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theology7 (including in particular the biblical issues concerning the Sabbath,8 prophecy,9 and

eschatology10), but also every area of philosophy, ethics, psychology and psychiatry, economics,

sociology, politics, and the natural sciences.  It appears that in every discipline of study, diverse and

7 My interest in theology originates from a western Judeo-Christian background and accordingly this
study will primarily engage theology from within this tradition except where applicable.  From the Christian
perspective, specifically, it is the Holy Spirit (amongst the divine trio, that is, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit)
that is most frequently explicitly associated with the concept of freedom through time, although the significance
of this will not be explored in this study, nor do I suggest freedom is not associated with the other members of
the divine trio.  For example, see Paul D. Molnar, Faith, Freedom and the Spirit: The Economic Trinity in Barth,
Torrance, and Contemporary Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2015); Wilson Varkey, Role of the
Holy Spirit in Protestant Systematic Theology: A Comparative Study of Karl Barth, Jürgen Moltmann, and Wolfhart
Pannenberg (Langham Monographs, 2011); and José Comblin, The Holy Spirit and Liberation (Eugene, OR: Wipf
and Stock, 1989).  As a popular Protestant theologian, Ellen White, expressed it, “the Holy Spirit is a free,
working, independent agency.  The God of heaven uses His Spirit as it pleases Him; and human minds, human
judgment, and human methods can no more set boundaries to its working, or prescribe the channel through
which it shall operate, than they can say to the wind, ‘I bid you to blow in a certain direction, and to conduct
yourself in such and such a manner.’  As the wind moves in its force, bending and breaking the lofty trees in its
path, so the Holy Spirit influences human hearts, and no finite man can circumscribe its work,” Ellen G. White,
“The Work of the Holy Spirit in Conversion,” in The Signs of the Times March 8 (1910), par. 2.

8 The special worship of God on Sabbath and later also Sunday has received important attention
throughout biblical and Christian history.  See, for example, Christopher John Donato, ed. Perspectives on the
Sabbath: Four Views (Nashville, TN: B&H Academic, 2011); Walter Brueggemann, Sabbath as Resistance; Saying
No to the Culture of Now (Louisville, KT: Westminster John Knox Press, 2014); A. M. Simataa, The Seventh-day
Sabbath and the Christian Doctrine of Redemption (Bloomington, IN: Xlibris, 2015); Terrence D. O’Hare, The
Sabbath Complete: And the Ascendency of First-Day Worship (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2015); Lynne M. Baab,
Sabbath Keeping: Finding Freedom in the Rhythms of Rest (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2005); Isidor
Grunfeld, The Sabbath: A Guide to Its Understanding and Observance 4th ed. (Jerusalem, Israel: Feldheim
Publishers, 2003), 20; A. J. Swoboda, Subversive Sabbath: The Surprising Power of Rest in a Nonstop World (Grand
Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2018); Sigve Tonstad, The Lost Meaning of the Seventh Day (Berrien Springs, MI:
Andrews University Press, 2009); George R. Knight, A Brief History of the Seventh-day Adventists 2nd ed.
(Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald, 2004); Richard M. Davidson, A Love Song for the Sabbath (Hagerstown,
MD: Review and Herald, 1988); Skip MacCarty, In Granite Or Ingrained?: What the Old and New Covenants Reveal
about the Gospel, the Law, and the Sabbath (Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 2007); Samuele
Bacchiocchi, Divine Rest for Human Restlessness: A Theological Investigation of the Good News of the Sabbath
(Berrien Springs, MI: Biblical Perspectives, 1997); Samuele Bacchiocchi, From Sabbath to Sunday: A Historical
Investigation of the Rise of Sunday Observance in Early Christianity (Vatican City: Pontifical Gregorian University,
1977); Contrastingly, Muslims do not see Friday as a day of ‘rest’ for Islam.  See S. S. Kapoor, Islam (New Delhi:
Hemkunt, 2004), 37.

9 See, for example, Paul Boyer, When Time Shall Be No More: Prophecy Belief in Modern American
Culture (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press, 1992).  Note also, Uriah Smith, The Prophecies of Daniel and the
Revelation (Literary Licensing LLC, 2014); C. Mervyn Maxwell, God Cares: The Message of Daniel (Nampa, ID:
Pacific Press, 1998); C. Mervyn Maxwell, God Cares: The Message of Revelation (Nampa, ID: Pacific Press, 1998);
William H. Shea, Daniel: A Reader’s Guide (Nampa, ID: Pacific Press, 2005); and Tim Roosenberg, Islam &
Christianity in Prophecy revised ed. (Emmett, ID: Islam and Christianity in Prophecy Seminars, 2016).

10 See, for example, the recent publications by David Wilkinson, Christian Eschatology and the Physical
Universe (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2010); Jonathan Martin, Biblical Eschatology (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock,
2013); George F. R. Ellis, ed. The Far-Future Universe: Eschatology from a Cosmic Perspective (Radnor, PA:
Templeton Foundation Press, 2002); and Neal DeRoo and John Panteleimon Manoussakis, ed. Phenomenology
and Eschatology: Not Yet in the Now (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2009).
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often conflicting understandings of freedom11 and time12 are either explicitly or implicitly present,

and this has been so throughout all of recorded history.13  Everyone has some conception of freedom

and time, but their understandings of them are different.

Importantly, recently it has been suggested that there is an underappreciated yet intricate

“interconnection of freedom and time,” such that “the problem of the relation of freedom and time”

appears to reveal “a difficult birth and a slow development” that “has still not been fully worked out,

even today.”14  Christophe Bouton pinpoints the interrelated problem by observing that recent key

figures in philosophy to have addressed freedom “have this in common, that they were one and all

confronted with the problem of the temporality of human freedom and, in order to resolve this

problem, felt obliged to think [about] the plasticity of time, that is, its capacity to be modified and

11 Given that “there are many problems in defining freedom,” I will forego listing any definitions until
later in the study as relevant.  The difficulties in part originate from the fact that “not only are there many
meanings of freedom, but the same definition may be accepted by many groups who will interpret it differently
according to their own . . . beliefs and culture . . . [such that] it tends to lose some of its value in meaningful
communication,” John Richard Thackrah, Politics Made Simple (London, UK: William Heinemann Ltd., 1987), 53.

12 Similarly to freedom, “time has many meanings.  Time is an important measure of how things relate
to each other.  Time is also a scientific measure, [as well as] a benchmark to measure how society and culture
interact,” Frederick Kile, Escape from Time: Disconnecting from Culture (Lincoln, NE: iUniverse, 2000), 10.
Further definitions for time will also be given later where appropriate.  What is important is that “the cultural
meanings of time vary widely, just as the individual perceptions of time do, which themselves are culturally
influenced,” Jon L. Berquist, Controlling Corporeality: The Body and the Household in Ancient Israel (Piscataway,
NJ: Rutgers, 2002), 107.  See also, P. J. N. Baert, ed. Time in Contemporary Intellectual Thought (Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: Elsevier Science, 2000); and Jon E. Roeckelein, The Concept of Time in Psychology: A Resource Book
and Annotated Bibliography (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2000).  Roeckelein observes that “of all the great
abstractions of science, it is omnipresent time (not space, force, or matter) that comes most often to human lips. 
However, oddly enough, it is difficult to define time.  To the psychologist, time is a dimension of consciousness,
the way by which we give order to our experiences.  To the physicist, time is one of the three basic quantities
(the others are distance and mass) by which the universe is described in physical terms.  To the philosopher,
time is a diversity of many other things.  Yet, among all these scholarly ‘speakers-of-truth,’ none of them are able
to define it in a way satisfactory to one another–or even to themselves,” ibid., 1.

13 For comprehensive reviews of the concept of freedom from an historical perspective, see Mortimer J.
Adler, The Idea of Freedom Volumes 1 & 2 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1976); Ýlham Dilman, Free Will: An
Historical and Philosophical Introduction (New York, NY: Routledge, 1999); and Orlando Patterson, Freedom in
the Making of Western Culture Vol. 1 (New York, NY: BasicBooks, 1991).  Concerning the concept of time from an
historical perspective, see Adrian Bardon, A Brief History of the Philosophy of Time (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 2013); Dan Falk, In Search of Time: The History, Physics, and Philosophy of Time (New York, NY:
St. Martin’s Press, 2008); J. T. Fraser et al., ed. Time, Science, and Society in China and the West: The Study of Time
V (Amherst, MA: The University of Massachusetts Press, 1986); and Charles M. Sherover, ed. The Human
Experience of Time: The Development of Its Philosophic Meaning (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press,
2001).

14 Christophe Bouton, Time and Freedom, tr. Christopher Macaan (Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press, 2014), 14-15.
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configured by freedom.”15  Such resolutions, however, should not be understood to have successfully

integrated the domains of science and human free will.  The contemporary free-will conundrum

demonstrates the current impasse clearly,16 intertwining the contemporary science of nature and its

functionally presumed causal determinism17 into the problem of how to understand both freedom

15 Bouton, Time and Freedom, 15 (emphasis original).
16 Doyle suggests that all too often it seems as though “humans are seen as cogs in a vast biological

machine,” but he insists that “physical and biological science can produce no such evidence,” Doyle, Free Will:
The Scandal in Philosophy, iii.  As an advocate of free will, part of Doyle’s proposed theory importantly posits
that “free will is [part of] . . . a temporal sequence,” directly linking freedom with a certain conception of time,
ibid., 196.

The classic Enlightenment expression of the tension between freedom and the natural sciences’
conclusions on the determinacy of nature, and its implications for time, can be seen from the French
mathematician and astronomer Pierre Simon de Laplace (1749-1827), as he comments, “We ought to regard the
present state of the universe as the effect of its antecedent state and as the cause of the state that is to follow. 
An intelligence knowing all the forces acting in nature at a given instant, as well as the momentary positions of
all things in the universe, would be able to comprehend in one single formula the motions of the largest bodies
as well as of the lightest atoms in the world, provided that its intellect were sufficiently powerful to subject all
data to analysis; to it nothing would be uncertain, the future as well as the past would be present to its eyes,”
leaving in essence a ‘timeless present reality’ to a ‘God’s Eye’ perspective, in Pierre Simon de Laplace, Théorie
Analytique (1820), Introduction, VI-VII; as cited in Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Science: Problems in the Logic of
Scientific Explanation (Harcourt, Brace & World, 1961), 281-282.  Note also, Ludwig von Bertalanffy, Problems of
Life: An Evaluation of Modern Biological Thought (London: Watts & Co., 1952), 162; and Miliè Èapek, “The
Unreality and Indeterminacy of the Future in the Light of Contemporary Physics,” in Physics and the Ultimate
Significance of Time: Bohm, Prigogine, and Process Philosophy, ed. David Ray Griffin (Albany, NY: State University
of New York Press, 1986), 297-308.  Èapek comments that “[Laplace’s] view of causality culminated in Laplace’s
frequently quoted passage, according to which the [temporal] impersonal world order became a timeless
implicative pattern in which the distinctions between the past, present, and future disappear.  Spinoza as well as
Parmenides would have been delighted.  Note the conceptual evolution; Galileo still spoke of God; Spinoza
provided a substitute, speaking of ‘God or nature’ (Deus sive natura); finally, Laplace, in his famous answer to
Napoleon, dropped even the word.  (‘Sir, je n’ai pas besoin de cette hypothese.’) But Laplace’s ‘omniscient mind’
was really nothing but a secularized and depersonalized version of the omniscient God of traditional theology,
equally changeless, equally timeless.  How much this mode of thinking is alive today is shown in Einstein’s
words, pronounced at the very end of his life when he heard about the death of his close friend: ‘the distinction
between past, present and future is only an illusion, even if a stubborn one,’” ibid., 303.

17 That natural science is integrally part of the historical problem of both freedom and time and the
human being is explained, in addition to the comments in the preceding footnote above, thus: “Ever since [René]
Descartes and [Isaac] Newton, since the very beginning of modern physics, defenders of human freedom have
tended to concede the rest of nature to determinism, arguing that only man is free, while everything else in the
universe is governed by causal laws.  Indeed, this is one of the primary motives for the long dominance of
Western thought by the dualistic opposition between mind and body.  The body was thought to be governed by
the laws of physics, like all other material things.  But human beings could still be free because the human mind
was conceived to be an immaterial substance and therefore exempt from the laws of physics.  This dualistic
doctrine was carried to such absurd lengths that French physiologists defended the vivisection of animals on the
ground that animals are merely intricate but mindless machines and therefore incapable of feeling any pain,” J.
Melvin Woody, Freedom’s Embrace (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1998), 253-
254.  Accordingly, “the fundamental Western question of freedom and determinism is transformed into a
modern problem that is to be played out in the emergent and developing histories of modern philosophy and
the social sciences . . . .  [Since the] modern problem of freedom can now be located originally in nature, the
principle of determinism becomes the source of a fundamental metaphysical tension in modern thought on the
question of freedom.  That tension is found, as [Thomas] Hobbes has shown, in the radical fact that the principle
of determinism is being taken as ruling the material world, of which the physical and the human are thus to be
understood as but two complementary material parts,” in Charles Varela, Science for Humanism: The Recovery of
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and time as they intersect within the physical human being.18  Notably the prominence of the physical

problem of freedom has become especially acute today in part because of its entanglement with the

discipline of physics, which is widely considered the domain where time is most directly examined.

While definitions of freedom and time vary widely across the vast spectrum of specialized

disciplines that exist today, since the middle of the 20th century, most contemporary discussions

about both freedom and time have taken place within the tensions between the broad academic

umbrellas of the “two cultures” formally distinguished by the chemist and novelist Charles P. Snow in

1959.19  Snow understood the two cultures as representing those more interested in either the

sciences (“scientists”) or the humanities (“literary/artistic intellectuals”).20  Although the division

Human Agency (New York, NY: Routledge, 2009), 69.
18 “It is no secret that the traditional problem of free will emerged in ancient times with the suspicion

that conflicts existed between human freedom and determinism in one or more variant forms of
determinism–physical, psychological, theological or fatalistic.  If these conflicts between freedom and
determinism are not real, the central ‘free will’ problem would be solved–or better, it would be ‘dissolved,’ since
the worries that generated it would be unfounded.  Such a ‘dissolutionist’ strategy regarding free will is a
prevalent theme of modern philosophy: the ancient quarrels about free will and determinism can finally be put
to rest because there is no genuine conflict between the two. . . .  In its prevalent ‘modernist’ form,
dissolutionism leads to ‘compatibilism’–the view that freedom in every significant sense (free will included) is
compatible with determinism.  Compatibilism is surely the dominant view on free will among philosophers
today. . . .  But there is also a ‘postmodernist’ form of dissolutionism according to which there is no single,
coherent, intelligible concept of free will that could be incompatible or compatible with determinism.  On this
view, both incompatibilism and compatibilism fall short of what we want because what we want–free will–is no
coherent thing at all,” in Robert Kane, “Free Will: The Elusive Ideal,” in First Philosophy: Fundamental Problems
and Readings in Philosophy: Vol. III: God, Mind, and Freedom, ed. Andrew Bailey (Broadview Press, 2004), 269-
293, 273.

