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bering, however, the logically troublesome status of induction}. The admission of 
the singular existent implies that a meaning account cannot always, on the basis of 
recalled experience, limit its expectations as to what will and will not be absorbable 
into its creeds. In this sense a religious theory has an openness beside which a 
scientific theory is closed. 

One does not always have to say in advance exactly what would refute one's 
theory, for that requires too much prophetic power; but one must be willing to 
examine each new bit of evidence as it comes along with widening ranges of human 
experience. A Christian judges Jesus, the Christ, to be the key to meaningful life 
in the world by perceiving in him" the normative expression of a life style of agape. 
The claim follows that the agape life will always be found meaningful, but one is 
not able to say, in prospect, just what will count as a context for agape. Such contexts 
are too idiographic, although one can say, in retrospect, whether those meanings 
launched in Jesus have been continued as embodied in the historical particularity 
of each disciple's life. Here one has to judge the cumulative effect of severally 
inconclusive and partial verifications, which are woven not to prove but to corrobo­
rate a creed. 

One can deduce only in a looser logic of weak connections. One can know out 
of his theory something of the possibilities that the future may hold, but he cannot 
make the watertight predictions that a positivist will insist that the hypothetico­
deductive model requires. But to know, out of one's theory, something of the 
possibilities is already to know something, just as to know probabilities is already to 
know much, although it is not to know everything. Neither science nor religion 
arrives at certainties. They at best predict probabilities, but religion is looser here 
than is science and often can predict only a range of possibilities. Still, there is a 
logic to it, a model out of which one can derive the oncoming particulars and a 
symbolic system that functions as a regulatory model, albeit a noncausal one, into 
which the events of life are fitted (composing and recomposing this creed) and out 
of which they are interpreted. 

Thus, the hypothetico-deductive method in religion does not employ the nar­
rower sense of "deduce" that science sometimes uses. Although a new event cannot 
be entirely foreseen from the theory, that event, when it does occur, does follow and 
unfold from the theory, while some other events may not. From the first half of a 
play we cannot predict just how the second half will proceed, although as it proceeds 
we have a gathering sense of how the several events fit into an overall plot. We 
reason back down from the general to the particular, more broadly deriving from 
the paradigmatic plot what episodes may be allowed to constitute it. Thus, the 
dramatic plot is testable against unfolding experience. But this testability is not a 
stringent one. There is no single logically necessary deduction from what has gone 
before, although certain events can, and others cannot, be significantly emplaced in 
the scheme. Even in science this may occur, as in evolutionary theory, where later 
specific developments in their novelty cannot be unequivocably forecast, although 
after they occur they may be examined as to whether they are consistent with the 
theory. 

Given that science remains causal, leaving off any assignment of meanings, it 
is a value-free enterprise, while religion is a valuational one. This is not a simple 
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matter, however, because there is a spectrum of meanings attached to value and to 
neutrality. Science, as we have noticed, shares certain pervasive values with religion, 
such as those of truth and critical inquiry. In science one makes judgments about 
good instruments or research. One operates on the presumption that science itself 
is good, either instrumentally or intrinsically or both. But where science is confined 
to causal accounts, it never prescribes life values, for these lie in the realm of 
meanings. 

Science is not, as is sometimes thought, merely instrumental to value, for intrin­
sic science does redescribe the world for us. The descriptions here cannot be ignored, 
for such discoveries as the age and extent of the universe, the evolution of life and 
its biochemical nature, the human neurophysiological structures, or the electronic 
character of matter have forced theology to reform earlier accounts of meanings. 
Persons always shape their values in some corresporldence with what they believe 
the world to be actually like. But these descriptions never constitute prescriptions, 
however much they may force a reconstituting of them. In this sense religion is fully 
operational, completely functional in joining theory with practice, as science is not, 
for religion has its own value setup, which permits the translation of principles into 
conduct, while any scientific system is parasitic on some value system before it can 
become operational in life. Religion, however, is not so operational that it can ignore 
what science reveals about the character of the world and of life. ' 

An older form of this claim is that science seeks knowledge, but the spiritual 
quest is for wisdom. ]9 Knowledge and wisdom are Ii~ither coextensive nor mutually 
exclusive, but they overlap. In part, but only in part, a person remains naive and 
unwise until she has integrated the best available knowledge from the current 
sciences into her world view. Still, such knowledge is not sufficient for wisdom, for 
no accumulation of causal explanations can ever produce the significance of a thing. 
The latter comes at another level of insight. .In this sense, science explains but 
religion reveals; science informs, but religion reforms. 

It is often said that science operates in an I-It mode, that of experience, while 
religion proceeds in dialogical encounter, the I-Thou mode. This distinction is 
founded on the biting difference, noticed daily, between dealing with persons and 
things. 20 This dichotomy recognizes the outward objectivity of science, where an 
U I" describes "things" in their causal relations and manipulates them as a result. In 
religion this "operational !" is replaced by a "relational I" that answers to the world 
and constitutes meanings in exchange with it. Demands Row to the "I" as well as 
proceed from it, for the existential HI" is called forth by that which is known. The 
subject has gone out to its object, which is no longer bare object, but is itself a 
subject, that is, a source of prescription to me. Wisdom appears in this intersubjec­
tive encounter, while the objective mode can provide only descriptive knowledge. 
So the notion of subjectivity loses some of its unwanted Ravor, and the word 
U operational," often favorably linked with objectivity, becomes annoying so far as 
it is manipulative. The unilateral operator is ill fitted to hear the address of another 
or to respond to its worth. 

