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Introduction

In his landmark book, The Scandal of the Evangelical 
Mind (1994), evangelical historian Mark Noll encouraged 

Christians to pursue Christian scholarship on the basis of their 

WKHRORJLFDO�FRQYLFWLRQV��SDUWLFXODUO\�WKH�ELEOLFDO�DIÀUPDWLRQ�
of the goodness of creation.  If God created the world, and 

declared it “very good” (Gen. 1:31), and if God has given us the 

task of ruling that creation as his image-bearers, then it is our 

gift and responsibility to explore and understand creation in 

order to realize its potential under God.  Such scholarship and 

H[SORUDWLRQ�ZRXOG�LQFOXGH�WKH�JRRG�ZRUN�RI�VFLHQWLÀF�UHVHDUFK�
and technological innovation.  Thus Noll motivated and 

grounded a call for Christian pursuit of science (and Christian 

scholarship more broadly) in a theology of creation.  

        In reply, some critics noted that appeals to a theology of 

creation often seem to be unhooked from Christ and the cross.  

,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��D�WKHRORJLFDO�DIÀUPDWLRQ�RI�VFLHQFH�URRWHG�LQ�
creation is not robustly “Christian,” but merely “theistic,” and 

too easily slides towards a functional deism.  Noll seems to 

have heard those concerns and 

thus in his follow-up book, Jesus 
Christ and the Life of the Mind (from 

which this pamphlet is excerpted), 

he ramps up the theological 

rationale to a properly Christological argument.  In other words, 

LI�WKH�HDUOLHU�DIÀUPDWLRQ�RI�VFLHQFH�ZDV�URRWHG�LQ�WKH�FRQYLFWLRQ�
that God’s creation is “very good,” his more recent argument 

is rooted in the conviction that “in Christ, all things hold 

together” (Col. 1:17).

“…in Christ, 

all things hold 

together.”



In the course of that argument, Noll does two very 

important things.  First, he provides a nuanced historical 

account of how we got to where we are by concisely pointing 

out that the terms of contemporary debates—between 

Christians and New Atheists, or between young earth 

creationists and evolutionary creationists—are the products 

of shifts in western thinking that radically changed how 

Christians talked about “nature” and God’s relationship to 

creation (what philosophers call “metaphysics”).  So while 

these folks might be diametrically opposed to one another, they 

have all (unwittingly) accepted a metaphysical paradigm that 

needs to be reconsidered.  

This leads to Noll’s second and most important point: 

historic Christian faith and the “thick” treasures of orthodox 

Christian theology offer us powerful resources for reimagining 

just how�WR�ZRUN�WKURXJK�GLIÀFXOW�TXHVWLRQV�DW�WKH�LQWHUVHFWLRQ�
of Christian faith and science.  Indeed, Noll suggests that the 

ancient theological resources of the Council of Chalcedon have 

something to offer to our 

postmodern grappling 

ZLWK�VFLHQWLÀF�FKDOOHQJHV���
So rather than seeing 

“the tradition” as a 

liability that needs to 

be “updated,” Noll celebrates Christological orthodoxy and 

KLVWRULF�&KULVWLDQ�UHÁHFWLRQ�DV�D�JLIW�WR�EH�FHOHEUDWHG�DQG�PLQHG�
in our contemporary context.  The way forward is to remember 

what’s been handed down to us.  
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“Come and See” by Mark A. Noll

We believe in one God the Father all-powerful, Maker of heaven 
and of earth, and of all things both seen and unseen.  And in one 
Lord Jesus Christ . . . , through whom all things came to be . . .

[W]e all with one voice teach the confession of one and the same 
Son, our Lord Jesus Christ:  the same perfect in divinity and 
perfect in humanity, the same truly God and truly man, of a 
rational soul and a body; consubstantial with the Father as regards 
his divinity, and the same consubstantial with us as regards his 
humanity; like us in all respects except for sin; begotten before 
the ages from the Father as regards his divinity, and in the last 
days the same for us and for our salvation from Mary, the Virgin 
God-bearer as regards his humanity; one and the same Christ, Son, 
Lord, only-begotten, acknowledged in two natures which undergo 
no confusion, no change, no division, no separation; at no point 
was the difference between the natures taken away through the 
union, but rather the property of both natures is preserved and 
comes together into a single person and a single subsistent being; 
he is not parted or divided into two persons, but is one and the 
same only-begotten Son, God, Word, Lord Jesus Christ . . .

    Council of Chalcedon, A.D. 451

The bearing of Christology 

on science involves historical as 

well as theological awareness.  