19 After discussing the theme in his classroom lectures at Christ’s College in England, Charles Percy
Snow first published an article on the “two cultures” in 1956, then delivered it as a talk (as part of the “Rede”
lecture series) with some additions in 1959, which was then published as a short book.  Widespread interest in
his book led him to publish it a second time with yet more additions in 1963 as The Two Cultures: And a Second
Look: An Expanded Version of The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution.  For a recent published version, see
Charles P. Snow, The Two Cultures (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 1998).  “Snow defined culture in
two ways, as ‘intellectual development (development of the mind) and in an anthropological sense (common
attitudes, common standards and patterns of behavior, common approach),’” Dorothy F. Chappell and E. David
Cook, Not Just Science: Questions Where Christian Faith and Natural Science Intersect (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2005), 89.  Snow’s “analysis was vigorously attacked by the literary critic F. R. Leavis.  As a broad-
brush description, most scientists think Snow’s distinction is close to the truth.  In any case, Snow could claim
some knowledge of both cultures, since he was also a successful novelist,” Garrett Hardin, Living within Limits:
Ecology, Economics, and Population Taboos (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1993), 317 n. 4.  See also,
Christine Charyton, “Art, Creativity, and Culture: How Art Intersects with Science in the Expression of Artistic
Creativity,” in Creativity and Innovation Among Science and Art: A Discussion of the Two Cultures, ed. Christine
Charyton (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer, 2015), 179.

20 In Albert Levi’s analysis, “Snow described the dissimilarities between these two cultures in terms of
the dominant ethical disposition of each and concluded that, on the whole, scientists more than humanists
possess the necessary intellectual equipment and the moral resolve to tackle global problems,” Albert William
Levi and Ralph A. Smith, Art Education: A Critical Necessity (Chicago, IL: Illini Books, 1991), 170.  See also Gerard
Lum, Vocational and Professional Capability: An Epistemological and Ontological Study of Occupational Expertise
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between the two cultures, merely formally articulated by Snow,21 developed over many years and

through a wide variety of historical circumstances,22 its manifestation and ensuing crisis, in not just

the academy but also the mainstream world, occurred relatively suddenly.  Furthermore, the crisis

between the two cultures has had longstanding and continuing consequences.

The division was not only between science laboratories and departments, which were making

new discoveries with astonishing frequency, and humanities departments, even as the animosity

between them remains vociferous,23 but the division also emerged within philosophy departments. 

Within many universities, if not also within individual philosophy departments, a rather spirited

competition ensued, which continues today, between the “Analytic” versus “Continental” schools of

(New York, NY: Continuum, 2009); and Snow, The Two Cultures, 11.
21 “The idea that there are two cultures, two modes of intellectual inquiry, or more fundamentally two

modes of thought and practice that belong to human existence, did not originate in 1959. . . .  The roots of such
divisions go very deep into our heritage, receiving many different formulations and precipitating many attempts
at reconciliation.  These divides and reconciliations permeate our view not only of academic and intellectual
inquiry, but also our very conception of what it means to be a thinking being,” Tom Greaves, Starting with
Heidegger (New York, NY: Continuum, 2010), 139.

22 As is often the case, a complicated confluence of historical factors helped create the contemporary
crisis of the “two cultures,” beyond simply developments in the academy (i.e., within the relevant disciplines
themselves).  Steve Fuller suggests that “in the two decades following World War II,” “the logical positivists had
reduced political discourse to ideological differences that could not be resolved by strictly empirical means, as
they involved appeals to the fears and hopes of the audiences to whom they were directed.  From the standpoint
of the Cold War, such [non-empirical political] discourse was therefore best ‘contained’, since the only
foreseeable alternative was violent conflict.  Politics left philosophy when it was no longer seen as something
that could be reasoned about.  Moreover, many postwar societies instantiated this depoliticized sensibility by
shifting the job requirements of their civil servants, encouraging those trained in the ‘technocratic’ sciences of
engineering and economics, while discouraging those trained in the more traditional humanistic fields.  Just this
shift enabled C. P. Snow’s lecture on the ‘two cultures’ to acquire the iconic status it has held over the past half-
century,” Steve Fuller, The Sociology of Intellectual Life: The Career of the Mind in and Around the Academy
(London, UK: SAGE Publications, 2009), 75-76.  See also, Stephen Toulmin, Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of
Modernity (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1990), 43; and Michael Mack, Philosophy and Literature
in Times of Crisis: Challenging our Infatuation with Numbers (New York, NY: Bloomsbury Academic, 2014), 19-
20.

23 Note, for example, a couple recent popular articles clearly demonstrating the contemporary
animosity between the sciences and the humanities.  Compare Michael White, “The Humanities Are In Crisis -
Science Is Not,” at http://www.science20.com/adaptive_complexity/humanities_are_crisis _science_not
(accessed April 27, 2009); and Maria Konnikova, “Humanities Aren’t a Science, Stop Treating Them like One,” at  
http://blogs.scientificamerican.com/literally-psyched/2012/08/10/humanities-arent-a-science-stop-
treating-them-like-one/ (accessed August 10, 2012).  For more, see Robin Ian MacDonald Dunbar, The Trouble
with Science (Harvard, MA: Faber and Faber, 1995), 2; and Robert M. Young, “Science and the Humanities in the
Understanding of Human Nature,” Inaugural Lecture as Professor of Psychotherapy and Psychoanalytic Studies,
Centre for Psychotherapeutic Studies, University of Sheffield, May 25, 2000, available at http://human-nature.
com/rmyoung/papers/pap131h.html (accessed January 30, 2013).
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thought.24  From a broader perspective, the consequences of this are seen in the fact that the situation

has led some observers to believe that the competition between the two is indicative of a

“contradiction between science and humanism [that] has [still] not been recognized by most

intellectuals, a contradiction that has undermined the vitality of Western culture.”25  Some have also

suggested this is reflected in the way the two cultures are related to the wide-ranging division and

parallel tensions between modernists and postmodernists,26 whose ongoing conflict today may be the

true heir of Snow’s concerns.27

For the immediate purposes of this study, however, what is noteworthy is that the emergence of

the two cultures in the academy would coincide with and influence developments concerning how

24 “Opposition . . . between a scientific and a literary culture . . . also emerged in philosophy. . . .  [Such a]
distinction between two attitudes or cultures in philosophy enables us to make sense of the analytic/continental
divide,” Frederiek Depoortere and Magdalen Lambkin, “Editors’ Introduction,” in The Question of Theological
Truth: Philosophical and Interreligious Perspectives, eds. Frederiek Depoortere and Magdalen Lambkin
(Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Rodopi, 2012), 4.  Note also, Simon Critchley, Continental Philosophy: A Very
Short Introduction (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2001), 49; Hans-Johann Glock, What is Analytic
Philosophy? (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 70; and Asher Seidel, Inhuman Thoughts:
Philosophical Explorations of Posthumanity (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2008), 79.  Seidel observes,
“Continental philosophers, for example, are typically regarded as humanistic in their subject matter and
methods.  Analytic philosophers, such as those inheriting the concerns, if not the methods, of the logical
positivists, at times appear either scientific, or aspiring to be scientific, at least in the loose, intuitive sense of the
term,” ibid.  See also, Andreas Vrahimis, “Philosophy and Humanistic Education: J. S. Mill’s Catastrophic
Pedagogy,” in Pedagogies of Disaster, ed. Vincent W. J. Van Gerven Oei, Adam Staley Groves, and Nico Jenkins
(Brooklyn, NY: Punctum Books, 2013), 311; and Michael A. Peters, Education, Philosophy and Politics: The
Selected Works of Michael A. Peters (New York, NY: Routledge, 2012), 210-211.

25 Shlomit C. Schuster, Philosophy Practice: An Alternative to Counseling and Psychotherapy (Westport,
CT: Praeger Publishers, 1999), 79.

26 For example, Gregg Henriques comments: “An interesting debate between modernists and
postmodernists emerged in the 1990’s.  Called the science wars, the debate highlighted the fact that–as has been
popularized at least since C. P. Snow’s famous characterization of the two cultures of the sciences and
humanities in 1959–the academy has failed to produce a consensually agreed-upon vision of the human
condition and nature of knowledge,” Gregg Henriques, A New Unified Theory of Psychology (London, UK:
Springer, 2011), 249.  See also the notable works by Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont, Fashionable Nonsense:
Postmodern Intellectuals’ Abuse of Science (New York, NY: Picador, 1998); Chris Horrocks, “Between Relativism
and Truth: Jean Baudrillard, the Sokal Affair and the Use of Scientific Terminology Across Cultural Boundaries,”
in Relative Points of View: Linguistic Representations of Culture, ed. Magda Stroinska (Oxford, UK: Berghahn
Books, 2001), 101-118; and Patricia Waugh, “Thinking in Literature: Modernism and Contemporary
Neuroscience,” in The Legacies of Modernism: Historicising Postwar and Contemporary Fiction, ed. David James
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 75-95.

27 Some claim that “the gulf between C. P. Snow’s cultures has not proven to be as unbridgeable as he
had worried.  Certainly, the gulf did not become debilitating; the two cultures never went to war.  However,”
today we have found ourselves with “another two cultures: the modern and the postmodern.  There is the same
lack of understanding, but now there is hostility and often debilitating conflict,” George Fallis, Multiversities,
Ideas, and Democracy (Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press, 2007), 257.
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freedom and time are described and understood that would be in tension.28  Furthermore, as history

has continued to unfold, this tension has become more entrenched, especially as it has spread into the

general populace.  Indeed, another manifestation, in some respects, of the ‘two cultures’ would be that

of the academy and the general population.  Here the risk of scientists becoming a cultic priesthood of

experts29 ruling the ‘ignorant’ masses creates another more pragmatic actualization of the ‘two

cultures’ that remains a sensitive issue to navigate,30 especially when this is replicated within

religious contexts between theologian-scientists and the laity.  Of course, it could be similarly argued

28 Concerning freedom, “the story of the two cultures,” is, “namely,” the story of “the realm of necessity
and the realm of freedom, [that is respectively] the natural and the moral world,” and it is this which
“distinguishes science from the humanities and makes any philosophy of science insufficient which is not able to
point up this difference,” Johannes Roggenhofer, “From Science Wars to Science Worries: Some Reflections on
the Scientific Conquest of Reality,” in Knowledge and the World: Challenges Beyond the Science Wars, eds. Martin
Carrier, Johannes Roggenhofer, Günter Küppers, and Philippe Blanchard, (New York, NY: Springer, 2004), 302.

As it pertains to the tension the cultures have generated regarding time, the philosopher David Ray
Griffin explains the perspective of the physicist Ilya Prigogine: “the problem of the ‘two cultures’ has not been
that scientists have not read enough humanities and humanists enough science, but that there has been nothing
in common between the two thought worlds.  At the root of the cleavage has been the fact that, while the
humanities and social sciences are necessarily time-oriented, classical science has been nontemporal,” David
Ray Griffin, “Introduction,” in Physics and the Ultimate Significance of Time: Bohm, Prigogine, and Process
Philosophy, 16.  Or, as Paul Harris positions it within the discussion succinctly: “Time stands at a complex,
ambivalent nexus between literature and science.  The division between the two cultures of the humanities and
sciences is replicated in the mutual exclusion between aesthetic or philosophical interpretations of time and
scientific analyses of time,” Paul A. Harris, “Time,” in Encyclopedia of Literature and Science, ed. Pamela Gossin
(Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group, 2002), 469.  Harris further illuminates the problem by noting that
“a similar subdivision occurs with each culture: The formalist strand of literary aesthetics emphasizes the power
of art to arrest time and hold it fixed, while several other approaches rather view literature as an expression of
cultural process.  Scientific analysis of time runs up against the ‘irreversibility paradox,’ which stems from the
fact that many ‘fundamental laws’ of physics are time-reversible, whereas entropy and observed experience
point to an irreversible ‘arrow of time,’ ibid.

29 Such an aristocratic-technocratic priesthood can take many forms, but as guardians of ‘difficult’
knowledge that nevertheless has a great impact on society, this scenario is already unfolding in many parts of
the world.  But beyond more social concerns, the priesthood of scientists can take on more metaphysical forms. 
See Beverly H. Burris, Technocracy at Work (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1993), esp. 22-25;
and Anthony Van Den Beukel, The Physicists and God: The New Priests of Religion? (North Andover, MA: Genesis
Publishing, 1995).

30 For a recent example of this one may turn toward the field of medicine, which operates as a
mediating culture between the masses and experts.  Marlowe Hood shares that recent studies suggest “a rising
tide of suspicion amplified by social networks has eroded public trust in modern medicine, leaving scientists
and health officials scrambling for ways to shore up its credibility,” in Marlowe Hood, “Modern Medicine
Infected by the Virus of Mistrust,” at https://medicalxpress.com/news/2018-01-modern-medicine-infected-
virus-mistrust.html (accessed January 26, 2018).  That this is occurring in the medical field, a “third culture”
which mediates between the sciences and humanities, is significant, as will be noted below.
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that the development of differences in how freedom and time are understood is what helped create

the contemporary phenomena of the two cultures in the first place.31

In either case, the competition that developed between the two cultures concerning their

understandings of freedom and time is clearly illustrated in the work of the widely lauded modernist

physicist Albert Einstein32 and the postmodernist philosopher Martin Heidegger.33  These two

31 In seeking after a clue that might unveil the origin of the conflict between the two cultures, it must
be remembered that, even in this specific context of academic cultures, “all cultures consist of concepts,”
Alexandre Kimenyi, “Anatomy of Culture,” at http://kimenyi.com/anatomy-of-culture.php (accessed May 21
2014).  Furthermore, meaningful “communication requires common concepts,” Marion Ledwig, “Folk
Psychology and Proverb Knowledge as Common Knowledge in Decision-Making,” in Cultures: Conflict, Analysis,
Dialogue, ed. Christian Kanzian and Edmund Runggaldier (Piscataway, NJ: Transaction Books, 2007), 193-200,
195.  See also, Marion Ledwig, Common Sense: Its History, Method, and Applicability (New York, NY: Peter Lang,
2007), 136.  Therefore, given that different cultures sometimes have different concepts, and “common
knowledge is restricted to the culture one lives in,” if different conceptualizations of seemingly common
concepts emerged gradually, then it might be possible to explain the emergence of the two cultures from a
primordial culture that struggled over differing conceptualizations of the primordial concepts of freedom and
time, Ledwig, “Folk Psychology and Proverb Knowledge as Common Knowledge in Decision-Making,” 195.

