AUG—BS-A7T B3 I3% FPM SILEMT.FLAMNET 21951896148 F.@1

footnotes

Volune 15, Number | The Francis A, Schaeffer Foundation Summer, 2007

Footnotes is a quanerly  Deer friends around us,

Il aton of the Francs / N . : .
g'%ch::fei*fév:‘r;&fr?cishcmm s A Many of you have followed with interest our work in the Francis A.
' Schaeffer Foundation through the past 18 years. Your comments ang
cenversations, when we met face to face on one of my speaking trips or

Editorial Board: - visiting us in Gryon, were encouraging, helpful and often usefully pro-
Par Braflan Johaniesnr vocative. Thank you for that. It has enriched our lives, kept our minds
er Staffan Jonannisson, open to a wider world and stimulated our own reflection on life, history

Jesse Lo James, anc iAna ' i H
ssel James and Diana 04 600 relation as people to God's world around us. Foohwotes and the |

oo Netang . . . . .
) occasional longer letter describe our work, life and pursuits with people
and places. They reflect what we think, teach and like to pass on to you
Ther Francs A Schaeffer among about 900 athers in many countries.
Foundation is a ploce whiere
thar i of the lale i . . ;
feday I also write because we need your help urgently. While there

Lehawfter may be studied

and researcied. have been faithful donors all along who support us with gifts and contri-

butions to the work, their number has declined in recent vears to such a

unding for the Franos . .
ot o e f s level that we could barely continue. This year only haif of our expenses
from bt ndividuals and fean- - WEre: covered. Qur budget is approximately $80,000, of which some is
datinns, earned through honoraria when I lecture or preach; a bit more resuits

from royalties. But the majority of contribution comes from people who

Cronations o the Schefe ) " . .
: exprass their appreciation for what we do, think and share with others by

Foundation are tax deducible.

Foolnoles s free upan re- sending us gifts or donations,

ruesl. however. donitions Lo

LOVES tEpsining costs are I ask you to consider becoming part of the group of people who help us 3
helpdul continue the work. You may pick up where others have been with us be-

Fermission 1o repunt is gwen 1078, The Francis A, Schaeffer Foundation issues receipts far your tax-
pavided that appropnate credit - deductible gifts. You may send it to our address here or to the Frandis A, .
I gve, Schaeffer Foundation in the US, c/o McGill, 4320 Omaha, Amarillo, TX

Ta rmake comments an this 79106.
cdien of Foohotes for addi- .
Foohok Gl 8 R 4 (R (¥

nenal infermation an the
Franos A Sohaeffer Founda

tioh, o 1o make a contibution, can thls perhaps be
PiEAng wiiha to . . ,
Footnotes Missionary Atheism?
' I S e BT S B

The Francie A Schaeffar
Foundation

Chalet Mon Montaux + N the previous issue at the end of ZDQS, I referred to two current pro- .
. © ponents of atheism. Their widely advertised and circulated books are re-
CH--1882 Gryon, - viewed in all Kinds of publications, They have been on lively TV and radio
- | shows. The debate about theism and atheism is continuing with renewed |
' energy. Richard Dawkins is the author of The God Delusion, Sam Harris |

Teleshone & Fas: mocks Christians with his Letter to a Christian Nation.

41 24 456 1658 I their views meet a more receptive audience today, it indicates a
UODehCH@aoteom . Public that is perhaps frustrated by the influence of religion on people -

Switzerland

R




AUG—BS-@A7T B3 1354 FPM

SILEMT.FLAMNET

o RO ENOTES

ad pelities ground the world, For decades
the Enlightenment idea of private re-
ligton and public rationality has
reigned as an antidote to religious
wars, superstition and social eco-
nomic backwardness. This is no
longer true.

I suspect that in addition to an intellectual
debate we also have in these books an effort
"o come out of the cleset” by showing how
many atheists there are and who will stand up
to the public influence of Christianity in our cul-
ture. While homosexoals, drug takers and
feminisls came out because they wanted toler-
ance fruom sociely, these authors want society
to keeop religion from people.

In these hooks, the reaction to religion is
sharp and furious. The authors seemingly give
many people the ammunition to shoot at the
very foundation of religious faith and motiva-
tions. They c¢laim to show that reason, facts
and soctal responsibility are not found where
rehigion instructs or even defines people, TO
their minds, instead of salvation, re-
ligion brings fear, conflict, irrational-
ity and eventually even celebrates
death.