+LVWRULFDO�DZDUHQHVV�LV�UHTXLUHG�
because the relationship between 

God’s “two books,” Scripture 

and nature, has changed 

VLJQLÀFDQWO\�RYHU�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�
centuries between biblical times and the present.  So long as 

Christian communities thought it was a straightforward task 
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to harmonize what Scripture seemed to communicate about 

WKH�QDWXUDO�ZRUOG�DQG�ZKDW�REVHUYLQJ�QDWXUH�RU�UHÁHFWLQJ�RQ�
nature seemed to communicate, the discussion was contained.  

 This situation, with some exceptions, largely prevailed 

until the sixteenth century and the beginnings of the modern 

VFLHQWLÀF�HUD���<HW�HYHQ�LQ�WKH�FHQWXULHV�ZKHQ�FKDOOHQJHV�WR�D�
“literal” reading of Scripture were fewer than later, perceptive 

believers knew that considerable sophistication was necessary 

to bring together biblical interpretation and interpretations of 

QDWXUH���7KXV��HDUO\�LQ�WKH�ÀIWK�FHQWXU\��6DLQW�$XJXVWLQH�QRWHG�
that perceptive non-Christians really did know a great deal 

about “the earth, the heavens, and the other elements of the 

world, about the motion and orbit of the stars and even their 

size and relative positions, about the predictable eclipses of the 

sun and moon, the cycles of the years and the seasons, about 

the kinds of animals, shrubs, stones, and so forth.”  Given the 

fact of such able observers, he held it was “a disgraceful and 

GDQJHURXV�WKLQJ�IRU�DQ�LQÀGHO�WR�KHDU�D�&KULVWLDQ��SUHVXPDEO\�
giving the meaning of Holy Scripture, talking nonsense on 

these topics.”  When this kind of nonsense proliferated, the 

great danger was that those outside the faith would believe 

that the Scriptures themselves (“our sacred writers”) taught 

the nonsense and so would be put off from the life-giving 

message of the Bible.  As Augustine expressed this danger, “If 

WKH\�ÀQG�D�&KULVWLDQ�PLVWDNHQ�LQ�D�ÀHOG�ZKLFK�WKH\�WKHPVHOYHV�
know well and hear him maintaining his foolish opinions 

about our books, how are they going to believe those books in 

matters concerning the resurrection of the dead, the hope of 

eternal life, and the kingdom of heaven, when they think their 

pages are full of falsehoods on facts which they themselves 

have learnt from experience and the light of reason?”  His 

closing injunction was to chastise “reckless and incompetent 

expounders of Holy Scripture” who “defend their utterly 

foolish and obviously untrue statements” by calling on “Holy 
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Scripture for proof and even recit[ing] from memory many 

passages which they think support their position.”

2��<HW�
comparatively speaking, in Augustine’s own lifetime and for 

long thereafter, there were relatively few occasions when efforts 

at uniting scriptural teaching with knowledge gained from 

VWXG\�RI�QDWXUH�SRVHG�JUHDW�GLIÀFXOWLHV�

That situation changed when the results of modern 

VFLHQFH�FDOOHG�LQWR�TXHVWLRQ�D�JURZLQJ�DUUD\�RI�VWUDLJKWIRUZDUG�
or “literal” interpretations of the Bible.  From the sixteenth 

century onward, the number of apparent problems 

accumulated.  Hard-won conclusions in the natural sciences, 

which were gained through ever more intense and ever more 

sophisticated study of nature, seemed to contradict what the 

Scriptures taught.  Thus, the earth was the center of neither the 

solar system nor the entire universe (as might be concluded 

from some biblical passages); the earth was billions of years 

old (not of recent vintage); the universe was unimaginably 

vast (not sized by human scale); animal “species” designated 

temporary way stations on continuously changing paths of 

HYROXWLRQDU\�GHYHORSPHQW��QRW�SHUPDQHQWO\�À[HG�HQWLWLHV���
human beings were part of this evolutionary development (not 

a species distinct in every way from animals).

As these seeming contradictions became urgent in the 

development of modern science, believers wrestled long 

and hard to keep what was learned from nature and what 

ZDV�OHDUQHG�IURP�6FULSWXUH�LQ�V\QF����:KLOH�WKH�GLIÀFXOWLHV�
IRU�HDFK�SDUWLFXODU�TXHVWLRQ�LQYROYLQJ�6FULSWXUH�DQG�QDWXUH�
were important, it is even more important to remember that 

they mattered only because of the larger framework spelled 

out by St. Augustine.  Since Scripture described the new life 

offered in Christ, which was the most important thing for all 

humans in all of history, to cast substantial doubt on Scripture 

IRU�VHFRQGDU\�FRQFHUQV�ZDV�WR�VKDNH�FRQÀGHQFH�LQ�ZKDW�WKH�



%LEOH�UHYHDOHG�FRQFHUQLQJ�WKH�PRVW�LPSRUWDQW�PDWWHU���<HW�RQFH�
that relationship between Scripture on all things (including 

nature) and Scripture on 

the most important thing 

(reconciliation with God 

in Christ) is kept in view, 

progress may be possible 

on issues involving 

Scripture and science.  The 

key is that if Christ is the 

central and unifying theme 

of Scripture, then Christ 

should be preeminent 

in understanding scriptural revelation about everything else, 

including nature.