32 Einstein is frequently acknowledged “as the world’s (and perhaps history’s) most renowned
scientist,” standing without peer as “the iconic scientific figure of the twentieth century,” Todd Timmons, Makers
of Western Science: The Works and Words of 24 Visionaries From Copernicus to Watson and Crick (McFarland,
2012), 174.  See also, Dennis R. Hall and Susan Grove Hall, ed. American Icons: An Encyclopedia of the People,
Places, and Things that have Shaped Our Culture (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2006), 222; Abraham Pais,
Subtle is the Lord: The Science and Life of Albert Einstein (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1982); and
Donald Goldsmith and Marcia Bartusiak, eds. E = Einstein: His Life, His Thought, and His Influence on Our Culture
(New York, NY: Sterling Publishing Co., 2006).  Concerning science itself and Einstein’s relationship to it,
historically, “it was not until science emerged in the 16th century that rationalism and empiricism were wed and
sensory information provided that which was reasoned about.  Science therefore minimized the extremes of
both rationalism and empiricism,” B. R. Hergenhahn, An Introduction to the History of Psychology (Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth, 2009), 34.  Thus, as Richard Milton, a challenger of modern science’s grip, nevertheless states it,
“Einstein’s general theory of relativity, published in 1915, is often taken as a flawless example of the scientific
method in operation.  The theory was universally accepted so quickly and decisively because Einstein was able
to make several predications from the theory that were empirically confirmed within only eight years,”
essentially, despite certain complexities, making Einstein an “ideal follower of the scientific method,” which “is
the centrepiece of western analytical thought.  It is the golden untarnishable truth at the heart of the West’s
rational philosophy.  Centred on the concept of proof, of concrete empirical evidence and repeatability, the
scientific method is the closest that human minds have ever approached to eternal truth by rational means,” a
“paradigm” to be followed.  Richard Milton, Alternative Science: Challenging the Myths of the Scientific
Establishment (Rochester, VT: Park Street Press, 1996), 185.  The well known philosopher of science Karl
Popper concurred, “what impressed me most was Einstein’s own clear statement that he would regard his
theory as untenable if it should fail certain tests. . . .  Here was an attitude utterly different from the dogmatism
of Marx, Freud, Adler and even more so that of their followers.  Einstein was looking for crucial experiments
whose agreement with his predictions would by no means establish his theory; while a disagreement, as he was
the first to stress, would show his theory to be untenable,” Karl Popper, Conjectures and Refutations (London,
UK: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), 34.

33 Although some may trace the origins of postmodernism further back, to figures such as Friedrich
Schleiermacher, “Heidegger’s influence on twentieth century thought has been profound and many of the
writers who see themselves, or have been plausibly seen, as postmoderns have been influenced by him,”
Nicholas J. Rengger, Retreat from the Modern: Humanism, Postmodernism, and the Flight from Modernist Culture
(London, UK: Bowerdean Publishing, 1996), 35.  Note also, Bernhard E. Bürdek, Design: History, Theory and
Practice of Product Design rev. ed. (Basel, Switzerland: Birkhäuser, 2015), 102.  Martin Woessner asserts,
“Heidegger was a polarizing philosopher in the twentieth century.  His legacy divided his profession into two
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represent the most iconic representatives of the two cultures, the sciences and humanities, during the

past century.  Einstein and Heidegger represent the quintessential masters of exploring the concept of

time, as represented in their best known contributions, namely Einstein’s special and general theories

of relativity34 and Heidegger’s lifelong reflections on human existence in his magnum opus Being and

antagonistic camps–so-called analytic and continental philosophies, respectively. . . .  If Heidegger cannot be
seen as the cause of the continental/analytic split, he certainly served as its most frequent point of contention. . .
.  Such disputes show no sign of abating,” Martin Woessner, Heidegger in America (New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press, 2011), 181.  Woessner furthermore contends that “without Heidegger, postmodern theology
simply would not exist,” ibid., 125.  Heidegger has also alternately been described as an anti-modernist by David
J. Rosner, Conservatism and Crisis: The Anti-modernist Perspective in Twentieth Century German Philosophy
(Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2012), xii.  Various individuals have expressed sentiments along the lines of
Friedrich Kittler, who notes that his friend, Terry Winograd, a computer programmer, “familiarized himself with
Martin Heidegger in order to gain an initial understanding of what the humanities, and humans in their
language-bound everyday existence, are all about,” Friedrich Kittler, “Thinking Colours and/or Machines,” in
Theory, Culture & Society #23 (2006), 40.  “Heidegger took a very strong stance and maintained that the
humanities should not imitate the methods of the natural sciences at all,” and that although “rigorousness is
indeed a great advantage of mathematics and the natural sciences,” “this advantage indeed has its price, namely,
their confinement upon a much limited domain of natural or technical objectivity.  With respect to the various
existential situations confronted by man, they indeed appear too narrow,” Kwan Tze-wan, “The Human Sciences
and Historicality: Heidegger and the Self-positioning of the Western Humanistic Tradition,” in Space, Time and
Culture, eds. David Carr and Chan-Fai Cheung (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic, 2004), 39.  See
also, Barbara Bolt, Heidegger Reframed: Interpreting Key Thinkers for the Arts (New York, NY: I. B. Tauris & Co.,
2011), 6; Iain D. Thomson, Heidegger, Art, and Postmodernity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
2011); Michael A. Peters, ed. Heidegger, Education, and Modernity (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2002), 4;
Timothy Clark, Martin Heidegger (London, UK: Routledge, 2002); and David Inglis and Christopher Thorpe, An
Invitation to Social Theory (Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2012), 189-207; Ulrich Horstmann, “The Aphorist as Go-
Between,” in Literature and Philosophy, ed. Herbert Grabes (Tübingen, Germany: Gunter Narr Verlag, 1997),
150; and Pauline Marie Rosenau, Post-Modernism and the Social Sciences: Insights, Inroads, and Intrusions
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992).

34 For an introduction to relativity, see Rafael Ferraro, Einstein’s Space-Time: An Introduction to Special
and General Relativity (New York, NY: Springer, 2007); and Albert Einstein, Relativity: The Special and the
General Theory, tr. Robert W. Lawson (New York, NY: Three Rivers Press, 1961, 1916).  Put concisely, these two
theories state that all motion must be defined relative to a frame of reference and that space and time are
relative, rather than absolute concepts: they consist of two principal parts.  The theory dealing with uniform
motion (special theory of relativity or special relativity) is based on the two postulates that physical laws have
the same mathematical form when expressed in any inertial system, and the velocity of light is independent of
the motion of its source and will have the same value when measured by observers moving with constant
velocity with respect to each other.  Derivable from these postulates are the conclusions that there can be no
motion at a speed greater than that of light in a vacuum, mass increases as velocity increases, mass and energy
are equivalent, and time is therefore dependent on the relative motion of an observer measuring the time.  The
theory dealing with gravity (general theory of relativity or general relativity) is based on the postulate that the
local effects of a gravitational field and the acceleration of an inertial system are identical.  What is critical to
grasp here is that because Einstein’s equations generate motion over time as part of the symmetry of his theory,
physicists realize that there is no true evolution of time in relativity.  Furthermore, because the speed of light (c)
is considered to be the fastest known form of physical motion (rather, the only pure physical motion), the speed
of causality is associated with it, bringing the issue of temporal-causality into the theory of relativity in a distinct
manner.  For more on this, see David Bohm, The Special Theory of Relativity (New York, NY: Routledge, 1996),
118, 156.
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Time and elsewhere.35  The way these two intellectuals viewed time, with Einstein capturing time

‘objectively’ within a series of ingenious mathematico-physical equations,36 and Heidegger making

time the ‘subjective’ lynchpin for hermeneutics (the ‘art of interpretation’) to become the

philosophical key to understanding what it means to be human, and the subsequent influence they

have had on others who have continued along their conceptual trajectories, has been significant.37

Importantly, however, and illustrative of the division between the two cultures, by and large

“Heidegger’s name is very rarely mentioned in the mainstream philosophy of science literature,”

where “there is virtually no serious consideration of his thought.”38  Of course, as one might expect

35 For a recent translation of his most famous work, see Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, tr. Joan
Stambaugh with Dennis J. Schmidt (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2010).  “Considering himself
conversant enough in mathematics and physics to discuss the nature of time with [Albert] Einstein, Heidegger
believed that what was missing from the scientific account was the human dimension.  He thought that because
of this absent ‘spiritual’ perspective, most people today feel ‘lost’ in their world,” Eva Hauel Cadwallader, “Guest
Preface,” in William Henry Werkmeister, Martin Heidegger on the Way, ed. Richard T. Hull (Atlanta, GA: Rodopi,
1996), xviii.  Cadwallader notably adds, however, that “it is important not to confuse the term ‘spiritual
[geistlich] as Heidegger used it with either ‘moral’ or ‘religious.’  He went out of his way to deny such
connotations,” ibid.  Accordingly, Heidegger was especially interested in the human dimension, not the religious
one per se that includes God, emphasizing the humanities as a distinct area of study apart from theology or
religion, at least as Heidegger understood those disciplines during his time.  Accordingly, Heidegger “offered his
‘ontological’ (philosophical) account of ‘Being’ as opposed to the ‘ontic’ or ‘factical’ one posed by science and the
unthinking ordinary mentality stemming from it in a technological era.  He saw the ‘ontological’ viewpoint as
necessary for the possibility of living a genuinely human life as opposed to the mere biological and physical
existence of a sapient humanoid among a world of things,” ibid.  As Tom Greaves explains of the original context
that motivated Heidegger, “when Heidegger was a student and young academic philosopher in early twentieth-
century Germany, there was a deep-seated sense that there were two cultures of thought, or two kinds of
‘science’.  On the one hand, there are the natural sciences (Naturwissenshaften) that try to find universal laws of
nature and generally applicable explanations for natural phenomena.  On the other hand, there are the ‘spiritual
sciences’ (Geisteswissenshaften), which in English are usually called humanities, that seem to be concerned with
phenomena that cannot be easily brought under such laws and general explanations, but rather are concerned
with the particularities of texts, actions, works and so forth.  How was philosophy to situate itself with regard to
these two cultures?  Does philosophy belong to one or the other?  Are they really irreconcilable, or is there
actually a way of finding what is common between them?”  Greaves continues, “These were the kind of
questions that were felt to be philosophically pressing.  There were two schools of thought that tried to engage
with them.  On the whole, the neo-Kantians saw philosophy as principally engaged in giving a conceptual
grounding to the natural sciences.  The historical and hermeneutic school, on the other hand, thought that we
must ultimately grasp the significance of natural science within an understanding of the history and
development of human knowledge and life as such,” Greaves, Starting with Heidegger, 140.

36 For a review of Einstein’s equation, see John C. Baez and Emory F. Bunn, “The Meaning of Einstein’s
Equation,” available at http://math.ucr.edu/home/baez/einstein/einstein.pdf (accessed July 1, 2014).  See also,
Hans Reichenbach, From Copernicus to Einstein (Read Books Ltd., 2013).

37 Einstein and Heidegger are frequently featured in general works discussing time.  For example, see
Lawrence W. Fagg, The Becoming of Time: Integrating Physical and Religious Time (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press,
1995), 21-26, 29-56; and Mike Sandbothe, The Temporalization of Time: Basic Tendencies in Modern Debate on
Time in Philosophy and Science, tr. Andrew Inkpin (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001), 42-43, 61-108.

38 Hans Pedersen, “Approaching the Debate over Tensed and Tenseless Theories of Time from a
Heideggerian Perspective,” in Being Amongst Others: Phenomenological Reflections on the Life-World, ed. Eric
Chelstrom (Angerton Gardens, UK: Cambridge Scholars Press, 2006), 12-23, 17.
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within the “two cultures” milieu, the same holds true for most postmoderns and Heideggerians

concerning Einstein’s theories,39 which are blithely dismissed as being not ultimately meaningful for

understanding the essence of existence or the human condition.  As Richard Polt explains, “Einstein’s

theories are meaningful only to someone trained to approach nature in a certain way, the way of

Western modernity.  Science, while it may reveal certain facts, nevertheless still requires a special

mood and a special use of language” that may be too constraining for philosophy and even the

philosophy of science itself, and thus science discourages “other approaches that may someday prove

to be more illuminating” for understanding reality, even those portions of it which may appear

amenable to scientific approaches.40  The irony in the above situation is that both Einstein and

Heidegger could, themselves, be considered more interested in engaging the other side of the still

developing two cultures schism than their followers generally appear to be today.

Overall, what is clear is that Einstein’s and Heidegger’s works have had a continuing and

profound impact upon both scholars and popular culture concerning how to “describe” time.  More

specifically, the influence of their differing descriptions of how time relates to or is manifest within

39 “The widespread adoption, around 1919, of Einstein’s Theory of General Relativity . . . contributed to
a bifurcation between the arts and sciences.  Different ‘dialects,’ or jargon, developed for the different
disciplines making communication very difficult between scientists and artists,” Janelle Robyn Humphreys,
Shadows of Another Dimension: A Bridge Between Mathematician and Artist (University of Wollongong Thesis
Collections, 2009), 15-16.

40 Richard Polt, Heidegger: An Introduction (London, UK: Routledge, 1999), 125.  Polt adds, “Heidegger
is not a radical relativist who would say that Einstein’s theories are on par with astrology.  Einstein’s theories
are true: that is, they do unconceal things, and much more so than astrology.  However, this unconcealment is
made possible for us by a historical context which, like all historical contexts, is limited and is open to
innovation,” ibid.  Polt also observes, however, that “we may have explained the controversy; we have not
resolved it.”  For Heidegger’s dismissal of science and its “logic, as a theory of propositional truth,” as holding
less “importance for philosophy” carries significant consequences.  “As we are about to see, [Heidegger’s]
thinking about” a more “primordial truth calls for an investigation of the mysteries of human freedom–and here,
logic is no help to us,” ibid., 126.  Similarly, Heideggerian scholar Theodore Schatzki in one of his recent works
openly “disregards debates about the proper analysis of objective [Newtonian or Einsteinian] time and space. 
Eschewing these debates is inconsequential for [my] present purposes” as “their resolution is more or less
irrelevant to social analysis,” Theodore R. Schatzki, The Timespace of Human Activity: On Performance, Society,
and History as Indeterminate Teleological Events (Plymouth, UK: Lexington Books, 2010), 4.  As such,
Heideggerians like Polt and Schatzki feel free to disregard Einstein and his scientific method whenever they feel
it necessary or advantageous.  The attitude of these Heideggerians follows directly from that of one of
Heidegger’s best known students, Hans-Georg Gadamer, who wrote that “science” is “no longer the quintessence
of knowledge and of what is worth knowing, but [merely] a way” of knowing amongst others, Hans-Georg
Gadamer, Reason in the Age of Science, tr. Frederick G. Lawrence (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1982), 69-70
(addition mine).
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humans is evident through their respective introductions of a timeless four-dimensional space-time41

and a temporal four-dimensional time-space.42  It is generally acknowledged that these opposed

41 Einstein, with notable help from the mathematician Hermann Minkowski, famously construed reality
as a “four-dimensional whole, or ‘block-universe’.”  In such a universe, “temporal development and coming-into-
being would not be something that occurs but rather something that is implicit in that fixed, unchangeable four-
dimensional whole.”  Einstein combined space and time into a new “three-dimensional space and one-
dimensional time,” wherein “time is here block-time, the whole of time timelessly laid out,”  J. J. A. Mooij, “The
Flow and the Map: On the Dynamic and Static Views of Time,” in The Two Cultures: Shared Problems, eds.
Ernesto Carafoli, Gian Antonio Danieli, Giuseppe O. Longo (Milano, Italy: Springer-Verlag, 2009), 17.  It is
important to note that, while Einstein himself did not bother pursuing an explicit mathematical proof for
timelessness, his friend and mathematician Kurt Gödel did do so.  “By 1949, Gödel had produced a remarkable
proof: In any universe described by the Theory of Relativity, time cannot exist.  Einstein endorsed this result
reluctantly, but he could find no way to refute it, and in the half-century since then, neither has anyone else,” 
Palle Yourgrau, A World Without Time: The Forgotten Legacy of Gödel and Einstein (Cambridge, MA: Basic Books,
2005), back cover.