Concequently, the authors attempt to show
what miserable conditions result from faith,
withoul ever distinguishing between various
faith contents or acknowledging the vast and
often opposing differences batween various re-
igious attempts to explain the world and the
human beings in it.

Not only is this a failing, but it demonstrates
that the first interest of the authors is probably
not to shaw the negative influences of many
religions, Rather, it is to get rid of the possibil-
ity of God himself. With God gone, the
question of truth in religion is ren-
dered void, and no further interest is

justified,

A review of Dawkins' book in the Finangial
Timas v March pointed out not only how easy
tt 15 to deny God’s existence, but also how un-
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sctentific and unscholarly thet is, How can
anyone be taken seriously who pro-
poses as a finite human being that
God does not exist? The miost anyone can
say is thal there is 50 Tar no evidence, But
Dawkins prefers to play God himself, to close
the debate, and thus to get rid of any potentigl
rival.

The latest author, Christopher Hitching, adds
his proposals by addressing audiences all over
the country with his recent book, Gog is 000

Great, (the cover is laid out in this way!). To-
gether they can now find comfort as & trinity of
denial, just as Hegel, Marx and Lenin some
time before were a trinity of birthfathers to the -
cruel and murderous experiment of Bolshe-
vism, Both trinities are unholy copies directly
apposed to the original Trinity of the bible.

Even so, 1 found some pleasure in the way
Hitchins presented his ideas and then fielded
nuestions from a large audience at the Wash-
ington, DC, bookstore, “Politics and Prosa,” on
Connecticut Avenue. His presentation was both
humaorous and serious, and articulate, Where
he related it to matters of history and religion
he served up vivid illustrations. He responded
to Mormons, Marxists and was equally critical
of Islam as of Christianity.

In fact, he is opposed to religion as such and
wants to free people from fts bondage. To
him, retigion has served no beneficial
purpose, since it enslaves people by
employing fear of punishment and by -
exacting stupid obedience to irra-
tional demands.

Like many others, he sees himself as having
come of age, and perceives reality pow in a
clearer light, In Hitchens’ view, a child depends
on the guidance of an older person to protect
him in his juvenile ignorance from getting hurt .
by life. During the night of ignorance about the -
world in earlier, pre-scientific days, one was
glad for the glow which religions, traditions and
other authorities gave off, But few tools existed
to distinguish between real insights and super-
stition. The world was full of mysteries waiting
for resolution through better answers, more
detailed information and logical coherence,
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P, including Christiznity, served pag-
e, atall, by giving them an illusion of pur-
RS COMMON HNGUAGE and common values.
L put t1e expericnces of the individual into a
willie !, though bemighted, context, But @ new
day hos dawned, and by its light Hitchins has
Lame to gee that religion itself was a supersti-
tion, an attempt to control some fears and to
instill others. It enclosed people in a system of
habits and promised rewards and punishments.

Hitchens now proposes that we are
more mature and independent
through the power of reasoning and
the tools of science. we have left the
night ef ignorance to awaken to a day of bright
ngights. He and the other members of that
trinity wanl to get rid of all this so-called su-
persitition without differentiation by showing
what harm has been done by religions. What
Hitchens knows as the Christian Church he also
rejects in its sources and practice.

At the bookstore, he spoke without notes
and alternatively sipped spring water from a
plastic bottle and the other kind from a barely
- hidden flask. Like Dawkins, his background is
British and he only very recently became a US
citizen. He is in exile from the Church of Eng-
land, but his critique encompasses all of relig-
ion. like many, he rightly observed how often
religion has been used to inhibit the human
mind and tu cause hondage with many of its
resulling tragedies,

We agree with that and have stated it re-
peatedly ourselves. Religion is a way to
tie people into something bigger
than themselves. It relates people back-
wards to what was there before them, to what
s eternal, bigger and encompassing all reality.
People seek that kind of attachment for at least
two reasons.

- First, we did not make ourselves and wonder
what happened before, What is our past? We
live in & social context of parents and children.
Where did we come from, who are we, what
produced us as people? Why now, why me,
why hare?
becond, as people we are unable to not ask

those questions. For in our minds, in our souls
or by our persenhaod we transcend the mo-
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ment. By that I mean that we see links, causa-
tion and dependencies; we have a sense of se-
quence or history. Wa want to know, since,
unlike animals, we do not function mainly Dy
natural nstinct in response to present stimull,
Instinct is a response to the moment. Peaple,
however, want to know the history of that mo-
ment and what will proceed from it forward,

Religions, then, tie us into a narrative, which
may or may not be true to reality. Religions

give answers or suppress thern. However,
sorne do not even allow questions and instead
demand submission, silence and acceptance.