,Q�RUGHU�WR�YLHZ�VFLHQWLÀF�H[SORUDWLRQ�DV�D�FKULVWRORJLFDO�
FRQFHUQ��LW�LV�KHOSIXO�ÀUVW�WR�H[SORUH�KLVWRULFDO�UHDVRQV�IRU�WKH�
GLIÀFXOWLHV�EHVHWWLQJ�HIIRUWV�DW�EULQJLQJ�VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH�
and biblical wisdom together.

  

The Bible and Science Historically 

Considered

Of the many books that have treated the record of 

religious-science engagement since the sixteenth century, the 

best have demonstrated that there has never been a simple 

FRQÁLFW�EHWZHHQ�ELEOLFDO�WKHRORJ\�DQG�QDWXUDO�VFLHQFH�3  
Rather, that history has been marked by a sustained series 

RI�QHJRWLDWLRQV��EUHDNWKURXJKV��ZHOO�SXEOLFL]HG�ÁDVKSRLQWV��
much conceptual rethinking, lots of ignorant grandstanding, 

some intellectual over-reaching by starry-eyed avatars of a 

supremely all-competent “Science,” some intellectual over-

reaching by determined “defenders” of Scripture, much non-

FRQWURYHUVLDO�VFLHQFH�FDUULHG�RXW�E\�&KULVWLDQV��D�KXJH�TXDQWLW\�

...if Christ is the central 

and unifying theme of 

Scripture, then Christ 

should be preeminent 

in understanding 

scriptural revelation 

about everything else, 

including nature.
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RI�VFLHQWLÀF�DGYDQFH�DFFHSWHG�URXWLQHO\�E\�EHOLHYHUV��DQG�
much more. The tumults that have arisen, however, are not 

random or uncaused. Many, in fact, have been propelled by 

habits of mind established in Western thinking well before the 

DJH�RI�VFLHQWLÀF�UHYROXWLRQ�RU�WKDW�FDPH�WR�SURPLQHQFH�GXULQJ�
the era of the Enlightenment.  In other words, thinking about 

VFLHQFH�DQG�UHOLJLRQ�KDV�DOZD\V�EHHQ�VWURQJO\�LQÁXHQFHG��
sometimes absolutely 

determined, 

by important 

assumptions about 

how that thinking 

should take place.
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Because some of 

these assumptions 

arose in the middle 

ages, the recondite 

debates of thirteenth-

century Catholic philosophers actually go far in explaining 

GLIÀFXOWLHV�WKDW�FRQWLQXH�WR�WKLV�GD\�5  One particular dispute 

WKDW�KDV�H[HUWHG�D�JUHDW�LQÁXHQFH�RQ�ODWHU�ZHVWHUQ�KLVWRU\�
concerned the relationship of God’s being to all other beings.  

7KRPDV�$TXLQDV��WKH�'RPLQLFDQ�)ULDU�ZKR�OLYHG�IURP������
to 1274, argued that this relationship was analogical, that is, 

while humans and the created world were certainly like God in 

many ways, the essence of God remained ultimately a mystery 

NQRZQ�RQO\�WR�KLPVHOI���$TXLQDV�PD\�ZHOO�KDYH�EHHQ�WKLQNLQJ�
of the passage in Isaiah 55:9 where the Lord tells the prophet, 

“As the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways 

higher than your ways and my thoughts than your thoughts.”

The fact that God created the world out of nothing 

(creatio ex nihilo��ZDV�D�FUXFLDO�SDUW�RI�$TXLQDV·V�DUJXPHQW��
because it meant that, while human minds could understand 
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communication from God (i.e., revelation in nature, in 

Scripture, in Jesus Christ), yet human minds in principle could 

never grasp the essence of God.  An interesting by-product 

of this position, which has taken on surprising relevance 

LQ�FRQWHPSRUDU\�GHEDWHV��ZDV�$TXLQDV·V�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�
randomness or contingency.  Everything in the world, he 

insisted, happened because of 

God’s direction. But some things 

happen contingently, or with 

the appearance of randomness.  