Very importantly, it must be pointed out that there are is an alternative interpretation of Relativity
that does not require a four-dimensional ‘block-universe,’ and is somewhat more compatible with a Newtonian
view of absolute space and time, though is still incompatible with a Heideggerian understanding.  For the
purposes of my study it merely must be noted that many physicists hold the above views.  In any case, the
alternative interpretation is based upon the Lorentz Transformations, described by Hendrik Lorentz.  For
multiple explanations of their role in Relativity, see William Lane Craig, Time and the Metaphysics of Relativity
(Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Springer, 2001); William Lane Craig and Quentin Smith, eds. Einstein, Relativity
and Absolute Simultaneity (New York, NY: Routledge, 2008); Craig Bourne, A Future for Presentism (Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press, 2006); Marc Lange, Because Without Cause: Non-Causal Explanations in Science and
Mathematics (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2017); and Peter Forrest, “Relativity, the Passage of Time
and the Cosmic Clock,” in The Ontology of Spacetime II, ed. Dennis Dieks (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Elsevier,
2008), 245-254.  This interpretation will be briefly addressed below in chapter three.

42 It should be stated as clearly as possible that the meaning of ‘temporality’ in Heidegger’s time-space
is in contradistinction to not only Einstein’s space-time, but also the colloquial use of ‘temporality’ within a
Newtonian worldview.  This distinction is not well understood by many scientists and theologians. The
evolution of Heidegger’s thinking from Being and Time in 1927 to his later development of time-space cannot be
detailed here.  For more on Heidegger’s concept of time-space, see, for example, Rufus A. Duits, Raising the
Question of Being: A Unification and Critique of the Philosophy of Martin Heidegger (Boca Raton, FL:
Dissertation.com Publishers, 2009), 108-110.  Duits observes, Heidegger’s “time-space is in essence four-
dimensional; but in contrast to four dimensional space-time, time-space has three temporal dimensions and one
spatial dimension,” ibid., 109.  The concept of time-space is introduced in Martin Heidegger, Contributions to
Philosophy (of the Event), tr. Richard Rojcewicz and Daniela Vallega-Neu (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press, 2012), 293-306; and Martin Heidegger, What is a Thing?, tr. W. B. Barton, Jr., and Vera Deutsch (Chicago,
IL: Henry Regnery, 1967), 16-17.  Heidegger’s “time-space has nothing to do with the physicists’ sense of space-
time; it is not a four-dimensional container.  Nor is it something like a span of time.  The idea of time-space also
completely supersedes any attempt to elevate subjective time over objective time.” Rather, “time-space, for
Heidegger, is a way of articulating the primordial dimensionality of Being,” a “way of talking about a site of
preobjective opening or ‘constitution,’ a site that radically precedes such distinctions as space and time,” David
Wood, The Deconstruction of Time (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2001), xxi.  Thus,
“Dimensionality, Heidegger writes, ‘belongs to true time and to it alone,’” Claude Cernuschi, Barnett Newman
and Heideggerian Philosophy (Lanham, MD: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 2012), 210.  Heidegger’s views
are in direct contrast to many analytical philosophers of time, wherein “since time is one-dimensional, it is hard
to see how there could be interesting ‘geometrical’ questions about time,” Peter van Inwagen, Metaphysics 2nd

ed. (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2002), 70 n. 3.  For many Heideggerians, however, time is not only considered
to be multi-dimensional, but it also has geometrically analogous components.  See, for example, Steven M. Rosen,
Topologies of the Flesh: A Multidimensional Exploration of the Lifeworld (Athens, OH: Ohio University Press,
2006), 23-49; and Diego Lucio Rapoport, “Hyper Klein Bottle Logophysics Ontopoiesis of the Cosmos and Life,”
in Phenomenology of Space and Time: The Forces of the Cosmos and the Ontopoietic Genesis of Life: Book Two, ed.
Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka (London, UK: Springer, 2014), 283. “Einstein’s purport of vanishing subjectivity from
physics, is maintained by denying self-reference as an essential ontological and geometrical locus,” ibid.  See

14



mirror-like descriptions, to all appearances, do indeed offer contradictory explanations43 of the

ultimate nature of time.44

also, John Llewelyn, The Rigor of a Certain Inhumanity: Toward a Wider Suffrage (Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press, 2012), 69.  “The denial of temporal overlap is undermined once it is granted that the view of
time as a straight line is an abstraction from our concrete lived experience of the geometry of time and therefore
the experience of language is [better described as] that of a circle or, better, a spiral.  This may be a spiral
upward or a spiral downward, depending on whether the interpretation of a term is imaginative or
unimaginative. . . .  To imagine is at least to ask What if?  And that question can be asked of the past, of the
present, or of the future,” ibid.

43 There is evidently a “contradiction between [Einstein’s] special relativity and [Heideggerian]
temporality” if one takes them “both seriously,” which is “amplifie[d] . . . by claiming that nature is at the same
time the unmediated background of practice, and irrelevant for the temporality of practice,” Niels Viggo Hansen,
“Spacetime and Becoming: Overcoming the Contradiction Between Special Relativity and the Passage of Time,”
in Physics and Whitehead: Quantum, Process, and Experience, ed. Timothy E. Eastman and Hank Keeton (Albany,
NY: State University of New York Press, 2003), 148-149.  Hansen adds that “in Heidegger’s view, any
construction of physical time is bound to be so much of an externalization and hypostatization of a certain
aspect of the temporality of practice that contradiction should be expected rather than avoided.  Hence, a
genuine coherent understanding of the relation would only be possible by reducing any physical notion of time
to the role of a practical bookkeeping device, so derivative as to have no ontological significance beyond that
revealed by a hermeneutics of its underlying practice entirely independent of its technical details.  On the face of
it, this denial is all that Heidegger has to offer us as an answer to the contradiction,” ibid., 148.  Hansen’s own
“solution” is to highlight the speculative work of Whitehead, who, siding very much with Heidegger on one key
point, shares that temporal facts are not global, but local, which he admits may not be tenable or thinkable–and
such a notion would not be acceptable to most scientists anyway.  Again, as Hansen explains, “the gentle tone of
voice which should be heard in the process metaphysical suggestion” here “is proposed as a conceptual
structure which may make coherent sense of vastly different and apparently contradicting fields of language
and practice, which is exactly what experienced temporality and scientific time are.  And it seeks legitimacy not
by pointing to aprioristic authority from some unquestionable fundamentals somewhere else, but rather from
turning out to be richer and more useful than other schemes in this kind of situation.  So in looking to
Whitehead’s systematic development of the concept of process, we find not so much authority as instead a
particularly rich, radical and flexible structure” to try out, ibid., 159 (italics mine).  Noteworthy, however, is that
Whitehead’s project controversially depends upon ‘timeless’ “eternal objects.”  See Jon Mills and Janusz A.
Polanowski, The Ontology of Prejudice (Atlanta, GA: Rodopi, 1997), 161; and for a critique of them, see Everett
W. Hall, “Of What Use Are Whitehead’s Eternal Objects?,” in Alfred North Whitehead: Essays on His Philosophy, ed.
George L. Kline (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1989), 101-116.  Hall’s suggestions and ‘solutions’,
however, only seem to highlight the paradoxical ambiguity of Whitehead’s suggested philosophy, ibid., 114-115. 
See also, Kent D. Palmer, The Fragmentation of Being and the Path Beyond the Void: Speculations in an Emergent
Onto-Mythology (Orange, CA: Apeiron Press, 2007), 134-139.

Furthermore, the significance of Einstein and Heidegger’s differences on freedom and time for the
culture wars is explained, in part, by Otto Pöggeler, when he observed, “Heidegger wanted to be able to enter
into dialogue with . . . Einstein.”  However, “Einstein argued that the concept of lived time,” with which
Heidegger and the similarly thinking philosopher Henri Bergson depended, came from “a metaphysical illusion .
. . based upon an unscientific intuition,” Otto Pöggeler, “Heidegger, Nietzsche, and Politics,” in The Heidegger
Case: On Philosophy and Politics, eds. Tom Rockmore & Joseph Margolis (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University
Press, 1992), 127.  See also, Jimena Canales, The Physicist & the Philosopher: Einstein, Bergson, and the Debate
That Changed Our Understanding of Time (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015), esp. 139-152, 252-
264.  Canales explains that Heidegger went even further than Bergson, to “tackle aspects of time in a way that
was not limited by the dual perspective of ‘clock’ versus ‘lived’ time,” ibid., 148.

44 In contrast to Newtonian time, “we might assume that contemporary relativistic space-time is closer
to the time-space that Heidegger is trying to help us to think, but that concept takes time as another calculable
element (the t of the equations), as a fourth parameter that, with the three spatial parameters, constitutes the
four-dimensional space of physics.  However, as Heidegger points out, this is essentially a very elaborate
development from out of the original metaphysical flattening, abstracting, and grasping that create parametric
space and time,” Gail Stenstad, Transformations: Thinking After Heidegger (Madison, WI: The University of
Wisconsin Press, 2006), 105.
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The tension resulting from Einstein’s and Heidegger’s descriptions of the nature of time and its

potential relationship to the human being interestingly further manifests itself in tensions concerning

how freedom should be described, particularly for humans, establishing a distinct interrelationship

between specific conceptions of freedom and distinct understandings of time.45  Although neither

Einstein nor Heidegger emphasized the issue of freedom extensively relative to their other pursuits,46

interpreters of their respective contributions realized that both Einstein’s and Heidegger’s views of

time required freedom to be located outside of the traditional understandings of nature and natural

science which have predominated since Isaac Newton, René Descartes, and Immanuel Kant.

45 Of course, as the thesis of the current study posits, freedom intricately related to discussions on
time.  This is because “metaphysical issues about freedom also involve time” if “whether we have free will . . .
depends on how present time is related to future time,” which in turn depends on how time itself is defined,
Quentin Smith, Time, Change, and Freedom: An Introduction to Metaphysics, eds. Quentin Smith and L. Nathan
Oaklander (New York, NY: Routledge, 1995), ix.  Of course, the questions concerning what a “moment” of time is
at which an act of freedom may occur, and what distinguishes a willed, free, or contingent act from a necessary
one, remain highly controversial in philosophy and the natural sciences.  Note also, Richard Double,
Metaphilosophy and Free Will (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1996), 10.  Many believe that “as an
empirical issue, the interplay between contingency and necessity in the history of life will remain unsettled for
some time,” Evan Thompson, Mind in Life: Biology, Phenomenology, and the Sciences of the Mind (Cambridge, MA:
The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2007), 217.

46 Notably, Einstein himself did not believe in human freedom or free will, as is explained by Walter
Isaacson, Einstein: His Life and Universe (New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2007), 391-392.  Furthermore,
despite certain quotes to the contrary, he struggled with the concept that God is personal, preferring deism.  See
the discussion by W. Russell Ogden, The Freedom Book: Choosing Your Future (Bloomington, IN: WestBow Press,
2011), 19-20.  Einstein also wrote, concerning God, that “If this being is omnipotent, then every occurrence,
including every human action, every human thought, and every human feeling and aspiration also is His work;
how is it possible to think of holding men responsible for their deeds and thoughts before such an almighty
Being?  In giving out punishment and rewards He would to a certain extent be passing judgment on Himself. 
How can this be combined with the goodness and righteousness ascribed to Him?,” Albert Einstein, Out of My
Later Years (New York, NY: Philosophical Library, 1950), 27.

Conversely, although Heidegger discusses freedom with less specificity and frequency in his lifetime
corpus than his many other concerns, it has nevertheless been suggested to be “a possible and fruitful endeavor
‘to read the philosophy of Heidegger as a whole as a philosophy of freedom,’” Bret W. Davis, Heidegger and the
Will: On the Way to Gelassenheit (Northwestern University Press, 2007), 71.  Davis approvingly cites the opinion
of Günter Figal, Martin Heidegger: Phänomenologie der Freiheit, 3rd ed. (Weinheim: Beltz Athenäum, 2000), 23. 
In fact, Heidegger did address the topic of freedom at length in such works as Martin Heidegger, The Essence of
Human Freedom, tr. Ted Sadler (New York, NY: Continuum, 2002); and Martin Heidegger, Schelling’s Treatise on
the Essence of Human Freedom, tr. Joan Stambaugh (Athens, OH: Ohio University Press, 1985).  In a somewhat
surprising quote, given his strong emphasis on “time” and “Being,” Heidegger once even asserted: “the question
concerning the essence of human freedom is the fundamental question of philosophy, in which is rooted even the
question of Being,” thus “the question concerning the essence of freedom is the fundamental problem of
philosophy, even if the leading question thereof consists in the question of Being.”  In the same work, Heidegger
explained that “the essence of freedom only comes into view if we seek it as the ground of the possibility of Dasein,
as something prior even to being and time,” Heidegger, The Essence of Human Freedom, 203, 205, 93 (emphasis
original).