Monotheism, moreover, detects the divine as a depth presence, an "Eternal 
Thou" in, with, and beyond the sacramental, superficial objectivity of the phenome­
nal world. This detection is comprehensively extended from the way in which we 
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detect other minds in the behavior of human bodies. That sense of divine address 
is more elusively present in Eastern religions, but what is present is a depth engage­
ment of the sacred so gripping as to draw forth the entire person, a meeting of the 
world at its inciting ground such that the whole self is called to respond, nearer like 
my relation with a "lPou" than with an "It." Further, though, theism and monism 
aside, meanings may arise where we attach no "Thou-hood" to this gripping other, 
as in encounters with nature or in aesthetics. 

Some accounts find religion to be less linguistic and thus less logical than science. 
This may be taken by critics as a vice, but it also may be taken by proponents as 
a virtue, that religion plunges to deeper levels than the conventional ones of science. 
This latter position is not without merit, for the religious object, God, if it exists, 
is incomparably greater than any routine scientific object, such as rocks, fish, or 
atoms. Logic and language may have evolved, and be evolving, best to fit the 
mundane, phenomenal world, and they may ill fit the transmundane, noumena} 
world. Sometimes in the West and often in the East, mystics cultivate noncognitive 
states supposed to transcend all logic and language. 

We do not need entirely to dismiss such claims to recognize that nevertheless 
logic and language enter steadily and decisively into religion, just as fully as they do 
into science. Interpersonal Thou relationships are hardly less linguistic than experi­
ences of an It; if anything, they are more so. The discovery of meanings, which 
humanizes us, requires language no less than the discovery of causes. If meanings 
are more resistant to language than are causes, if they have nonverbal dimensions, 
that may indicate that the intelligibility that religion seeks requires a richer logic 
than the scientific sort. If all created things derive an intelligibility from their 
Creator, then the phenomenal world is a product of the noumenal Logos and 
sacramentally points to it. The prescription of values takes more, not less, thinking 
than does the description of events. Possibly our religion outruns our rational capaci­
ties further than does science, but, whatever consequently is the place occupied by 
mystical moments, these do not constitute the whole of religion; nor can they stand 
alone. All the classical faiths have their speechless moments, but they all have their 
supporting scriptures, creeds, arguments, and education. 

The immediate experience of God, Brahman, or nirvi11J.(J always proves on 
examination to be quite as theory-laden as are any of the protocol data of the 
sciences. This does not disparage the intensity or firsthand directness of such experi­
ence; it only insists that there is a logic that leads up to and unfolds out of it. In 
this sense "God," "Brahman," and H nirvil1J.a" are postulates, inferential theoretical 
entities used to explain what underlies the world and certain marvelous encounters 
had within it. The personalness in religion does not prevent its being logical. 

It is logically and empirically possible that religious knowledge would come by 
occasional interruption of an otherwise regular world order, by fluke and visitation, 
unprecedented, unrepeatable, not amenable to methodological study of even the 
theological sort, much less the scientific sort, proposed here. This could be not only 
in the context of discovery, which could well be nonpredictable, charismatic, muta­
tional, revelational, but even in the context of verification. Revelation, miracles, 
oracles once confirmed could never again be reconfirmed, but would ever after have 
to be taken on sheer faith. But this would be an odd sort of knowledge, one that 
had no carry-forward features, with no way it could be shown to be true, reasonable, 
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probable, repeatable in experience. Such knowledge would be just true, inserted once 
for all into historical time. Whatever elements of this kind one can find in the 
classical religions, those faiths have also claimed that their truths could, in some 
measure, be verified in life, tested out in each new generation, seen to work again 
and again, despite the once-for-all character of the launching visitation. 

Self-implicating Meanings 

Meanings are always self-implicating. Values are by definition those things that 
make a difference. This might be thought to bias a person's capacities for logic in 
religion. One cannot think clearly about what one is wrapped up in. But the other 
side of this is that one will not think at all about that for which one does not care, 
or rightly think about that for which one does not rightly care. This caring becomes 
more self-reforming as the inquiry passes from the scie~tific to the humanistic to 
the religious. The task of religion is to examine that self in its relationships with the 
world, unmasking illusions and false cares, reforming it from self-centeredness, 
centering it on that which is of ultimate worth. This is worship, produced out of 
and returning to reflection. This worship, conceived as the self's disengagement 
from private concerns and engagement with the absolute, is precisely that universal 
intent that makes logic possible. Only such enthusiasm, or divine inspiriting, can get 
the self off-centered enough to reason aright. 

The religious judgment is that the self must be reformed in order to eliminate 
its tendency toward rationalizing, and it is just this positive combination of worship 
and reflection that makes possible an unbiased rationality. Religion shares with 
science then a concern for objective rationality, only it knows far better than science 
that the path to true objectivity lies through subjective reformation. This passion 
makes for genius. Religion is the science of the spirit, where a rationality suited for 
objects is inadequate. Here the reflective scientist will not say that he comes to 
nature without assumptions, despising the theologian as being overcome with them. 
But he will see that, so far as his selection employs empirical causation as his fishing 
net, he has a different set of assumptions; and he may even wonder whether just 
these assumptions mig~t prevent him from receiving the data of religion in an 
undistorted form. 

Perhaps some will complain that the account here has dealt too much with 
religion as a means of copying reality, with correspondence in truth, and too little 
with religion as a means of coping with reality, with its instrumental functions in 
life. So we readily grant that religion is a means of coping. But that is just as true 
of science, which is driven by the need to cope with reality not less than to copy 
it. Like different sorts of maps, both help us to get around in the world (supply a 
Umethod") because each in its own way represents that world ("follows after it") 
more or less faithfully. 
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