The logic of their contingency 

was perfectly clear to God, but 

because God in his essence is hidden to humans, humans may 

not be able to grasp how what they perceive as random could 

be part of God’s direction of the universe.

The opposing view was maintained by the Franciscan 

priest and philosopher, Duns Scotus, who was a younger 

FRQWHPSRUDU\�RI�7KRPDV�$TXLQDV�OLYLQJ�IURP������WR��������
His position argued for the univocity of being.  The only way 

to know the essence of anything is through its existence.  

Although God is much greater and much wiser than humans, 

his being and the being of all other things share a common 

essence.  God is the creator and redeemer of humans, but his 

actions toward humans can (at least potentially) be understood 

reasonably well because the same laws of being apply to God 

as to everything else; the same way that we explain causation 

in every other sphere explains how God causes things to act 

and to be.

Scotus’s approach to metaphysics (= the science of being) 

became, with a few exceptions, the dominant view in later 

:HVWHUQ�KLVWRU\���,W�ZDV�SDUWLFXODUO\�VLJQLÀFDQW�ZKHQ�MRLQHG�
to one more principle, this one from the English Franciscan, 

:LOOLDP�RI�2FNKDP���������������2FNKDP·V�IDPRXV�´UD]RUµ�

Everything in the 

world...happened 

because of God’s 

direction.
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held that the simplest explanation was always the best 

explanation (“do not multiply entities unnecessarily”).  Applied 

to science, this principle came 

to mean that if a natural 

HYHQW�LV�H[SODLQHG�DGHTXDWHO\�
by a natural cause, there 

is no need to think about 

supernatural causes or even 

about the transcendent being 

of God.  The combination of 

these philosophical positions is 

responsible for an assumption 

that prevails widely to this day: once something is explained 
clearly and completely as a natural occurrence, there is no other realm 
of being that can allow it to be described in any other way.  

For a very long time, this assumption was not regarded as 

anti-Christian, since God was considered the creator of nature 

and the laws of nature as well as the active providential force 

that kept nature running as he had created it to run.  During 

the Reformation era, Protestants maintained that conviction, 

but also began to place a new stress on the importance of 

Scripture for understanding God, themselves, the church, and 

everything else.

�
  That emphasis was one of the important 

factors accelerating the rise of modern science.  In particular, 

as Protestants set aside symbolic interpretations of Scripture, 

which had been prominent in the Middle Ages, they stressed 

straightforward examination of texts in what was often called 

a literal approach.  This approach, in turn, stimulated a similar 

effort at examining the natural world in such a way that the 

medieval idea of God communicating to humans through 

“two books” (nature and Scripture) took on greater force. The 

assumption that became very important in this process was 

that those who believed God created the physical world and revealed 
himself verbally in Scripture should harmonize in one complete 
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picture what they learned about nature from studying nature 
and what they learned about nature from studying Scripture.  In 

both cases, literal knowledge was crucial, along with a belief 

WKDW�VRXUFHV�RI�OLWHUDO�NQRZOHGJH�FRXOG�EH�ÀWWHG�WRJHWKHU�
harmoniously.  

By the late seventeenth century, when science in its early 

modern form began to expand rapidly, yet a third conviction 

became important, which was worked out especially in the 

many efforts that went into constructing natural theology.
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Natural theology was the project of explaining, often in 

considerable detail, what God’s purposes were in creating 

the various parts of nature. The tradition of natural theology 

received its most famous exposition in a book by William Paley, 

DQ�$QJOLFDQ�DUFKGHDFRQ��SXEOLVKHG�LQ�������,WV�WLWOH�H[SODLQHG�
what it was about: Natural Theology: or, Evidence of the Existence 
and Attributes of the Deity, collected from the appearances of nature.  

The very important assumption behind the natural theology 

promoted by William Paley was that not only did God create and 
SURYLGHQWLDOO\�RUGHU�WKH�QDWXUDO�ZRUOG��EXW�KXPDQV�FRXOG�ÀJXUH�RXW�
exactly how and why God ordered creation as he did.  

Perhaps not many 

today who are engaged with 

contemporary debates in 

science and religion pause to 

think about historical turning 

points deep in the past.  But 

the assumptions of univocal 

metaphysics, harmonization, 

and natural theology created 

powerful channels in which 

PXFK�VXEVHTXHQW�GLVFXVVLRQ�
KDV�ÁRZHG���'XULQJ�UHFHQW�
GHFDGHV��PXFK�RI�WKH�FRQÁLFW�

Perhaps not many 

today who are 

engaged with 

contemporary 

debates in science 

and religion pause 

to think about 

historical turning 

points deep in the 

past.
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involving religion and science 

has resulted from polemicists 

on all sides carrying deeply 

entrenched convictions, 

attitudes, and assumptions 

LQWR�WKH�SUHVHQW��<HW�WKH�
terms of debate in modern 

polemical literature about 

science and religion depend 

almost entirely on assumptions 

about metaphysical univocity, 

harmonization, and natural theology.  Critics of Creation 

Science and Intelligent Design, both believers and unbelievers, 

also often share some of these attitudes. 