The bigger picture or story that religion pro-
vides needs to he examined to see wheather it
is true or fiction. In the latter case it may be
made up, hoped for, agreed upon, bul is not
subject to, inviting or allewing of critical

evaluation. Here lies a distinguishing
mark of Biblical religion. It is unique
among religions in its explicit and

implicit links to history and geogra-

phy, to reason and evidence, to logic

and coherence,

the description found in the Bible.

It contains not just an in- l‘
vitation, but actual instructions not to believe
it if reality should turn out to be different from

BAGE T

The God of the Bible invites us to observe, |

compare and reason. His word, like anything in
language, addresses our minds and hearts and
challenges us to examine whether what is pro-

claimed is true to history, geography, reason.

able refiection and evidences in real life. The f

world, which the Bible describes, is the com-

mon human experience
where.  Furthermore,

to read the text with a critical mind.

To distinguish the true from the falsa, the
just from the unjust, and the ugly from the
beautiful is a frequent admonition from God,
which matches our own observation of life. The
text confirms our observations that |
there are lousy kings, faise prophets and un- .
faithful priests, dishonest aduits and frustrated

Biblical

children all around us at any time.

Compliance with the Bible's procila-

of mankind every-
by proposing
that the human heing is made in the
image of the Creator, God expects us ;
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mation is not required as a presup-
position. Faith is not the starting
point, but rather the conclusion. Ope
should not read the Bible wishing it to be be-
hevabla or unbeleovable. Such wishes make
ang biind and foolish, Tnstead, one should read
it to find out what It says about the real world
dand how it understands human existence, its
origin and purpose, etc. Nor does the Bible be-
come belisvable only after a prior work of Gog
in our heart and mind, A flawed view of priar
regeneration has its origin in what I consider to
be 8 mistaken view of being “spiritually dead.”
it does not imply intolectual dishonesty or
lacking curiosity.

With too many texts on the market claiming
to be "divine,” we must never simply believe,
Theve 15 too much of the wrong kind of faith,
willing to believe anything for whatever rea-
sons, including that there is no God., And yet
that is what many people du, and how they so
- often get into terrible situations, develop odd
views, and end up ignoring what s true about
both God and Creation.

Fouple's blind submission to folly, to inhu-
man rules for their frequently tragic lives con-
tnbutes to Hitching” move from what may have
baen a quite vague Christian background. He
sdds his own anger, rage and hype and
thercby  justities  his  ignorant  assumptions
ahout the Bible.

I can igpore what came first and how much
anything else contributes to his conclusions,
But Creation theme parks, like the one recently
wpened in Kentucky, or the superficial question
addressed to national political candidates about
whether they believe in creation or evolution,
make it easier to turn away from faith and peo-
- ple of faith. Add to this what some religions
furce people to do towards their neighbor--
frorn mutilation to enslavement, from fatalistic
indifference to a life of fear, from superstition

te honor Killings., The list of human crueity in
~the name of religion is endiess, 5o better get
~rid of it all.

Yot the ease with which Hitchins makes a
stew of pieces gleanad from religions to reject
them all is more a sign of his anger than & sign
of his intellectual discernment. In his recent

presentation, he mixed false teachings of the

FUOTNOTES
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Romian church, variant readings of the four
Gospels, old critigues of miracles and incem-
plete references to Biblical texts That is quite
a mélange, more indicative of nis need to jus-
tify his conclusion than of prior careful study.

Mow, he asks, can one belonyg to a chureh
that for centuries taught about Limbo, where
un-baptized babies went, only to now teach
that there is no such thing as Limbo? That lines
up well with our own astonishment that some
former saints are no longer considered saints
and thus prayers to and with them are now da-
clared ineffective. And what about the church's
cellbacy ethics beyond the teaching of faithful
monogamy?