16



Einstein’s philosophy, which actually denied the existence of free will47 in favor of an absolute

determinism throughout nature, banished any concept of freedom to a Kantian timeless-idealistic

metaphysical48 (the meaning of the ‘meta’ within ‘metaphysics’ has generated complex discussions,

47 For more, see Denis Brian, Einstein: A Life (New York, NY: J. Wiley, 1996), 233.  See also, Lewis
Tagliaferre, Theofatalism: Theology for Agnostics and Atheists (Bloomington, IN: iUniverse, 2013), 123-124; and
V. Alexander Stefan, Thus Spoke Einstein on Life and Living: Wisdom of Albert Einstein (La Jolla, CA: The Stefan
University Press, 2011), 345-346.  For the original German by Einstein, written in 1932, see Albert Einstein,
http://www. einstein-website.de/z_biography/credo.html (accessed September 24, 2017).  “Ich glaube nicht an
die Freiheit des Willens,” ibid.

48 Overall, of course, depending on one’s own background or the time period one is studying, the
meaning, content, purpose, and necessity of metaphysics may seem optional or even undesirable.  This is
because the precise meaning of metaphysics itself depends greatly on the context of what exactly metaphysics is
described as doing or studying.  In particular, note the extended discussion in the Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, Peter van Inwagen, “Metaphysics,” at http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/metaphysics/ (accessed
June 7, 2011).  Additionally important is the relationship of metaphysics to science.  For example, prior to the
modern development of the “history of science, scientific questions were addressed as a part of metaphysics
known as natural philosophy.  The term science itself meant ‘knowledge’ of, originating from its use with
epistemology.  The scientific method, however, transformed natural philosophy into an empirical activity
deriving from experiment unlike the rest of philosophy.  By the end of the 18th century, it had begun to be called
‘science’ to distinguish it from philosophy.  Thereafter, metaphysics denoted philosophical enquiry of a non-
empirical character into the nature of existence.  Some philosophers of science, such as the neo-positivists, say
that natural science rejects the study of metaphysics, while other philosophers of science strongly disagree,” in
Peter Gay, The Enlightenment: The Rise of Modern Paganism (New York NY: W. W. Norton & Company, 1966),
132-141.  Importantly, some believe that “the only way that metaphysics and science can be compatible is if
metaphysics–‘that which comes after physics’–is in fact mathematics.  Science without mathematics is nothing.” 
Indeed, within such a view, “it’s not the scientific method” that one should refer to, “but the mathematical
method that gives science all of its power.  It’s mathematical rationalism, not experimental empiricism, that
defines science.  To see the truth of that, simply remove mathematical rationalism from science and see what’s
left.”  Brother Cato suggests that “due to empiricist ideology, [some] scientists dogmatically reject the ontology
of mathematics.  This makes them people of faith, not reason.  It makes them worshipers of the religion of
scientism.”  “Everything falls into rational and logical place as soon as you ground science in mathematics rather
than in sensory experiments. . .”.  “science [must] at last” switch “from empiricism to rationalism,” Brother Cato,
Illuminism Contra Discordianism (Raleigh, NC: Lulu Press, 2016), np (additions mine).  See also, Brother Abaris,
The Illuminist Army (Raleigh, NC: Lulu Press, 2016).  There is, interestingly, at first glance a similarity to the
views of metaphysics as mathematics and metaphysics as theology.  “The nature of the reality of mathematical
objects and the objectivity of mathematical statements constitute two of the deepest problems in the philosophy
of mathematics.  Objectivity would imply a fundamental harmony between the structure of the human mind and
the intelligibility of the universe; it would imply that knowledge arrived at through mathematical theories
accurately represents the nature of the world and that there is an intrinsic harmony between the nonempirical,
logical worlds of the mind and the empirical worlds of experience.  But there are huge difficulties with such a
view, and some have even suggested that logic itself is empirical. . . .  It is possible, in other words, to construct
an internally coherent mathematical theory without supposing that any reality exhibiting the properties
corresponding to that theory can be found in the physical universe.  Indeed, mathematics seldom regards the
physical universe as an appropriate criterion to employ in deciding upon the intrinsic interest of its theories,
and once the question is asked it is not easy to say why the physical universe should be the final arbiter of
‘reality’ except under one particular preference. . . .  This description [given above] shows a prima facie
similarity between the mathematical and theological enterprises.  It is possible to construct countless internally
consistent theologies without supposing that there is an objective reality, a god or gods, to whom they refer.  To
the numerous major world religions can be added a large number of variants, each with its distinctive way of
speaking about a god or some kind of ultimate reality.  The nature of the reality of theological objects and the
objectivity of theological statements constitute two of the deepest problems in the philosophy of religion,” John
Puddefoot and Irène Fernandez, “Mathematics and Theology,” in the Encyclopedia of Christian Theology: Vol. 1
(A-F), ed. Jean-Yves Lacoste (New York, NY: Routledge, 2005), 1010-1013, 1010.
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with at least three prominent and sometimes conflicting interpretations aiding the confusion many

have about it which affects how freedom and time are described49) existence beyond both natural

49 With reference to the footnote immediately preceding this one, ‘metaphysics,’ as I use it here and
will use throughout this study, has at least three distinct meanings that at times become interrelated. 
Historically, it must be noted that the phrase itself originated with Aristotle, as an inquiry into the “science
which investigates being qua being [Ñí Á Ñí] and the properties inherent in it in virtue of its own nature.”
Whereas the other branches of human enquiry (the modern branches of the sciences) or regional ontologies
tend to “cut off a part of being and investigate the attributes of this part,” metaphysics enquires into the nature
of being itself, or general or ‘fundamental ontology,’ Aristotle, The Metaphysics: Books I-IX, tr. Hug Tredennick
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1980), 147.  As such, ‘metaphysics’ also seeks to understand the
‘One and the Many,’ a classic problem of ancient philosophy that endures to this day, and when used as such and
in relation to the above, metaphysics is sometimes called ‘general metaphysics.’  Aristotle’s use of the term
constitutes the first or original meaning.  See also, Timothy Stanley, Protestant Metaphysics after Karl Barth and
Martin Heidegger (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2010), 16-17.

Second, ‘metaphysics’ can refer to our inquiries into, as Kant put it in his frequently cited quote, “God,
freedom, and immortality [or existence in relation to time],” Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 792; 3, 602, 640
(addition mine).  Generally throughout this study it will be used in this Kantian way in reference to any
discussion that seeks to describe the relationship of God, freedom, and time, which is sometimes referred to as
‘special metaphysics.’  Noteworthy is that to a great degree, what motivates Heidegger’s departures from Kant
concern directly these issues.  See, for example, Martin Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason, tr. Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1997),
10-11, 41; and for a reformulation of the fundamental questions of philosophy: “What can I know?  What should
I do?  What may I hope for?  These three questions belong to the domain of special metaphysics (knowledge of
things: to cosmology; human action and freedom: to psychology; the hope of immortality as union with God: to
theology); they determine the nature of man and constitute the field of philosophy.  The three questions can be
reduced to (summarized in) a forth, single question: What is man?” George Kovacs, The Question of God in
Heidegger’s Phenomenology (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1990), 124.  The interrelationship of
nature (cosmology), psychology, and immortality, constitute the nexus within which freedom and time appear
and interact.  

Thirdly, it can refer to, as Lord Kelvin evidently quipped, “mathematics,” which he considered to be
“the only good metaphysics,” E. T. Bell, Men of Mathematics, (New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2014), xvii. 
Kelvin’s point, which is one supported through the anti-metaphysical period that dominated the scientific
community in the 20th century, is that metaphysics refers most properly to that which is “after,” “beyond,” or
“not” “physics” or “nature,” but usually somehow applicable to or explains principles of nature, as with
mathematics.  It is in this sense that ‘metaphysics’ is used directly above in the text, with an emphasis on the
beyond or “not” in relation to mathematized nature or mathematized natural science, which has an integral
relationship with Einstein’s theory of relativity.

The relationship between metaphysics, rationalism, empiricism, and mathematics is explained well by
Ian Mueller, “Geometry and Scepticism,” in Science and Speculation, eds. Jonathan Barnes, Jacques Brunschwig,
Myles Burnyeat, and Malcolm Schofield (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 70.  Mueller shares,
“As a rule mathematics has not sorted well with empiricism. . . .  The very characteristics which make
mathematics a problem for the empiricist make it a paradigm of knowledge for the rationalist,” ibid., 70.  Of
course, modern science would change this relationship.  R. Hooykaas insightfully observes that the scientific
thinkers Johannes “Kepler and Galileo, in contrast to Plato, put forward a mathematical empiricism,” thus
combining the basic insights of Plato with his more empiricist minded student, Aristotle, R. Hooykaas, Religion
and the Rise of Modern Science (Edinburgh, Scotland: Scottish Academic Press, 1972), 35-36.  The mathematized
empiricism of Kepler and Galileo brought the ‘metaphysical mathematics’ into materialism and physicalism, thus
allowing the latter two to gain the prominence they have held lately as a complete postulate of reality.  Of
course, this is precisely the issue that is contended against by some, such as Thomas Nagel, Mind and Cosmos:
Why the Materialist Neo-Darwinian Conception of Nature is Almost Certainly False (Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press, 2012), 18.  Nagel questions, “how much of the world’s intelligibility consists in its subsumability under
universal, mathematically formulable laws governing the spatiotemporal order.  If there are limits to the reach
of science in this form, are there other forms of understanding that can render intelligible what physical science
does not explain?,” ibid.

18



science and world-time.50  For most Heideggerians, freedom also appears outside of natural science as

commonly understood (whether it is located within man as a physical being is a separate question);

however freedom flows within some sort of temporal-idealistic51 metaphysical time,52 in a way that

conflicts with both Einstein’s space-time and Newton’s absolute cosmic time.53  In other words,

50 As explained by Roy D. Morrison II, “Tillich, Einstein, and Kant: Method, Epistemology, and the
Personal God,” in Theonomy and Autonomy: Studies in Paul Tillich’s Engagement with Modern Culture, ed. John
Jesse Carey (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1984), 49-51; and Martin Gardner, The Whys of a Philosophical
Scrivener (New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1999), 413, n. 8.  Gardner states, “Kant’s view can be compressed as
follows: In the space-time world of your experience, the world investigated by science, causal determinism must
be assumed; in this sense the will is not free.  But morality is meaningless unless the will is somehow free.  For
practical reasons, therefore, we must assume that the human soul, considered as a noumenon, a thing in itself,
belongs to a transcendent, timeless realm, and in this realm it is truly free.  How empirical determinism and
noumenal freedom can be reconciled, however, is a mystery utterly beyond our finite minds,” ibid.  Considering
the influence of both Einstein and Kant’s perspectives today, Morrison comments that, for those who have tried,
“any attempt to overcome Kant must necessarily have involved an attempt to overcome Einstein because the
latter carried Kant’s theoretical attitude to its logical conclusion and, hence, provides no encouragement
whatsoever for speculative metaphysics or for an ontology on the other side of the transcendental horizon,”
Morrison, “Tillich, Einstein, and Kant,” 49.  Alternately explained, those adhering to the philosophical
commitments of Einstein (including Newtonian science, notwithstanding Einstein’s significant revisions of
Newton’s contributions) and his descriptive analysis of reality typically depict human freedom as timeless or
supratemporal–an atemporal flash in time.  The reason for this is that Einsteinian thinking, which constitutes
the operative model of scientific thinking, understands time as defined by the space-time continuum, which
necessarily implies that freedom (if there is any freedom and reality is not completely determined) be located
outside of time, hence, in a timeless realm.  See, for example, the physicist Vesselin Petkov, Relativity and the
Nature of Spacetime (Berlin, Germany: Springer-Verlag, 2009), 172; and Antoine Suarez, “Quantum
Randomness, Free Will and Evolution,” Powerpoint Presentation online at www.quantumphil.org (accessed
2010).  This is an inheritance of the classical Kantian epistemology, which is reflected aptly by Slavoj Žižek’s
description of Shelling’s inquiry into the problem of freedom, where “freedom is atemporal: a flash of eternity in
time,” Slavoj Žižek, with F. W. J. Von Schelling, The Abyss of Freedom: Ages of the World: An Essay, tr. Judith
Norman (Grand Rapids, MI: The University of Michigan Press, 1997), 33.  Here freedom is outside of the
temporal-deterministic natural world and its closed continuum of causal laws which imply ontological
timelessness.  Stated otherwise–if ontological timelessness (the temporal-deterministic world of nature) defines
space-time, and is considered the true realm of “time,” then any other “location” must be “timeless” by definition,
or so it seems.

51 That Heidegger can be interpreted as a temporal idealist is argued forcefully by William D. Blattner,
Heidegger’s Temporal Idealism (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

52 As the Heideggerian philosopher Melvin Woody puts it, “freedom is necessarily temporal precisely
because it must determine itself independently of the world.  Freedom is not in [world]time, and therefore
temporal; it is temporally.  Its being is such as to require temporality of itself,” Woody, Freedom’s Embrace, 146
(addition mine).  See also, Charles M. Sherover, Are We In Time? And Other Essays on Time and Temporality
(Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2003), 170, 177; Frank Schalow, Departures: At the Crossroads
Between Heidegger and Kant (Germany: Walter de Gruyter, 2013), 119-124, 131, 136-139; and Bouton, Time
and Freedom, 141.  Note also, Greg Shirley, Heidegger and Logic: The Place of Lógos in ‘Being and Time’ (New
York, NY: Continuum, 2010), 103.

53 Isaac Newton’s “absolute time . . . does not depend on any physical object, but flows independently
and without reference to external objects,” Richard A. Holland, God, Time, and the Incarnation (Eugene, OR: Wipf
& Stock, 2012), 26.  Holland also insightfully comments, “unlike the ancient Greek philosophers, and unlike later
theologians, Newton does not anywhere describe eternity as timeless.  Rather, God’s eternity is the source or
fountainhead of duration,” ibid.  However, as Julian Barbour observes, for many scientists, “Newton’s absolute
time was completely overthrown by the revolution of the special theory of relativity,” Julian B. Barbour, Absolute
or Relative Motion?: The Discovery of Dynamics Vol. 1 (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 633. 
See also, Milton K. Munitz, Cosmic Understanding: Philosophy and Science of the Universe (Princeton, NJ:
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interpreters of Einstein’s and Heidegger’s works agree that according to both their respective views,

freedom should be separated from natural science or nature through the study of physics.54  However,

they also generally concur that Einstein and Heidegger disagreed about the nature of metaphysics

itself, including, in particular, how metaphysics should relate to both freedom and time.

Critically, the above tense situation concerning freedom and time has been inherited and

replicated within the disciplines of theology and religious studies, both historically, as well as in the

Princeton University Press, 1986), 96; and Friedel Weinert, The Scientist as Philosopher: Philosophical
Consequences of Great Scientific Discoveries (Berlin, Germany: Springer-Verlag, 2005), 113.  It should also be
noted, however, as Henry Stapp observes, “before Newton the history of the world could have been regarded as
a growing body of facts, with the factual content of the region t < T representing what is fixed and settled at time
T, and the region t > T representing the realm of the unfixed possibilities.  However, Newton’s laws altered this
picture: they fixed the complete space-time story, once the initial conditions were fixed.  Hence the idea of
process was effectively banished.