If what I have sketched here portrays the past with any 

accuracy, it should be clear that when conservative Bible-

believers object to different 

aspects of modern science, 

they do so on the basis of 

assumptions as well as 

arguments.  Often missing in 

those considerations, however, 

are direct appeals to the heart 

RI�WKH�&KULVWLDQ�IDLWK�DV�GHÀQHG�
by the person and work of 

Christ.  Coming back to that 

center offers a better way of 

discriminating more accurately 

between assumptions well 

grounded in solid theology and those that are not.

A Christology for Science

7KH�WKHRORJLDQ�5REHUW�%DUURQ�KDV�QLFHO\�FODULÀHG�PXFK�

...the terms of 

debate in modern 

polemical literature 

about science and 

religion depend 

almost entirely on 

assumptions about 

metaphysical 

univocity…

Often missing in 

[Christian debates 

about science] are 

direct appeals to 

the heart of the 

Christian faith 

DV�GHÀQHG�E\�WKH�
person and work of 

Christ.  



RI�ZKDW�OLHV�EHKLQG�UHFHQW�FRQÁLFWV�RYHU�KXPDQ�RULJLQV�
that feature supposedly biblical truths contending against 

VXSSRVHGO\�VFLHQWLÀF�FRQFOXVLRQV���,Q�KLV�ZRUGV��´UHFHQW�
debates concerning evolutionist and ‘creationist’ accounts 

of the origins of nature are marked through and through by 

modern assumptions about 

a distant, competitive, and 

occasionally intervening God, 

whether the existence of such 

D�*RG�LV�DIÀUPHG�RU�GHQLHG�µ�  
Barron’s response to these 

modern debates is a sophisticated exposition of classical 

Christology aimed at his theological peers.  My effort is much 

simpler and is aimed at academics in general, but it comes from 

the same Christological perspective.

Christ as Creator, Sustainer, Redeemer

Classical Christian orthodoxy as expressed in the creeds 

that summarize the Scriptures begins at the beginning:  nature 

owes its existence to and 

is sustained by Jesus 

Christ.  From this starting 

point several important 

UDPLÀFDWLRQV�IROORZ�
naturally.

One is the implication 

that the best way of 

ÀQGLQJ�RXW�DERXW�QDWXUH�
is to look at nature.   This 

implication comes directly 

from the Christological 

principle of contingency.
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…nature owes 

its existence to 

and is sustained 

by Jesus Christ.
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As described in the 

gospels, individuals 

who wanted to learn 

the truth about 

Jesus had to “come 

and see.”  Likewise, 

in order to find 

out what might be 

true in nature, it is 

necessary to “come 

and see.”
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the truth about Jesus had to “come and see.”  Likewise, in 

RUGHU�WR�ÀQG�RXW�ZKDW�PLJKW�EH�WUXH�LQ�QDWXUH��LW�LV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�
“come and see.”

The process of “coming 

and seeing” does not lead 

to infallible truth about the 

physical world since there 

is no special inspiration 

from the Holy Spirit for the 

Book of Nature as there is 

for the Book of Scripture.  

But “coming and seeing” 

is still the method that 

belief in Christ as Savior 

privileges for learning about all other objects, including nature.  

7KLV�SULYLOHJLQJ�PHDQV�WKDW�VFLHQWLÀF�UHVXOWV�FRPLQJ�IURP�
thoughtful, organized, and carefully checked investigations of 

natural phenomena must, for Christ-centered reasons, be taken 

seriously.

From this perspective, the successes of modern science in 

recent centuries testify implicitly to the existence of a creating 

DQG�UHGHHPLQJ�*RG���7R�RQFH�DJDLQ�TXRWH�5REHUW�%DUURQ��
VFLHQWLÀF�DFWLYLW\�E\�LWV�
very nature “implies . . . an 

unavoidable correspondence 

between the activity of the 

mind and the structure of 

being:  intelligence will 

ÀQG�LWV�IXOÀOOPHQW�LQ�WKLV�
universal and inescapable 

LQWHOOLJLELOLW\�µ�%XW�KRZ�FDQ�WKLV�LPSOLFDWLRQ�EH�MXVWLÀHG"��
According to Barron, “the universality of objective intelligibility 

(assumed by any honest scientist) can be explained only 

...scientific 

results coming 

from thoughtful, 

organized, and 

carefully checked 

investigations of 

natural phenomena 

must, for Christ-

centered reasons, be 

taken seriously.