In a more direct reference to the Bible,
Hitchins shows that he has not read with any
care to context the parts he mentions. Conse-
quently, he ends up with false conclusions. He
speaks against a8 God who forbids murder
rather late in human history at Sinai, showing
no  awareness that Ceain already had done
wrong in murdering Abel and that God con-
firmed that view in Genesis 9 at the time of |
Noah. Hitchins is equally superficial in the dis-
cussion of circumcision, which he sees as a
mutilation of little boys, He wonders about the
resurrection of Jesus, since accerding to his
view, Jesus possibly never really existed.

He makes no diffarence hetween the Bible
and other religious texts or views, He fails to
recognize how differently various re-
ligions, aven the great religions of
the world, differ in their conceptions
of God, Man, faith, morality and what
it means to be spiritual. How can one
belong to the Mormaons, Hitching asked in the
discussion, when that religion was not revealed
until the 19" century and taught, until the re- .
cent civil rights acts, that Blacks are not fully
human and cannot be redeemed; or that a
man has a right to marry under-age Qirls, and
practice polygamy at that? '

One would wish that Hitchins had been more
discerning and had reached at least for the re-
lationship between belief and cuiture as con-
tributing and clarifying evidence of the truth or
falsehood of a religion. The biggest objections
to his view arise in my mind from three factors,
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e tirst s that Hitchins makes no distinction
hetwesn & God and the people of God. With his
assurnphion trat there is no God, he can only
ses a legical hnk betwean @ raligion and its ad-
herents, They mivented it and are now caught
up it But if there is a God, (his non-
axlgtance is not proven) the link is not auto-
matic, tor there js a possible break between
God and disbeheving people,

The core of the Biblical teaching in-
cludes precisely our brokenness, the
sin that distorts easily all things and
by which we can do great intellec-
tual, cultural and physical harm. At
that moment religicus and moral foolishness is
net God's fault, wish or purpose. Hitchins
should lay the folly of human beings
at their feet, not at God's!

However, if in fact there is no God nothing
can be calted folly, wrong or evil, One ¢an then
only state whal is and reserve one's own reac-
ton to it without any maordl impaort or weight,
For without the absolute of a moral God, eve-
rything only "is”. That things should be other-
wise i then only & personal preference. All
protest or lament is only a sound, not & com-
plaint. '

With this, the second objection arises: The
book’s title is inappropriate to Hitchinsg' propo-
sition. The content does not relate to God,
great or small, but to the folly of Man, A more

fitting title would have been man_is N0t very

smart. That would not have been as pro-
vorative, but far more accurate. It might even
contain @ hint why the author himself cannot
come up with a more differentiated treatment
of religlon and the human being. The subti-
tle of his book is more to the
Hitchins’ point: “"Religion poisons
- everything.”

- A third flaw lies in Hitchins' ignorance or ob-
- viows disregard for the central theme of the
Bible about a fallen creation. Only when a
- moral distance existe between God and man
- can one trust Gad's character, What we ex-
perience daily is then not the result
- of God’s Idea of goodness, holiness

FOOTNOEES
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and perfection. Either something
tragic, terrible and violent has hap-
pened in God’'s creation or God is
himself evil. Man's stupicdity and credulity is
the problem to be addressed. They resull from
the bigger problem, common alss to the athe-
ist: man’s sin. And that again only exists when -
there is a God against whorn Man acts.

Only under these conditions does God not
contradict himself when He acts and calls men
and women to do good, to bring justice and to
seek holiness, Only against that background is
there a reason to heal people, unmask false
prophets and their religions, and work against
evil governments.

Michael Kinsley describes  Christopher
Hitchins as a “principled dissolute” and an old-
fashioned village atheist, who writes with an
underlying, genuine anger. Is he only playing
the contrarian? Or is he perhaps really fed up
with what damage religions have done to 50
many peoplte, but then unable or unwilling to
see more in life than just existence befora the
end, before death? Until then, to Hitching, the
transcendent can be found only in music and
poetry, to which he turns at times.

It is easy to say that Hitching has not gone
far enough. For the terror resutting from reli-
gious persuasions is frightening. Religions, in-
cluding the prophets of atheism, have hrought
about much grief and suffering. But then he is
perhaps only a prophet speaking against rival
prophecies, stating an assumption about the
assumptions of others, & bit of an evtremist
against the extremes of irrational rehgion, For
us he is, like all of life, an opportunity to re-
view the basis of our conviction, which can ef-
fectively withstand confrontation and survive in
the measure in which what we believe is based
not on religion, authority and faith, but on a
reasoned analysis of an intelligent text about
God and Man in history,

Belief in the God of the Bible must |
distinguish itself from religious be-
lief precisely in the content of the
text, the appeal to reason and facts,
and a more forceful and effective
confrontation of personal and social
evil in history.
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TFwoe helpful pleces in relation to science, rea-
SGiroand relighan came to my attention in the
past month. It may be well worth your while to
ook them up.

