
rejection of the “dualist bases of the two previous eras.” " Some
of these dualisms include absolute time/space, form/matter, ap-
pearance/reality, theoretical/empirical, concept/reality, explana-
tion/understanding and subject/object. Torrance believes that the
overthrow of these cosmolog‘ical and espistemological dualisms
<0nst1tute the new science as “one of the greatest transitions of
history.” Furthermorc Torrance believes the new science calls
in question the historical- {.I"lthrll methods, because they attempt to
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interpret Scripture “within a general framework that is still
governed by dualist and phenomenalist assumptions which do not
admit of knowledge of things in themselves or in their own intrinsic
significance but only as they appear to us” 197 (Rantian view). And
yet the historical-critical methods are still the most used in biblical
study today, and even by some Adventist scholars.

The new science has made advance beyond Aristotelian/New-
tonian/Kantian world views. It reveals the narrowness of previous
world views. In other words, the Kantian method of imposing a
priori constructs upon nature could never have led to the discovery
of relativity and quantum physics. The researchers did not only
discover the reality of the objects under investigation but also their
relationship to other objects in an inter-relationship. In the same
manner Bible study is not a reading of human constructs onto
Scripture, but a discovery of biblical truths in their inter-relation-
ship. This is the system of theology that still awaits to be done in
the Adventists church.

Taking stock on the impact of the new science, philosopher
Bernard Lonergan observes: “One might say that it has taken
modern science four centuries to make the discovery that the
objects of its inquiry need not be imaginable entities moving though
imaginable processes in an imaginable space-time.” He concludes
“it was left to twentieth-century physicists to envisage the pos-
sibility that the objects of their science were to be reached only by
severing the umbilical cord that tied them to the maternal imagina-
tion of man.”1%8

For our purposes it is important to realize that just as medieval
theology was wedded to an Aristotelian/Ptolemaic world view, 80
Kant’s philosophy was wedded to a Newtonian world view. Both
world views, in different ways, presented an orderly (Aristotelian)
or mechanistic (Newtonian) view of reality which influenced
theological and philosophical formulations dependent on them,
Aristotelian science posited God as the first cause for all reality, but
unmoved by it. Newtonian science posited God as removed from all
reality in a deistic “Wholly Other” sense. As such, one can never
know Him as He is “in Himself” (Kant). Both views removed God
from His proper relation to mankind and human history, and thus
from the biblical perspective of creation-redemption.
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In overcoming the dualism of these two world views the new
science (unlike previous world views) does not pose a threat to
biblical revelation. For Jesus Christ, incarnate in space and time,
revealed (phenomenon) what God is like in Himself (noumenal,
John 14:9). Just as Einstein used mathematics to rise beyond
empirical data to grasp the depth of cosmic reality as it is in itself
(opposed to Kant), so through biblical study the student transcends
the confines of human experience (mysticism, rationalism, existen-
tialism) to grasp the inner depths of the truths of God as they are
in themselves in Scripture.

The great need in contemporary theological method is to begin
with Scripture as ultimate authority and think through the inner
coherence of truth. The great need is for a theology that is depend-
ent upon God’s cognitive revelation provided in Scripture and one
that is free from all philosophical and scientific dependence. What
a challenge to Seventh-day Adventists! The various essays in this
issue of JAT'S take up this challenge and will contribute to it in the
future.
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HISTORICIZATION AND CHRIS.
TIAN THEOLOGICAL METHOD

By John T. Baldwin
Seventh-day Adventist Theological Seminary

Andrews University

“The great question is that of method, everything else follows in
due course,” Arthur Samuel Peake.'

This essay discusses three epoch-making moments of his-
toricization,2 crafted respectively by Friedrich Schleiermacher,
Charles Darwin, and Alfred North Whitehead, which have radically
shaped not only liberal, but also aspects of evangelical Christian
theological method. The study reflects upon the challenges
presented by these three moments to Adventist theological method.
It concludes by suggesting three methodological presuppositions
needed to give shape to a fruitful Adventist approach to theology.

Schleiermacher’s Impact on Method

The first moment to be considered is the remarkable his-
toricization of Christian doctrine by the father of modern liberal
theology, Friedrich Schleiermacher. Taking his cue in part from
philosophical signals from Descartes and Kant, Schleiermacher,
articulates his own turn to the subject in a theological shift which
serves as the basis for a radical change in theological method still
followed by many leading contemporary academic Christian
theologians.

In the second speech entitled “The Nature of Religion” printed
in his On Religion: Speeches to its Cultured Despisers, 1799, we find
the basis of Schleiermacher’s theological turn to the subject in his
famous definition of religion: [Rleligion is the sense and taste for
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