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ingly confident in a sterile world. The fruits of unguided science are bittersweet, 
leaving us less sure than ever that the theoretical implications or the practical results 
of the next discoveries in physics, biology, or psychology, or social science will be 
beneficial, or even benign. Nothing in science ensures against philosophical confu­
sions, against rationalizing, against mistaking evil for good. Science is a good servant 
but a bad master, and a futile tool for those who have no other master. The whole 
scientific enterprise of the last four centuries could yet prove demonic. We may be 
caught in a Faustian bargain, in a scientific sink. 

Science bears on, affects value at the same time that it bears, carries what values 
we may have assigned to it. Science bears on value because it redescribes the world. 
We have to think only of the impacts of Copernicus, Newton, Darwin, Einstein, 
or Heisenberg to see how the passing of the science story through successive descrip­
tions of the natural world brings tumult into theology. If we have been mistaken 
about how nature is operating, then, when science corrects this, values thought to 
be derived from God and found in nature must be reformed to fit the redescriptions. 
Our value judgments require an appropriate congruence with the way the world 
works in its cosmology and ecology. Similarly, in the human sciences, accounts of 
social functioning, or emotional drives, or social conflicts have their spillover into 
evaluative issues. 

Further, science offers instrumental capacities and gives us the opportunity not 
just to understand the world, but to change it. A society can allocate funds and 
energies to eradicate malaria or to build thermonuclear weapons. Which should it 
do? We might undertake genetic engineering, but what optimal human genotype 
should we design? Science sets routes before us, between which it does not help us 
to choose. Over time, even the pure science we elect to do is with much eye to the 
uses society has for it. Here, not less than in religion, truth for truth's sake gets 
tugged over to truth for use's sake. Science presents vastly increased opportunities 
for self-actualizing, and yet, rightly understood and short of scientism, draws back 
in silence before which options we ought to take. We are left to consolidate and 
even choose roles through the chapters we write in a history in which science offers 
no paradigmatic plot. 

Thus, for all the bearing of science on value, for all its being a value-laden 
enterprise, the conviction is well grounded that science of itself is value-free in the 
crucial sense that there is no such thing as the purely scientific guidance of life, 
whether of personal or social life, or of setting new directions in history. The point 
is that the values surrounding the pursuit of science, as well as those that govern 
the uses to which science is put, are not generated out of the science. These are rarely 
even launched from within the science proper, but we certainly do not select 
between them by science itself. Science gives us no resources with which to carry 
out fundamental decisions about good and evil, about meaningfulness and worthless­
ness, even though science casts upon us new questions and recasts old questions that 
it cannot answer. 

The truth registered by the is-ought distinction is that there is no iron logic by 
which to move from purely scientific premises to evaluative conclusions. One must 
also own some valuational premises, which science alone seems never to provide. The 
boundary between is and ought is real but a twilight zone. Our values are formed 



NATURE, HISTORY, AND GOD / 343 

and reformed in response to what we believe the world is like, and what we are 
prepared to believe about the world in turn, descriptive though it may seem, is linked 
into a feedback loop with our value sets. 

Science affects values, is infected by values, and has its motor force in values. 
Where there is science, values lie in the offing. But science itself is barren for 
value generation. Francis Bacon complained against teleology (and, by extension, 
against theology) that, like a virgin consecrated to God, it bore no explanatory 
offspring. 58 We may cast a reverse complaint against scien~e; lacking consecra­
tion, it bears no valuational offspring. The sterility of science at the cores of value 
production has kept religion fertile even in an age of science. Numbers and equa­
tions say nothing about joy and affliction. The problem of evil, which is often 
thought (probably rightly) to be the chief obstacle to belief in God, proves no less 
an obstacle to any scientific guidance of life. For evil does not merely linger after 
theism lapses. It grows worse, when science proves itself theoretically incompetent 
to handle questions of good and evil, and in practice able to multiply evils as 
readily as goods. Owing to the collapse of earlier theology, owing to the growth j)f 
past and present science, we have ceased to believe that the Fall of man lies 
behind us. But, owing to the growth of present and future science, we fear that it 
may lie ahead. 

Regardless of one's scientific expertise-indeed, in extension of what good scien­
tists know-no religious truths can come to us until we offer ourselves up to be 
controlled by the reality we seek to study. This means to open life up to the lure 
of the incoming Spirit, since we are called to a storied adventure from nature to 
spirit. It will no longer suffice to be prescientific, whatever insights of the prophets 
and saints we may continue to find canonical. Science is too much with us, and there 
is too much truth in it. But neither can one be merely scientific, since, in the ways 
just summarized, seeming cc mere scienceH falls into the service of our unregenerate 
value sets, and is unable to generate nobler value sets, unable (in religious terms) 
to regenerate us. What is required is to be postscientific or (to adapt the term) 
transscientific. We must go beyond science. We see now what science cannot 
supply, and why it cannot supply it. 