...the existence 

of nature and 

the possibility of 

understanding 

nature presuppose 

Jesus Christ.



through recourse to a transcendent subjective intelligence that 

has thought the world into being, so that every act of knowing 

a word object or event is, literally, a re-cognition, a thinking 

again of what has already been thought by a primordial divine 

knower.”

��
  In lay language, the “transcendent subjective 

intelligence” and the “primordial divine knower” guarantee 

the possibility that a researcher’s mind can grasp something 

real about the world beyond the mind.  The Scriptures—in 

John chapter 1, Colossians chapter 1, and Hebrews chapter 

1—provide a name for that “intelligence” and that “knower.”  

In these terms, the existence of nature and the possibility of 

understanding nature presuppose Jesus Christ.  

A second implication arising from the centrality of Christ 

in creation concerns the interpretation of Scripture.  Classic 

biblical texts about the purpose of the Bible reinforce the 

IRXQGDWLRQDO�SULQFLSOH�WKDW�WKH�EHOLHYHUV·�FRQÀGHQFH�LQ�
Scripture rests on its 

message of salvation in 

Jesus Christ.  Thus, in John 

FKDSWHU�����WKH�JRVSHO�
story has been written 

down so “that you may 

believe that Jesus is the 

Christ, the Son of God, 

and that by believing you 

may have life in his name” 

����������,Q���7LPRWK\�
3, the inspired or God-

breathed “holy scriptures” 

have as their main purpose instruction “for salvation through 

faith in Christ Jesus” (3:15).  And in 2 Peter 1, “the word of the 

prophets made more certain” as these prophets were “carried 

along by the Holy Spirit” (1:19, 21) deals preeminently with 

´WKH�SRZHU�DQG�FRPLQJ�RI�RXU�/RUG�-HVXV�&KULVWµ��������

...the effort to 

understand 

how Scripture is 

trustworthy for 

TXHVWLRQV�OLNH�WKH�
ordering of nature 

should never 

stray far from 

consideration of 

Christ and his work.
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As these passages suggest, salvation in Christ anchors 

WKH�EHOLHYHU·V�FRQÀGHQFH�WKDW�DOO�RI�6FULSWXUH�LV�WUXVWZRUWK\��
But because of that supreme fact, the effort to understand 

how�6FULSWXUH�LV�WUXVWZRUWK\�IRU�TXHVWLRQV�OLNH�WKH�RUGHULQJ�
of nature should never stray far from consideration of Christ 

DQG�KLV�ZRUN���<HW�DV�ZH�KDYH�VHHQ��´&KULVW�DQG�KLV�ZRUNµ�
includes, as an object, the material world of creation, and as a 

method, “come and see.”  In other words, following the Christ 

revealed in Scripture as Redeemer means following the Christ 

who made it possible for 

humans to understand 

the physical world and 

offered a means (“come 

and see”) for gaining that 

understanding.

Final and ultimate 

disharmony between 

what “come and see” 

demonstrates about Christ 

and what “come and see” 

reveals about the world of 

nature is impossible.  The same Christ is the one through whom 

God has worked “to reconcile to himself all things . . . making 

SHDFH�WKURXJK�KLV�EORRG��VKHG�RQ�WKH�FURVVµ��&RO��������DQG�LQ�
whom “all things were created” and in whom “all things hold 

WRJHWKHU�µ��&RO�����������

<HW�LW�LV�LQGLVSXWDEOH�WKDW�RQ�VRPH�VFLHQFH�WKHRORJ\�
TXHVWLRQV��WUXVW�LQ�&KULVW��DQG�WKHUHIRUH�WUXVW�LQ�6FULSWXUH��KDV�
VHHPHG�WR�FRQÁLFW�ZLWK�WUXVWLQJ�LQ�ZKDW�&KULVW�DXWKRUL]HG�
procedure (“come and see”) reveals about a Christ-created 

DQG�&KULVW�VXVWDLQHG�ZRUOG���7KH�SDUDGH�RI�GLIÀFXOW�
TXHVWLRQV�DULVLQJ�IURP�WKH�HIIRUW�WR�EULQJ�WRJHWKHU�VWDQGDUG�
interpretations of Scripture and standard interpretations of the 