This banishment of process made way for Einstein’s theory of relativity.  For if the entire space-time
story is fixed, then choices of coordinates become purely matters of scientific convenience: there is no need for a
scientist to worry about the questions of ‘what exists now’ or ‘what has already taken place.’  In a deterministic
world the whole notion of ‘becoming’ becomes so nebulous and shadowy that it drops completely out of the
physicist’s stock of operative ideas.”  However, “the non-deterministic character of quantum theory reopens the
whole question of the connection of space and time to the ontological categories of existence, being, becoming,
etc.,” Henry P. Stapp, “Light as a Foundation of Being,” in Quantum Implications: Essays in Honour of David Bohm,
eds. B. J. Hiley and F. David Peat (London, UK: Routledge, 1987), 259.  In any case, from a Heideggerian
perspective, “Newton’s absolute time,” which was cast aside by the standard interpretation of Einstein’s
relativity, was merely “an inert container that doesn’t interact with its contents and never changes.  Each now-
point is sealed off from the future and past, making time a row of self-sufficient moments like a string of pearls.  

“Although this sounds innocent enough, Heidegger sees an inauthentic fleeing concealed in this
ordinary conception of time.  Seeing it as a sequence of nows that are closed off from each other places death as
an actual event safely in the future.  Since the future strictly speaking doesn’t exist yet and since the present
now exists entirely on its own, I don’t have to worry about my death.  That’s a thought for another day, for when
it becomes actual.  As long as it is a mere future possibility it has nothing to do with me now so I can and even
should ignore it and live in the moment.  It is only on the basis of authentic ecstatic time, where my now is
formed and informed by the future, that I can live my death as a possibility which is always relevant.  Thus, the
inauthentic suppression of morbid thoughts is enabled by the ordinary conception of time whereas the
authentic anticipation of death and living as a mortal takes place on the more primordial form of ecstatic time,”
Lee Braver, Heidegger: Thinking of Being (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2014), 124.   Or, as Pierre Keller explains,
according to Heidegger, the “vulgar” notion of time “has dominated the philosophical tradition and the natural
sciences.  It is based on the assumption that time, regardless of whether it is identified with tense or not, is
something that is essentially measurable by clocks.  From Heidegger’s point of view, the vulgar notion of time is
a distortion of temporality,” Pierre Keller, Husserl and Heidegger on Human Experience (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 184.

54 Although “physics” and “metaphysics” have already been referred to in several footnotes, at this
point, it should be stated plainly that “spatial and mechanical descriptions and explanations predominate in
physics–the paradigm science (and our [contemporary] culture’s paradigm for all knowledge),” Christian de
Quincey, Radical Nature: Rediscovering the Soul of Matter (Montpelier, VT: Invisible Cities Press, 2002), 54.  The
mechanical description of nature (physics) comes from the static (timeless) character of mathematics, the
foundation of calculativeness in nature, and thus the true metaphysics of the natural sciences and scientists. 
The significance of this cannot be overestimated throughout this study.  In any case, for physics, space is the
locus in which time is discussed, and mechanical descriptions of the bodies that move through space constitute
the venue within which time is meaningful.
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present, especially in connection with the problem of divine omniscience and human freedom.55 

Theology at large has historically relied upon philosophical or scientific analyses of time56 and

freedom57 (including even with the more nuanced concept of moral or ethical freedom, that is, the

issue of making certain “good” kinds of choices, which is often viewed as a derivative of existential

freedom, that is, the power to make choices of any kind–this point is of considerable significance58);

55 This point cannot be overemphasized–the primary reason thinkers in the Western-Christian
tradition have had problems with God’s relationship to freedom and time concern his foreknowledge of free
choices, and evil, without preventing it or being culpable in some way of comprehensively causing the future. 
Relatedly, but conversely, if God’s foreknowledge is to be preserved, then He must be, somehow, timeless.  See
the overviews of the problem in, for example, John S. Feinberg, No One Like Him: The Doctrine of God (Wheaton,
IL: Crossway Books, 2001), 375-436, 735-776.  See also, Nelson Pike, God and Timelessness (London, UK:
Routledge & K. Paul, 1970); William Hasker, God, Time, and Knowledge (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 1989);
Brian Leftow, Time and Eternity (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 1991); Robert John Russell, Time in Eternity:
Pannenberg, Physics, and Eschatology in Creative Mutual Interaction (South Bend, IN: University of Notre Dame
Press, 2012); Philip Clayton, Adventures in the Spirit: God, World, Divine Action (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg
Fortress, 2008); William Lane Craig, God, Time, and Eternity: The Coherence of Theism II: Eternity (Dordrecht,
The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic, 2001); William Lane Craig, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future
Contingents from Aristotle to Suarez (Leiden, The Netherlands: E. J. Brill, 1988); and John Martin Fischer, ed. God,
Foreknowledge, and Freedom (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1989).

56 Notably, “time” has predominantly been understood in relationship to the patterns and cycles
evident in nature and abstract philosophical reasoning, such as mathematical sequentiality, rather than upon
any “revealed” theological understanding.  The point here, however, also concerns the divide between so-called
popular theology and academic theology.  More than ever before, as the sophistication of discourse on time has
intensified in both philosophy, physics, and theology, popular theology suffers in its accuracy concerning what
the philosophers and physicists are actually saying, creating untold confusion, and lessening the relevance of
academic theology.  This is not necessarily a bad thing in itself, in the sense of inhibiting academic progress, but
merely the cause of much confusion, and creates “two cultures” of a different sort between the popular and
scholarly worlds.  Such divisions did not exist in the past, at least in the same way, prior to the advent of
postmodernism.  Accordingly, as various specialists weigh in from many disciplines on matters such as freedom
and time, such as psychology, the differences multiply concerning how science, philosophy, and theology
interact or should interact.

57 Representing a common position, Lydia Jaeger represents a Christian free-will compatibilist who
places freedom into a mysterious metaphysical realm.  See my discussion on Lydia Jaeger in Michael F. Younker,
“A Dialogue Between Contemporary Perspectives and Ellen White on Divine Action and Quantum Physics,” in
the Journal of the Adventist Theological Society Vol. 23 #1 (2012), 120-154, 136-137.  The postmodernist
challenge predominantly comes from the notion that all the above forms of determinism are founded upon a
common view of science, and that this form of “science does not think,” and is thus fundamentally inadequate to
address the human existential situation, as pointed out by Martin Heidegger, What is Called Thinking?, tr. Fred D.
Wieck and J. Glenn Gray (New York, NY: Harper & Row, 1968), 8, 135.  Such a phrase, of course, risks
“catapult[ing] philosophy [and freedom] to a certain source of a higher truth which is not understandable for
non-philosophers.  That is, it is necessary to make a perfect separation of philosophy from a theoretical
treatment of the reality that surrounds us,” Andrzej Przy³êbski, “Gadamer’s Critique of the Instrumental
Philosophy of Language,” in Gadamer’s Hermeneutics and the Art of Conversation, ed. Andrzej Wierciñski, (New
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 2011), 240.  The two options, compatibilism and incompatibilism,
dominate the Christian landscape.

58 Of course, when God or the Holy Spirit are invoked as an influence within human behavior, an
inevitably more complex situation ensues.  Nevertheless, the contours of how moral freedom has thus far been
described emphasize its relationship to existential and other freedoms in a derivative manner–it is secondary,
not primary, and in either case still depends upon certain conceptions of freedom and time.  I.e., being morally
free allows us to enjoy and experience the “neutral” aspects of existential freedom and time, which are often
presumed to be “value free” somehow.  In either case, however, even moral freedom can be interpreted as a
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theology by itself, as an historic academic discipline, has never originated any popular or

meaningfully distinct understandings of the concepts of time, freedom, and their interrelationship

that have influenced scientists or philosophers.59  Rather, theology, in the academy, has always

needed its “handmaiden,” philosophy, which has become all the more evident in the 21st century, and

some are quite blunt about their debt to and enthusiasm for it.

To illustrate the above point, the contributions of Einstein and Heidegger have both been used

by theologians and scholars of religion to support and create arguments for two of the more popular

but incompatible positions in recent times concerning God’s relationship to freedom and time.  In

Einstein’s case, his ideas have encouraged and reenforced divine timelessness60 and its accompanying

conception of foreknowledge and varying limitations on if not outright banishments of human

freedom, which associates Einstein’s ideas with previous generations of Christian thinkers and their

correspondent schools of thought.  As Linda Zagzebski proclaims, “the doctrine of timelessness does

have a certain advantage worth noting.  It is simply more metaphysically exciting than the view that

God is temporal.”61  In particular, this would include most contemporary Calvinists,62 but also

subset of scientific freedom–that is, moral freedom can be interpreted as synonymous with natural theology.
59 This is especially true of American analytical philosophers, such as William Lane Craig, one of the

preeminent philosophers of time today in analytic Christian philosophical circles.  Throughout his career, Craig
has extensively endeavored to reconcile his views of time and freedom with physics and logic, but has spilled
relatively little ink engaging Scripture or, particularly in his case, Heideggerian philosophy.  As Garrett DeWeese,
another American analytic philosopher, concurs as he dismisses Heidegger, “certainly there is much more that
could be said about the Continental tradition in philosophy of time marked by the trajectory from Nietzsche
through Husserl and Heidegger to Derrida, but I shall leave it aside.  It is not that phenomenology has no
important insights into our experience of time, or that deconstructionism has nothing interesting to say about
our reading of the history of the philosophy of time.  It is, rather, a judgment that the Anglo-American tradition
of analytical philosophy is better equipped to develop an understanding of time that is consistent with the best
theories of the natural sciences.  This analytical approach will be metaphysical in nature, in marked contrast to
the decidedly anti-metaphysical nature of the Continental tradition,” Garrett J. DeWeese, God and the Nature of
Time (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2004), 22.  The same neglect of Heidegger holds true within the works of other
notable analytic scholars such as Alvin Plantinga, Tim Maudlin, and Peter van Inwagen, despite the fact that they
discuss time and freedom in numerous places.

60 Einstein’s future influence upon theology was evident quickly even in the 1920’s, as seen through
William Anthony Granville, The Fourth Dimension and the Bible (Boston, MA: The Gorham Press, 1922), iv-v, 73.

61 Linda Trinkaus Zagzebski, The Dilemma of Freedom and Foreknowledge (Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press, 1991), 65.

62 “God’s transcendent position over time can be seen to be implicit in the biblical assertion that ‘God is
light’ (John 1:5).  For if we take this statement to be a physical metaphor of God’s true relationship to the
temporal sphere, we find that He must be timeless after all, since according to Einstein, anything that travels at
the speed of light is inherently timeless by definition.  This metaphor contains the physical analogue to God’s
omnipresence as well, because anything that travels at the speed of light must also have infinite mass according
to Einstein’s relativity theory, and this is the very same thing that an infinite and omnipresent being would have
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arguably all mainstream Christian thought from Augustine through Aquinas, and beyond.63  This

if it were physical in nature!  The insuperable nature of the Godhead is also cleverly concealed within this
metaphor, because the speed of light . . . is widely acknowledged to be the cosmic speed limit throughout the
universe.  But insofar as God is light, then nothing can surmount Him because absolutely nothing can move
faster than Him.  However, the Bible doesn’t simply tell us that God travels at the speed of light.  It tells us that
He is light.  This can be understood to mean that He is the very essence of timelessness and insuperable
omnipresence.  Hence, even Einstein’s theory of relativity is able to give us important scientific information
about the likely nature of the Godhead,” Michael Anthony Corey, The God Hypothesis: Discovering Design in Our
“Just Right” Goldilocks Universe (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2007), 239 (emphasis original). 
Robert Lefavi remarks that “it is fascinating that Einstein’s theory of relativity opens up the possibility that in
the 16th century John Calvin grasped hold of a tiny bit of truth . . . when he outlined his highly unpopular Doctrine
of Predestination (saying all sinners are condemned before they’re born, but through mercy, God has already
chosen some of them to be redeemed).  Calvin, most scholars would argue and I would agree, was wrong in his
insistence that God chose those certain souls to be redeemed prior to their actions and expressions of free will
on Earth.

“Yet Einstein showed us that past, present and future have already occurred depending upon a person’s
reference frame.  Perhaps, as God dwells outside all reference frames (though God’s eternal, all-encompassing
vantage point contains the totality of all parts of the universe and their reference frames), God sees future
events in creation prior to their occurrence; maybe, as God sees all time from a vantage point external to it, God
already knows who on Earth will be redeemed and who will not.

“Thus, we encounter the notion that the book may have already been written, just not yet read–at least
not here in our reference frame.  In this small way, we may see some semblance of accuracy with one aspect of
Calvin’s doctrine,” Robert Lefavi, Reasons to Believe: A Journey of Spiritual Awareness in the Modern World
(Pasadena, CA: Hope Publishing, 1999), 55-56.  See also, Jitse M. Van der Meer, “European Calvinists and the
Study of Nature: Some Historical Patterns and Problems,” in Calvinism and the Making of the European Mind, eds.
Gijsbert van den Brink and Harro Höpfl (Leiden, The Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill, 2014), 103-130, 122-123. 
Van der Meer comments that Einstein and Calvin both shared a similar philosophical heritage concerning the
“unitary modes of thinking about physical reality,” ibid., 123.  See also, Tony Campolo, Speaking My Mind: The
Radical Evangelical Prophet Tackles the Tough Issues Christians are Afraid to Face (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson,
2004), 113-117.