“Sience, Raeligion and the Muman Future,”
by Leon R Kass, was published in Commentary
Magazine in April 2007, The author was chair-
mar of the President’s Council on Bioethics. 1n
this articie, Kass suggests that science, as
an enterprise to systematically dis-
cover the workings of the universe js
unthinkable without the trust in the
one God’s revelation and the trust in
human reason to disclose the work-
tngs of nature. Both hang together in therr
methodical art of gaining truth. In addition to
their discovery of how things work, both Chris-
tianity and Science have a “philanthropic aspi-
ration to use that knowledge for the relief of
- man's estate and the betterment of human
lite

Kass rightly suggests that there cannot be
two contradictory truths about the same uni-
verse, arience iself has the belief in one trans-
national and transregional truth as its starting
paint. That is & wonderfu! limitation, for it ex-
cludes prejudice and shoddy work as part of
Stience.

Trozre are other britations. One is that Sci-
ence never ¢laims to give us absolute knowl-
edge about anything, for it also has not yet
lived, experienced and included what will be
tomorrow or under the next stone. Another
imitation is that the rationality of Science is a
"partial and highly specialized rationality, con-
cocted far the purpose of gaining only that kind
of knowledge for which it was devised, and ap-
piied to only those aspects of the world that
- can be captured by such rationalized notions.”
It s incapabie of dealing with the creative per-
&anal, the sub-rational, also found in human
- thought; or the poetic, for instance,

- Science cannot know beings and
their nature, their purpose, aspira-
- tions, their inner states of being and

21951896148 F.&8g
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terms of reasons or decisions, Neither sight nor
seeing are, In their essence, material phenom-
ena, for they are “capacities of soul, hence not
an object of knowledge for an objecnfied and
materialist science.”

The questions of "what” and “how” are ad-
dressed by science, but the questions of "why”
and "who" are dealt wilh rationally in the Bible |
by language and revelation and by persons
seeking, speaking, understanding and believ-
ing. More of these quastions include what life
is rather than how it functions; whather the
brain has a mind of its own; whether there is a
mind anywhere in the universe; what freedom
and purposefulness are -- feelings, passion,
awareness, imagination, desire, love, hate and
thought, or, speaking scientifically, only brain
events? -

The question of miracles is often
raised as a point at which the irra-
tiohality and unscientific attitude of
the refligious person becomes evi-
dent to modern Man. The response lies in
the contrast between the view of Man as a
neuro-chemical living thing seeking only to re-
produce himself and that of the reality of per-
sons doing thinking, believing and being, wha
are perceived as scientifically “unstable.”
Stience cannot abide such astounding irrequ-
larities as once-in-a-lifetime events or mira-
clas,

One reason for this is that science would be-
come impossible if God were capable of inter-
vening and suspending the laws of nature. For- |
mer regularities would only be probahilities,
Yet in a real sense regularities are
probabilities in a world in which per-
sons are able to create new things,
from art to babies, from gardens to
ideas. What keeps the probability from be- |
coming a danger Is the fidelity of God to his
character - He is not capricious or random or
irrational - and the lawfulness of his creation.

One further interesting point in Kass' essay: .
"If all truth claims of science - and the philoso-
phical convictions that some people derive
from them - are merely verbalized expressions

o ————— Y

ki ke i e e

their hierarchy. It eschews explanations in
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Lt wno offer (hese claims, there can be nn
way toorolute the contrary opinions of those

things the opposite way. And why, indeed,
should anyone choose to accept as true the re-
suits of someone else's electrochermical brain
process over nis own? Truth and error, no
less human freedom and dignity, be-
come empty notions when the soul is
reduced to chemicals.”

The other piece is an editorial contribution of
Sam Brownback, & senator from Kansas, in the
International Herald Tribone of June 1, 2007,
In his article, "Creation does not Preclude Evo-
lution, ™ Brownback laments the superficiality
and iack of subtlety in the discussion, During
the first Republizan presidential debate, the
whole matter was reduced to a show of hands
if one ¢d ot beheve in evolution, giving the
participants a stark choice between evolution,
without getting into the various meanings and
extends of it and creationism, again without
any recognition that an insistence on six days
of 24 hours is not the necessary conclusion of a
badicf in God creating the universe.,

But with such a reductionist method only a
semblance of choice is given. When time is
chort and onty & show of hands is asked for, it
15 ¢nsy to imply that reason and faith are oppo-
sites; that reason discovers and works with
facts, and faith proposes, well, just tself, faith.