Final and ultimate 

disharmony between 

what “come and 

see” demonstrates 

about Christ and 

what “come and see” 

reveals about the 

world of nature is 

impossible.  
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QDWXUDO�ZRUOG�LV�D�ORQJ�RQH���7U\LQJ�WR�DQVZHU�WKHVH�TXHVWLRQV�
KDV�EHHQ�D�FRQVLVWHQW�IHDWXUH�RI�WKH�PRGHUQ�VFLHQWLÀF�DJH���$OO�
VXFK�TXHVWLRQV�KDYH�FDXVHG�XQGHUVWDQGDEOH�FRQVWHUQDWLRQ�
ZKHQ�WKH\�ZHUH�ÀUVW�UDLVHG��VLQFH�WKH\�FKDOOHQJHG�VSHFLÀF�
interpretations of Scripture that had been tightly interwoven 

with basic interpretations of the entire Bible.  Even after long 

DQG�KDUG�WKRXJKW��VXFK�TXHVWLRQV�FRQWLQXH�WR�SRVH�GHÀQLWH�
challenges.

$QVZHULQJ�VXFK�TXHVWLRQV�UHVSRQVLEO\�UHTXLUHV�
VRSKLVWLFDWLRQ�LQ�VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�VRSKLVWLFDWLRQ�LQ�
biblical interpretation—exercised humbly, teachably, and 

nondefensively.  Unfortunately, these traits and capacities have 

QRW�DOZD\V�SUHGRPLQDWHG�ZKHQ�VXFK�TXHVWLRQV�DUH�DGGUHVVHG���
%XW�WKH�GLIÀFXOW�TXHVWLRQV�ZLOO�DOPRVW�FHUWDLQO\�RQO\�FRQWLQXH�
to multiply because of two ongoing realities: the Holy Spirit 

continues to bestow new life in Christ through the message 

of the cross found in Scripture, and responsible investigations 

lead plausibly to further evolutionary conclusions from the 

UHOHYDQW�VFLHQWLÀF�GLVFLSOLQHV�

A Chalcedonian Perspective

7KH�PXOWLSOLFDWLRQ�DQG�LQWHQVLÀFDWLRQ�RI�VXFK�TXHVWLRQV�
are, however, no cause for despair.  For those with Christ these 

TXHVWLRQV�SUHVHQW�LQVWHDG�D�JROGHQ�RSSRUWXQLW\�IRU�UHWXUQLQJ�WR�
ÀUVW�SULQFLSOHV���$OPRVW�WKH�YHU\�ÀUVW�RI�WKRVH�ÀUVW�SULQFLSOHV�LV�
WKH�&KDOFHGRQLDQ�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�&KULVW�DV�IXOO\�GLYLQH�DQG�IXOO\�
human in one integrated person.

If the mystery of divinity and humanity fully inhabiting 

a single being is at the heart of Christian faith, and if this faith 

RIIHUV�&KULVW�DV�WKH�GHÀQLWH�DQVZHU�WR�WKH�GHHSHVW�P\VWHULHV�
of existence itself, then there is a way forward. It is not a way 

forward along the path of late-medieval univocity when it 



was assumed that a natural explanation for any phenomenon 

ZDV�D�IXOO\�VXIÀFLHQW�H[SODQDWLRQ���,W�LV�QRW�D�ZD\�IRUZDUG�
along the path of William 

Paley’s natural theology 

where it is assumed that 

humans may have God-

like knowledge about the 

ÀQDO�SXUSRVH�RI�SK\VLFDO�
phenomena.  And it is not 

a way forward that either 

trivializes the Scriptures or 

distrusts modern science 

as a fundamentally ideological enterprise.  It is instead a way 

forward that tries to give both the study of nature its proper 

due as made possible because of Christ’s creating work and the 

interpretation of Scripture its proper due as revealing the mercy 

of redemption in Christ.

2Q�VSHFLÀF�TXHVWLRQV�FRQFHUQLQJ�HYROXWLRQ��SURPLVLQJ�
recent suggestions resting on classical Christology have come 

from Catholic scientists and theologians who draw on the 

LQVLJKWV�RI�7KRPDV�$TXLQDV���,Q�SDUWLFXODU��7KRPDV�UHVLVWHG�
the push toward univocity as he defended the complexity of 

the divine-human mystery at the heart of the universe.  In 

his own day, as we have seen, Duns Scotus treated God and 

humanity as existing on a common metaphysical plane; God 

ZDV�LQÀQLWHO\�JUHDWHU�WKDQ�KXPDQV��EXW�LQ�TXDQWLW\��QRW�TXDOLW\���
1R��VDLG�7KRPDV�$TXLQDV��VLQFH�KXPDQV�DUH�FUHDWXUHV�DQG�WKH�
triune God was the creator, humanity and deity do not share 