63 “In the official line from Augustine through Thomas Aquinas and Calvin, the doctrine of election
became a matter of the predestination of individuals for their salvation, and this all happened in an eternal
forum with little reference to history.  Along this line the holiness of the church refers to the sum total of saints
who have been chosen in a timeless eternity.”  Although Luther helps initiate, but does not yet escape from,
“another line which begins to stand out in the light of history and eschatology,” Carl E. Braaten, Principles of
Lutheran Theology (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1983), 56.  It must be noted there is a careful distinction
between the Platonic or absolute timelessness advocated by Augustine and the eternal timelessness (or “eternal
present”) of Boethius.  As Tom Greggs explains, Plato’s “approach makes eternity timeless: the eternity of ideas
and the deity in its changelessness are the opposite of the changing nature of the temporal as it is subjected to
change and flow.  Plato, it seems, has generally won the day within classical dogmatics.  Augustine, for example,
tended to follow the Platonic opposition of time and eternity: time is a creation of God and thus must be entirely
separated from divine eternity; there is no time in the divine life, since eternity does not include time, is not
present to time and is not the condition of the unity of time.  Augustine related time to movement and, for him,
there was, thus, no movement before the movement of bodies in creation.  Time is, for him, therefore, the
antithesis of eternity: God’s eternity is timeless.”  Alternately, “Boethius . . . does not oppose time and eternity,
but he does compare time and eternity.  Compared to eternity, time moves for Boethius: we pass through from
past to future, through changing passing moments.  But, the key distinctive between time and eternity for
Boethius is that time does not embrace the whole simultaneously as eternity does. . . .  Time fails to imitate
eternity precisely because it moves,” which is later picked up by Aquinas, Tom Greggs, “The Order and
Movement of Eternity: Karl Barth on the Eternity of God and Creaturely Time,” in Eternal God, Eternal Life:
Theological Investigations into the Concept of Immortality, ed. Philip G. Ziegler (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2016),
3-4.  However, the question of the ‘moment’ or the nature of the movement of time’s flow remains unaddressed,
and thus implicitly timeless, for Boethius.  See also, Ellen White, Manuscript Releases Vol. 14 (1990), 21-22; and
DeWeese, God and the Nature of Time, 134-145.
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would include later Protestant movements like Lutheranism64 and even Arminianism, despite the

latter’s emphasis on human free-will65 in a manner resembling Kant’s.66  Notably, Einstein’s ideas

have also been invoked in recent history by advocates of Eastern religions, such as Hinduism, in

support of the idea of Ajna or the third-eye chakra and the role of time in meditation in connection

with alignment to the cosmic or divine whole.67  Heidegger, on the other hand, while agnostic himself

in his writings, has also been cited as an influence and support for Eastern philosophies,68 as well as

64 Martin Luther’s own view, at times, of predestination and the bondage of the will, appears to also
locate God’s knowledge and presence in a timeless realm, and he struggled with the concept of free-will in
relation to sinful nature.  See, for example, Richard Marius, Martin Luther: The Christian Between God and Death
(Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1999), 325; Randy Alcorn, If God is Good: Faith
in the Midst of Suffering and Evil (Colorado Springs, CO: Multnomah Books, 2009), 240-241; and Martin Luther,
The Bondage of the Will: Written in Answer to the Diatribe of Erasmus on Free-Will, tr. Henry Cole (Fort Worth,
TX: RDMc Publishing, 2005).  More specifically, however, Luther clearly still embraced a view of Christ’s
presence in a timeless manner in relationship to the Eucharist and soteriology.  As Nancy Van Deusen points
out, “Luther's view still presupposes the container-concept of space, and it reduces the salvific presence of
Christ to the vanishing-point of the timeless sacramental moment,” maintaining a very specific ontology
revealing God’s presence in a timeless realm, Nancy Elizabeth Van Deusen, The Medieval West Meets the Rest of
the World (Institute of Mediaeval Music, 1995), 43.  See also the excellent article describing Luther’s
philosophical heritage by Silvia Canale Bacchiocchi, “Luther in the Eucharistic Debates: Sola Scripture or
Divination of Man?,” in Scripture and Philosophy: Essays Honoring the Work and Vision of Fernando Luis Canale,
eds. Tiago Arrais, Kenneth Bergland, and Michael F. Younker (Berrien Springs, MI: Adventist Theological Society
Publications, 2016), 355-381; and Fernando Canale, Scripture Replacing Tradition (Berrien Springs, MI:
Andrews University Lithotech, 2005), 137-139.

65 The key issue here is that Arminius viewed time in an uncritical, “vulgar,” or somewhat Newtonian
way, which Heidegger rejects.  As far as God is concerned, Jacob (James) Arminius arguably viewed God’s
relationship to time ultimately similarly to Calvin, even though he emphasized human freedom.  See Canale,
Scripture Replacing Tradition, 139-140; Roger E. Olson, Arminian Theology: Myths and Realities (Downers Grove,
IL: InterVarsity Press, 2006), 89; R. T. Mullins, The End of the Timeless God (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press,
2016), 53-57; and Steven C. Roy, How Much Does God Foreknow?: A Comprehensive Biblical Study (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2006), 14 n. 7.  Arminius shared, in what appears an endorsement of a temporally
eternal God of sorts with timeless knowledge, that “I am thoroughly persuaded that God’s knowledge is eternal,
unchangeable, and infinite, and that it extends to all things as well necessary as contingent, to all things which
He himself does mediately or immediately and which He permits to be done by others.  But the mode in which
He knows certainly future contingencies, and especially those which appertain to creatures of free will, and
which He has decreed to permit, not Himself to do–this I do not comprehend,” James Arminius, The Works of
James Arminius, tr. James Nichols and William Nichols (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1991), 64.  Arminius’s
admittance of such a fundamental mystery only raises the problem of God’s relationship to human freedom and
time yet again.

66 Ric Machuga, Three Theological Mistakes: How to Correct Enlightenment Assumptions about God,
Miracles, and Free Will (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2015), 253.

67 Margaret Stephenson Meere, The Child Within the Lotus (Dulwich Hill, Australia: Rockpool
Publishing, 2009), 209-210.  See also, Sai Grafio, Mysteries: Ancient and Modern (New Delhi: Sterling Publishers,
1999), 52.

68 Graham Parkes, “Introduction,” in Heidegger and Asian Thought, ed. Graham Parkes (Honolulu, HI:
University of Hawaii Press, 1987), 1-14.
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supporting both a more robust view of human freedom and free-will,69 in addition to implicit support

for process and open theism, where God’s knowledge of the future is limited owing to the future free-

will decisions of humans.70

Indeed, arguably every prominent conception of God’s relationship to time and human freedom

depends upon a conception of time or freedom that originated outside (certainly the mainstream

interpretations of westernized Judeo-Christian or biblical) theology.71  This is neatly illustrated in the

69 This is the irony contained within Heidegger’s response to Nietzsche’s ‘death of god.’  For Heidegger,
the timeless god of Greek metaphysics prevented any freedom (as in Calvinism), and hence the death of god was
the opening of a liberation of human freedom to encounter, perhaps, the real God.  See Duane Armitage,
Heidegger and the Death of God: Between Plato and Nietzsche (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017),
66-67; Davis, Heidegger and the Will: On the Way to Gelassenheit, 301; and Christopher Rickey, Revolutionary
Saints: Heidegger, National Socialism, and Antinomian Politics (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2002), 98-99.  Rickey observes that “Heidegger’s ‘mystical’ understanding of freedom quite
clearly distinguishes him from either Aristotelian or modern thought.”  Rather, Heidegger possesses what one
might call a “religious understanding of human freedom,” and “Heidegger’s own radical politics grew out of his
understanding of freedom,” ibid., 98-99.

70 This does not mean, however, as will be seen below, that Heidegger has been correctly understood
by such advocates of his name or ideas in some cases.  In any case, “Heidegger and others have been suspicious
of the role that nontemporal deity and atemporal metaphysics has played, and have called for a conception of
reality within the context of temporality.  Process theism may offer a conception of God as appearing within the
horizon of temporality,” Lewis S. Ford, Transforming Process Theism, (Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 2000), 179.  Similarly, see John Davenport, “A New Existential Model of God: A Synthesis of Themes from
Kierkegaard, Buber, Levinas, and Open Theism,” in Models of God and Alternative Ultimate Realities, eds. Jeanine
Diller and Asa Kasher (London, UK: Springer, 2013), 568; and Eugene Thomas Long, “Philosophy of Religion
after Postmodernism,” in Nature, Truth, and Value: Exploring the Thinking of Frederick Ferré, eds. George Allan
and Merle F. Allshouse (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2005), 90.  Also, for example, divine temporality is
interpreted by David Pensgard to mean essentially one thing and one thing only, a lack of foreknowledge.  Thus,
whatever omniscience may be granted to a temporal God, it, by the use and definition of the very word
‘temporal’, means God cannot know the future, nor even anticipate it.  David Pensgard, Existential Temporality as
Fore-Ignorance: Implications for Divine Foreknowledge (MARS Thesis, Liberty University B. R. Lakin School of
Religion, 2008).  Pensgard concludes, “the theist is left to choose between theological determinism on the one
hand, and the open view on the other.  It seems that the fore-ignorance account of existential temporality has
greater jurisdiction to force this choice upon philosophers like [Alvin] Plantinga, [William Lane] Craig, and
[Thomas P.] Flint than does any metaphysical theory.  Moreover, the option of retreating into ‘Socratic
ignorance’ has also been removed because fore-ignorance, by strongly ruling out middle positions, demands
that one make a choice between one of the two strong options.  Full appreciation of fore-ignorance, therefore,
within the Philosophy of Religion, must result in polarization,” ibid., 110-111.  Again, according to Pensgard, a
proper understanding of the two options “renders untenable those views that would attribute to God complete
foreknowledge and existential temporality,” ibid., 110.

71 The constraints of this study do not permit me to explore this at length, but it is one that appears to
be the case in works such as Terrance L. Tiessen, Providence and Prayer; How Does God Work in the World?
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000).  Tiessen discusses eleven different models of divine providence
(namely, the semi-Deist, Process, Openness, Church Dominion, Redemptive Intervention, Molinist, Thomist,
Barthian, Calvinist, and Fatalist models, and his own, a Middle Knowledge Calvinist model), all of which include
understandings of freedom and time in relation to God and humans that are inherited from philosophy.
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recent work of the biblical theologians John Peckham72 and Tiago Arrais,73 who both address issues

related to divine ontology and the nature of God and the God-world relationship, which presume the

problem of the relationship between the divine and freedom and time, and the work of the

philosophical theologian, Cameron Freeman, who similarly sees the issues of freedom and time at the

center of the “paradoxical” metaphysics implicit within the biblical narratives and teachings of

Jesus.74

72 See John C. Peckham, The Love of God: A Canonical Model (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
2015), 15.  Peckham presents a technical exposition of perhaps the two most popular but conflicting models of
divine love, the transcendent-voluntarist model, and the immanent-experientialist model, with “the former
being a descendant of classic theism and the latter representing process panentheism,” ibid.  In reality, then,
Peckham is not so much exploring love as much as he is implicitly exploring freedom and time, which both
undergird any interpretation of love.  Notably, both of these models fit within the problematic of the two
cultures, especially insofar as determinations on the nature of freedom and time are essential for any proper
understanding of love–love is either timeless or temporal, determined or free-willed, on the part of God and
creatures.  Here, the former models, respectively, represent a scientific approach, and the latter approaches are
more influenced by the humanities, with some complicated qualifications (I’d suggest both are ultimately more
influenced by a scientific approach, and neither is properly oriented toward an acknowledgment of a potential
Heideggerian understanding of temporality.  Concerning why this may be, I would suggest, alongside the recent
work of Irene McMullin, Time and the Shared World: Heidegger on Social Relations (Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press, 2013), that the potential usefulness of a Heideggerian view of sociality has been mostly
neglected and underdeveloped).  Very importantly, Peckham suggests neither of these two popular models may
be adequate within his Scriptural “final-form canonical approach to systematic theology,” ibid., 17.  This is not to
say certain passages from Scripture can’t be read to support either of the two proposed views, but that
altogether Scripture presents them in some tension, requiring a view that takes this into account, ibid., 277-278. 
For more on his hermeneutical methodology concerning Scripture, see also John C. Peckham, Canonical
Theology: The Biblical Canon, Sola Scriptura, and Theological Method (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2016).

73 See Tiago Arrais, A Study on the Influence of Philosophical Presuppositions Relating to the Notion of
the God-human Relation Upon the Interpretation of Exodus (Andrews University, Berrien Springs, MI: Doctoral
Dissertation, 2015).  Arrais suggests that Being has been interpreted in two ways, as temporal/historical or
timeless, and each of these corresponds to two predominant conflicting interpretations of God’s relationship to
humans and the world, particularly as manifested in the book of Exodus, ibid., 25-107, esp. 88-91.  Arrais
observes that there is a “division between historical-critical approaches to the text and the biblical theology
movement,” which, “as two disciplines, revolved around the limits of what historians were able to do,” ibid., 91. 
Arrais continues, observing that for some scholars “Old Testament theology could not be a historical inquiry
‘because it is concerned with what is timelessly or abidingly true,’” citing Ben C. Ollenburger, “From Timeless
Ideas to the Essence of Religion: Method in Old Testament Theology Before 1939,” in The Flowering of Old
Testament Theology: A Reader in Twentieth-Century Old Testament Theology, 1930–1990, eds. Ben C. Ollenburger,
Elmer A. Martens, and Gerhard F. Hasel (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 3-19, 18.  See also, James K.
Hoffmeier and Dennis R. Magary, eds. Do Historical Matters Matter to Faith?: A Critical Appraisal of Modern and
Postmodern Approaches to Scripture (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2012).

74 Cameron Freeman, Post-metaphysics and the Paradoxical Teachings of Jesus: The Structure of the Real
(New York, NY: Peter Lang, 2010), 27-33 73, 85, 101, 224-225.  Freeman observes that “Greek metaphysical
assumptions have been widely used not only in the Western philosophical tradition, but also in the historical
unfolding of the Christian religion.  This point was confirmed by Heidegger, who argued that the theological
enterprise in the Christian tradition eventually misunderstood the specific nature of its task and rather than
taking up the interpretation of Biblical revelation, it adopted Greek forms of discourse and purported to give
rational grounds for the Being of God,” ibid., 28.  Freeman advocates a return to Scripture with an awareness of
the deconstruction of Greek metaphysics accomplished by Heidegger in mind.  Freeman makes reference to the
fact that many of “Jesus’ enigmatic teachings are deeply concerned with free-will and our capacity to decide
with passion for ourselves how to respond to his message.  So rather than providing a pre-given program of
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It is also noteworthy that from within Christianity, the strongest advocates of divine timeless

foreknowledge and deniers of libertarian human freedom, Calvinists, share an aversion toward

existentialists similar to Heidegger75 that is only matched by the strongest deniers of meaningful

human freedom within the secularized and atheistic scientific world.76  This again represents a

replication of Snow’s competing “two cultures” taken to their extremes within Christianity and

scientistic atheism.  In summary, the way freedom and time have been discussed in religious circles

and elsewhere has always been, thus far, consciously or unconsciously, constrained by the historical

rules and procedures for admission into the Kingdom, the paradoxical language of Jesus disrupts the quest for
cognitive certainty about the question of God by setting up the necessary conditions for the decision of faith
with an ‘aporetic anxiety’ that interrupts any ruling discourse of preestablished certainties,” ibid., 259.  For
example, Freeman suggests the “irreducible tension between grace and free-will means that we never exercise
more humanity–i.e. personal freedom, autonomy, etc than when we are fully divine–i.e. utterly dependent on
the grace of God.  In other words, we are truly free only when we can (1) take personal responsibility for all our
words and actions, and (2) ascribe all our good works to God,” ibid., 85.  See also, Larry J. Waters, “Paradoxes in
the Pauline Epistles,” in Bibliotheca Sacra 167 (October-December 2010), 423-441.