But, Brownback is right to point out, reason
and fuith are not opposites; they do not work
with different data. In fact, all sclentific know!-
adge 15 onty believed as well, after or befare
testing It in the cauldron of reality. "The scien-
tific method, based on reason, seseks to dis-
cover truths about the nature of the created
order and how it operates, whereas faith deals
with spiritual truths. The truths of faith
and scienice are complementary..,
they do not contradict each other,
- because the spiritual order and the
- material order were created by the
- same God."

That is & fine statement. Tt could have been

o FOOTROTES
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much stronger, however, if reason were alss
included in the pursuit of spiritual truths, That
is first and foremost nazcessary, because a text
always requires reason o undorstand it Tt s
the nature of language that one has to recog-
nize not only the meaning of the words from -
their usage, but also their grammatical relation
to each other as they {orm sentences, depend- |
ent clauses, etc. To wunderstand some-
thing involves seeing the specific
content and intent of the author's
words in relation to reality, Thatisin
no way different merely because
something claims to be revelation or
praposes to be inspired. In hoth cases -
the author has made an effort to make things
knowr.

Second, the God of the Bible invites us to
“reagon together.” God pleads and argues with
us, reminds us of past promises and events. He -
tells us that he knows where we are intellectu-
glly and spiritually and why that is a bad situa-
tion. He longs for the Bride, whether lsraei in .
Hosea or the Church in the New Testament, to
be true to its vows and faithful to its commit-

ments.

Third, we have many accounts of lesus and
the aposties’ teaching, reasoning, setting forth
and prapounding the truth, both in content to
make sure things are understood, and in man-
ner. The argument with the Pharisees in Mat- -
thew 11 and the discussions over good things
being done an the Sabbath are but two exam-
ples of a reasoned discussion, '

Fourth, the evident coherence of Seripture
within itself (its uniform description of God,
Man and the World) and the relationship be-
tween Word and Event invite discovery of accu-
racy and truth or inventions (not to calt them .
lies) and untruth by means of scientific reason-
ing. The Bible's tie-in with history and geogra- -
phy, with people and places, with practical
morals and reasons for behavior is unique at |
least and at first glance like any interesting .
book about reality. :

Finally, faith is the means by which |
the human being knows anything.

Even reason itself has to be trained,
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learned and corrected before it can
be trusted to be a faithful tool, It
Aeods te be exerased, explored and distine
gquishedt from non-reason, Things, whether they
be Biblical accounts and explanations or scien-
ufic theories and results, are reasonable only
when they fit into a wider net of recognized in-
sights. The same standard needs to be applied
to both scientific and Biblical theories, far by
theory we mean a proposed explanation of the
area etuding.

At this juncture the Biblical theory or expla-
nation tauches on a wider field of both material
data and personal phenomena that are irre-
ducible to what ¢an be weighed, measured and
counted. Choice, creativity, value differentia-
tion are geen by the means of Science in their
consequences, hut not in their origination.

Francis Schaeffer gave a lecture many years
ago in which he suggested that “naturalistic
science |15 poor sclence.” Science should be in-
terested tn the whole spectrum of phenomena,
meluding what makes a person more than a
bintagical organism, highly complicated though

M
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it is. When Science claims to know the
limit of the knowable and with that
excludes the phenomenon of per-
sonal, creative and non-repetitive
activity by God or Man, it functions
not as Science, but as religion.

Faced with the reality of persons, both hu-
mans and God, the eternal Trinity of persons of
the Bible, Science must seek to understand
things further, explore new avenues and possi-
bly in the end admit that by its own tools and
methods a person is not reducible to scientific
knowledge.

Then Science must bow to the wonder of
parsonality, including his or her own as a curi-
ous, hard-working, inventive, and artful scien-
tist. Man made in the irnage of God, a little
tower than the angels: there you are as a sci-
entist, in a concert hall, or deciding to love-
someone, or seeking justice, inlerssted not
only in "What can I know”, but also in “What
ought I to do or what can I hope?”
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