the same metaphysical plane.  Hence, there must always be 

separation between human knowledge about existence and 

divine knowledge.  Robert Barron states Thomas’s position 

FDUHIXOO\���´$TXLQDV�PDLQWDLQHG�FRQVLVWHQWO\�WKURXJKRXW�
his career that God is inescapably mysterious to the human 

intellect, since our frame of reference remains the creaturely 

If the mystery 

of divinity and 

humanity fully 

inhabiting a single 

being is at the heart 

of Christian faith… 

then there is a way 

forward.
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mode of existence, which bears only an analogical resemblance 

to the divine mode of being. . . .  The ‘cash value’ of the claim 

WKDW�*RG�H[LVWV�LV�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�D�ÀQDOO\�P\VWHULRXV�VRXUFH�RI�WKH�
WR�EH�RI�ÀQLWH�WKLQJV�µ11

 

Satisfactory resolution of problems stemming from 

responsible biblical interpretation brought together with 

responsible interpretations of nature will not come easily.  Such 

UHVROXWLRQ�UHTXLUHV�PRUH�VRSKLVWLFDWLRQ�LQ�VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH��
more sophistication in biblical hermeneutics, and more 

humility of spirit than most of us possess.  But it is not wishful 

thinking to believe that such resolution is possible.  It is rather 

DQ�H[SHFWDQW�KRSH�WKDW�JURZV�GLUHFWO\�IURP�FRQÀGHQFH�LQ�ZKDW�
has been revealed in Jesus Christ.  
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Endnotes

1 

Abridged from Jesus Christ and the Life of the Mind (Grand 

5DSLGV���(HUGPDQV�����������������FKDSWHU����E\�0DUN�$��1ROO��
Francis McAnaney Professor of History, University of Notre 

Dame.  It is reprinted with permission.

2

 (page 5) St. Augustine, The Literal Meaning of Genesis, 2 vols.,  

WUDQVO��DQG�DQQRWDWHG�-RKQ�+DPPRQG�7D\ORU��6�-���1HZ�<RUN���
1HZPDQ�����������������

3��SDJH����6HH�HVSHFLDOO\�-RKQ�+HGOH\�%URRNH��Science and 
Religion:  Some Historical Perspectives��1HZ�<RUN���&DPEULGJH�
University Press, 1991); David C. Lindberg and Ronald 

L. Numbers, eds., God and Nature:  Historical Essays on the 
Encounter between Christianity and Science (Berkeley:  University 

RI�&DOLIRUQLD�3UHVV���������DQG�'DYLG�&��/LQGEHUJ�DQG�5RQDOG�
L. Numbers, eds., When Science and Christianity Meet (Chicago:  

8QLYHUVLW\�RI�&KLFDJR�3UHVV����������$Q�H[FHOOHQW�UHIHUHQFH�ZRUN�
is Gary B. Ferngren, ed., The History of Science and Religion in the 
Western Tradition:  An Encyclopedia��1HZ�<RUN���*DUODQG��������

4

 (page 7) The following paragraphs are taken, with revisions, 

from Mark A. Noll, “Evangelicals, Creation, and Scripture:  

$Q�2YHUYLHZ�µ�%LR/RJRV�)RUXP��1RY���������DYDLODEOH�IURP�
biologos.org/uploads/projects/Noll_scholarly_essay.pdf (May 

����������

5

 (page 7) This section relies on Amos Funkenstein, Theology and 
WKH�6FLHQWLÀF�,PDJLQDWLRQ�IURP�WKH�0LGGOH�$JHV�WR�WKH�6HYHQWHHQWK�
Century��3ULQFHWRQ���3ULQFHWRQ�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV���������HVS�����
31.

�
 (page 9) See in particular Peter Harrison, The Bible , 

Protestantism, and the Rise of Natural Science��1HZ�<RUN���
&DPEULGJH�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV��������
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7��SDJH�����)RU�SDUWLFXODUO\�DVWXWH�WUHDWPHQW��VHH�%URRNH��Science 
and Religion, 192-225.

�
 (page 12) Robert Barron, The Priority of Christ:  Toward a 

Postliberal Catholicism��*UDQG�5DSLGV��%UD]RV���������������)RU�
convenience, I return several times in the following paragraphs 

to this book by Robert Barron.  But there are other parallel 

efforts, for example from the physicist and Anglican theologian 

John C. Polkinghorne, in books like Belief in God in an Age of 
Science��1HZ�+DYHQ���<DOH�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV���������DQG�Science 
and the Trinity;  The Christian Encounter with Reality (New 

+DYHQ���<DOH�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV��������

9

 (page 12) See Noll, Jesus Christ and the Life of the Mind, 49-55.

��
 (page 14) Barron, Priority of Christ, 154.

11��SDJH�����%DUURQ��Priority of Christ, 13.
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