Science is the most powerful analytic tool yet developed, especially in its ac­
counts of nature, perhaps less so of human nature and culture, and less so still in 
history. But it has proved steadily unable to tell us on its own resources what we 
most want to know about each of the four: how to value nature, how to guide human 
nature, or culture, and how to interpret and make history. We do not know what 
to believe, or how to behave. We do not know what text to write next. This needs 
carefully to be said, but it is importantly true. 

One can find room for God in and beyond the sciences, in and beyond nature 
and history; but this room for God, though it is impressive, is not so unambiguous 
or commanding as to produce life-orienting faith, unless and until one finds room 
for God within one's own personal life. But this need not be cause for lament. This 
too is intelligible under the theistic model of a God who nurtures freedom, love, and 
faith. This too is part of God's design. God did not leave himself without witness 
in nature and history, but God leaves a chief witness in the person, to be found as, 
and only as, the person in daring expectancy reflects God. 
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Doing the Truth on the Cutting Edge of Nature and History 

We must do the truth. We test, and are tested in, whether our self-actualizing can 
also actualize the divine presence. We must live at the eye of the storm. We must 
nurse a way through the possible scientific states of humanity (which at microlevels 
involves nursing a way through the quantum states), doing good and fighting evil, 
so as to let the divine Spirit, if such there be, come nearer in amazing grace. We 
see whether we can prophesy, that is, speak for Cod. We try to see whether we can 
image God. We act our parts in the story. The energy of our experiences here, 
biographically and culturally, will enable us to look behind and around at nature and 
history and to judge whether the cosmic and the earthen drama is a divine current. 
But we must be in the river to sense the flow. We thereby gain spiritually what 
physicists call a reference frame for participatory observations. We must look care­
fully at objective nature, in the light of the best sciences available, and we have 
sought to do this in the progressive chapters of this work. But that is necessary, not 
sufficient, for the formation of a creed. 

In the final analysis the incumbent judge finds himself at the crossroads of 
nature, history, and God. Only caught in this grip can one know who and where 
one is. Perhaps such an emphasis on inwardness and participation will at times lead 
us to false estimates of what is going on in the world outside of us. But the deeper 
truth is that spirituality is just what the outside world has led to. We are the richest 
of the natural systems, its fruit called to continue the creation. Our performance 
here enables an accurate estimate of all our history and environment. 

This posits a kind of privileged access to the religious viewpoint, but not one that 
ignores the human place in nature, or seeks an inwardness uncorrected by scientific 
redescriptions and philosophical criticisms. Rather, it notices, as a result of this, that 
in epistemic rank and in evolutionary place humans are a privileged species. They 
alone are called to this level of awareness. Further, within the possible states of 
human awareness, states of spiritual expectancy are still more privileged, with their 
vision into what in ourselves is taking place, deepening the world drama thus far. 

In coping with our own world assignment religiously, we gain insight into 
whether our beliefs are copying the wprld order. Here the correspondence theory 
of truth (belief as a map of the world) must submit to a higher pragmatic view of 
truth (belief as instrument for living in and traveling through the world, which is 
what maps are for). To see whether our beliefs here are justified, or true, one has 
to see whether they can justify life, make life just, loving, free, spirited, and spiritual. 
One has to be born of blood, of fire, of the will of Cod. One has to be plunged under 
the floodwaters and raised up to see the descending power of the Spirit. In this sense, 
judgments about what ought to be not only enable us to detect what is, they are 
self-fulfilling and determine what comes to pass. 

Any teaching has to be evaluated, certainly, on the basis of whether it is true; 
but it has to be evaluated "for what it is worth." In the end we turn to truth for 
worth, on the axiom that we should get some clues about truth from the worth of 
a teaching. We want to know what is so, whether we like it or not, whether it is 
satisfying or not. Yet a truth that is nonilluminating about values cannot be the final 
word in a world that willy-nilly we must evaluate. We are not simply after a truth's 



NATURE, HISTORY, AND GOD / 345 

working, not mere pragmatism, but its worthiness, its overall serviceability as an 
evaluative account, its truth-value, with an emphasis on both those terms in insepara­
ble conjunction. We want truth in some true-false sense-more or less, analogically 
and approximately. But we cannot be near the elemental word until the truth is 
carrying value. Unless a doctrine can tell us something about what the story is worth, 
and show us how to be worthy actors in the story, it has not yet achieved salient 
truth-value. Here science proves to lack ultimacy, while religion offers the pearl of 
great price. 
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