75 As the accusation is common by his opponents that Heidegger is an “existentialist,” I will
occasionally include quotes that consider him as such.  However, Heidegger explicitly rejected the label, and was
uncomfortable with the label “humanism” as well, making his relationship to the “humanities” a rather complex
issue owing to what it was the humanities were considered to be in the academy previous to him.  Note, Martin
Heidegger, “Letter on ‘Humanism,’” tr. Frank A. Capuzzi, in Pathmarks, ed. William McNeill (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), 239-276.

76 See, for example, Jens Zimmermann, Incarnational Humanism: A Philosophy of Culture for the Church
in the World (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2012), 41-42; Sam Harris, Free Will (New York, NY: Free
Press, 2012); Tom Butler-Bowdon, The Literature of Possibility (Nicholas Brealey Publishing, 2013), 6; and R. K.
McGregor Wright, No Place for Sovereignty: What’s Wrong with Freewill Theism (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1996), 68-69.  What is clear is that Heideggerianism is more sympathetic to Barthian and Lutheran
tendencies, rather than Calvinism.  See Stanley, Protestant Metaphysics after Karl Barth and Martin Heidegger;
Michael E. Zimmerman, Heidegger’s Confrontation with Modernity: Technology, Politics, and Art (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1990), 178-180; and Heidegger’s own interest in Luther over Calvin, as seen in Martin
Heidegger, The Phenomenology of Religious Life, tr. Matthias Fritsch and Jennifer Anna Gosetti-Ferencei
(Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2004), 47, 67, 87, 115, 212-213.  Regardless of their own precise
views on freedom, it is not uncommon for scientifically minded atheists to suggest that Heidegger’s “addition of
Being to being seems just as fallacious as the burdening of the natural with the supernatural.  There simply is no
reality other than reality, suggesting that being is being and Being is Mumbo-Jumbo.  Further, perhaps,
Heideggerian violations of Occam’s razor have their own specific, unfortunate consequences.  This is because,
just as ancient and medieval Hermeses gossiped about the supernatural at the expense of knowing the natural,
so Heidegger interpreted Being at the expense of being,” Stephen P. Reyna, Connections: Brain, Mind, and Culture
in a Social Anthropology (New York, NY: Routledge, 2002), 90.  Reyna also stated, “this dualism [between the
positive sciences and Being] further ties Heidegger with premodern seers, because it recreates their belief in
two realms that need to be known about; only this time these are not the natural and the supernatural.  They are
being and Being,” ibid, 88.  Such accusations, as Paul Kurtz similarly observes, connect Heidegger with
spiritualists providing a justification for why scientifically minded atheists should dismiss Heideggerians. “The
two cultures do not live side by side in peaceful coexistence any longer; in recent decades there have been overt
radical attacks on science that threaten its position in society.” In particular, a strong “philosophical attack
comes from the disciples of Heidegger” who “argue that science is only one mythic system or narrative among
many others.”  As such, they claim that “there are ‘two truths,’” and that “there exists, along with cognitive
scientific knowledge, a mystical and spiritual realm and/or æsthetic and subjective aspects of experience,” Paul
Kurtz, Skepticism and Humanism: The New Paradigm (Piscataway, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 2001), 30.
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developments within philosophy which have culminated in the development of the two cultures and

their foundational schism over the two concepts of freedom and time.

As such, given the above, neither a Christian view that retains a conflated unitary or dualistic

position regarding the relationship between metaphysics and natural science, nor an atheistic science

that denies metaphysics and God altogether, are at present serving as a source of possible solutions to

the differing and incompatible views of freedom and time advanced in the sciences and humanities,

but are, rather, a consequence and further replicator of them.  The question, then, of whether theology

or religion can unify or surpass the competing “two cultures” concerning how best to understand

freedom and time appears, presently, to have an inconclusive or negative answer.

This suggests one possible reason for the lack of influence, or consistency of influence, of

Christianity, as well as other religions, within either the general populace or academic circles.  The

lack of concord within religion, concerning precisely the same issues that historic philosophy and the

academy today are in general divided over concerning freedom and time, testifies to the fact that

currently religion, and theology, are functionally inert to resolve philosophical problems.  It would

seem we are in need of generating a “third culture” to mediate and resolve the conflict through new

conceptual discovery, rediscovery, and/or creation.  Noteworthy is that Snow himself intimated as

much–while maintaining his favoritism toward the sciences.77  The debate today, then, is who should

77 “While C. P. Snow contrasted the cultures of science and the arts in The Two Cultures, one of the
points on which he was most criticised was the implication that there were only two cultures.  He pointed out in
the 1964 revision of The Two Cultures, that the only word in the title which was not attacked was ‘the’.  As he
says, the implication was that the title Two Thousand and Two Cultures would have been better.  Snow insisted
that the number of significant cultures really is very small.  He was, however, prepared to accept that there
would be soon, if there were not already, a third culture–that of the social sciences.  Snow himself here included
social history, sociology, demography, political science, economics, government (in the American academic
sense), psychology, medicine, and social arts such as architecture.  Though recognising that it was a ‘mixed bag’,
he saw ‘an inner consistency.  All of them are concerned with how human beings are living or have lived.’”
Hague himself believed, circa 1984, that “the social sciences still have a long way to go before they can be
recognised alongside the natural sciences, not least because one cannot easily carry out valid experiments. 
Nevertheless, the outlook and the approach to problems which the social sciences have given me over the years
provides a distinctive approach to problems which is that of neither the scientist nor of the mainstream arts
man,” Douglas Hague, “The Fourth Industrial Revolution,” in New Scientist 26 (April 1984), 25.  See also, Gunnar
Myrdal, “How Scientific Are the Social Sciences?,” in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Jan. 1973), 31-37.
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take the lead in guiding what form such a third culture might assume,78 and what role religion might

find or have within it.79

The entirety of the above conflict concerning the interrelationship of freedom and time in the

sciences and humanities has been continued through the work of successors to the Einsteinian and

Heideggerian conceptual trajectories.  From the culture of science, David Bohm (1917-1992), an early

protégé of Einstein’s, and a respected physicist early in his career, and later a philosopher in his own

right, articulated an admirably elegant but controversial ontological theory80 to explain some of the

78 The concept of the “third culture” can be interpreted in at least two (sometimes incompatible) ways. 
First, as an actual pragmatic culture of those scholars inhabiting the social or humane sciences in the academy; a
“social group belonging to delineated disciplines.”  Second, it can refer to new fundamental concepts that define
the way an individual or group of scholars think, and are thus related to an attempt to actually philosophically
unify the broader “two cultures.”  Of course, one might surmise that an effective third culture of the first kind
could function as the second kind, a unifying culture, in itself.   Snow, evidently thinking of the third culture in
this latter way, having apparently failed to identify the philosophical source of the problem, noted that there
was the need for a “third culture” consisting initially or primarily of social scientists, that is, scholars of the
humane sciences, that should help mediate between the two cultures.  See Snow, The Two Cultures, 53-100; 66,
70; and Sanford A. Lakoff, “The Nth Culture Problem,” in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (May, 1964), 21-23. 
Lakoff explains that for Snow, the third culture would “argue about the effects, the uses, and the direction of
scientific research, instead of arguing about the two cultures,” ibid, 22.  As such, Snow was “in effect urging an
effort to close the division between the sciences and the humanities through a kind of mutual education or
perhaps through the creation of a new intellectual universalism” that could be manifested through those “third
culture” disciplines closest to society at large, ibid.  Snow’s hopes, however, for an effective third culture never
properly materialized.  See, for example, John H. Cartwright and Brian Baker, Literature and Science: Social
Impact and Interaction (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 2005), 300-302; and John Brockman, ed. The Third
Culture: Beyond the Scientific Revolution (New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 1995), 17-18, where it is suggested
that because literary intellectuals and most social scientists have refused to communicate productively with
traditional scientists to create a useful mediatorial “third culture,” the task has fallen to the scientists themselves
to communicate “directly with the general public. . . .  Today, [scientists as] third-culture thinkers tend to avoid
the middleman and endeavor to express their deepest thoughts in a manner accessible to the intelligent reading
public,” ibid, 18.  Such an approach, of course, maintains the conflict with scholars in the humanities.

79 The problem is a subtle one, and penetrates into the relationship of rational-empirical “science” and
metaphysics, which is a key part of understanding the dispute between Einstein and Heidegger.  In brief, and
summarizing the entirety of the problematic, secularists and Christians are each divided between the two
cultures; being an atheist or a theist is not a significant factor, in itself, for determinating whether one is more
inclined toward the sciences or humanities, respectively.  Note Henry F. Schaefer, Science and Christianity:
Conflict Or Coherence? (Watkinsville, GA: Apollos Trust, 2003), 10-11.

80 For an analysis of his most notable theory, which influenced his later philosophy but is distinct from
it, see Peter R. Holland, The Quantum Theory of Motion: An Account of the de Broglie-Bohm Causal Interpretation
of Quantum Mechanics (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1993); and Detlef Dürr and Stefan Teufel,
Bohmian Mechanics: The Physics and Mathematics of Quantum Theory (London, UK: Springer, 2009).  For Bohm’s
own final version, see David Bohm and B. J. Hiley, The Undivided Universe: An Ontological Interpretation of
Quantum Theory (London, UK: Routledge, 1993).  Bohm’s motivation arises from the fact that “quantum
mechanics can say little or nothing about reality itself.  In philosophical terminology, it does not give what can
be called an ontology for a quantum system.  Ontology is concerned primarily with that which is and only
secondarily with how we obtain our knowledge about this (in the sense, for example, that the process of
observation would be treated as an interaction between the observed system and the observing apparatus
regarded as existing together in a way that does not depend significantly on whether these are known or not),”
ibid., 2.  For updated appraisals, see Lee Smolin, Einstein’s Unfinished Revolution: The Search for What Lies
Beyond the Quantum (Toronto, Canada: Alfred A. Knopf, 2019); and Jan Walleczek, Gerhard Grössing, Paavo
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apparent contradictions Einstein encountered but never resolved in quantum physics,81 which

remains the most puzzling area of contemporary natural science.82  After he developed his theories in

physics, the need for creating new understandable descriptions of freedom, time, and their

interrelationship became central to Bohm’s more philosophical depictions of how physical nature

relates to mental/conscious (or human) reality, at both the individual (or psychological) and the

socio-political levels.83  Although as a physicist Bohm was apparently not aware of Heidegger, he was

keenly aware of the general conflict between the two cultures, and sought to reconcile them.84 

Pylkkänen, and Basil Hiley, eds. Emergent Quantum Mechanics: David Bohm Centennial Perspectives (Basel,
Switzerland: MDPI, 2019).

81 For overviews of David Bohm’s work that includes both a biographical and philosophical analysis,
see Mathew Chandrankunnel, Philosophy of Quantum Mechanics: Quantum Holism to Cosmic Holism: The Physics
and Metaphysics of Bohm (New Delhi, India: Global Vision Publishing, 2008); and F. David Peat, Infinite Potential:
The Life and Times of David Bohm (Jackson, TN: Perseus Books, 1997).

82 “The quantum measurement problem is arguably the most difficult conceptual problem in the
foundations of physics.  It is an indication of its difficulty that attempts to solve it have led physicist and
philosophers of physics to speculate concerning the relationship between physical and mental states,” Jeffrey A.
Barrett, “Quantum Mechanics and Dualism,” in Quantum Physics Meets the Philosophy of Mind: New Essays on the
Mind-Body Relation in Quantum-Theoretical Perspective, eds. Antonella Corradini and Uwe Meixner (Berlin,
Germany: Walter de Gruyter, 2014), 65.  Of course, the mind and consciousness, viewed as originating within a
“three-and-a-bit-pound physico-chemical blob inside our skulls,” turns out to be “arguably, the most difficult and
pressing problem in all of philosophy,” Andrew Bailey, ed. First Philosophy III: God, Mind, and Freedom:
Fundamental Problems and Readings in Philosophy (Orchard Park, NY: Broadview Press, 2004), 136.  “The
reason why the interpretation of quantum mechanics has been one of the most fundamental conceptual
problems of modern science and practically all the best physicists, philosophers of science and mathematicians
of the past century confronted themselves with this problem, is probably the uneasy feeling that there might be
a deeply rooted contradiction between two of the basic pillars of contemporary physics: quantum theory and
relativity theory,” in Luigi Accardi, Kentaro Imafuku and Massimo Regoli, “An Introduction to the EPR-
Chameleon Experiment,” in Fundamental Aspects of Quantum Physics: Proceedings of the Japan-Italy Joint
Workshop on Quantum Open Systems, Quantum Chaos and Quantum Measurement, ed. Luigi Accardi and Shuichi
Tasaki (Singapore: World Scientific Publishing, 2003), 307.  The philosopher of science Tim Maudlin affirms the
same thought: “We cannot simply accept the pronouncements of our best theories, no matter how strange, if
those pronouncements contradict each other.  The two foundation stones of modern physics, Relativity and
quantum theory, appear to be telling us quite different things about the world,” Tim Maudlin, Quantum Non-
Locality and Relativity: Metaphysical Intimations of Modern Physics 3rd ed. (Chichester, UK: John Wiley & Sons,
2011), 23.  They all follow one of the esteemed fathers of quantum theory, John Bell, who commented: “We have
an apparent incompatibility, at the deepest level, between two fundamental pillars of contemporary theory . . . . 
It may be that a real synthesis of quantum and relativity theories requires not just technical developments but
radical conceptual renewal,” that is, new concepts, John S. Bell, “Speakable and Unspeakable in Quantum
Mechanics,” in J. S. Bell, Collected Papers on Quantum Philosophy: Speakable and Unspeakable in Quantum
Mechanics, ed. Simon Capelin (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 169-172.  See also, Lee
Smolin, Three Roads to Quantum Gravity (New York, NY: Basic Books, 2001), 3-5.

83 For example, David Bohm, “Freedom and the Value of the Individual,” in The Essential David Bohm,
ed. Lee Nichol (New York, NY: Routledge, 2005), 253-260; and “The Super-Implicate Order,” ibid., 139-157.

84 Bohm was known to correspond at length with artists about the nature of reality, such as Charles
Biederman, and much of their correspondence is now published.  See David Bohm with Charles Biederman,
Bohm–Biederman Correspondence: Creativity and Science, ed. Paavo Pylkkänen (London, UK: Routledge, 1999). 
Others in the humanities with whom Bohm communicated with at length would include the Indian mystic Jiddu
Krishnamurti.  See Jiddu Krishnamurti and David Bohm, The Future of Humanity: Two Dialogues between J.
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Representing this desire, and highlighting the interest by contemporary scholars navigating between

the two cultures and probing the deepest questions of philosophy and natural science, Bohm’s and

Heidegger’s views have been favorably compared on several recent occasions.85  Additionally, the

implications of Bohm’s basic ideas for theology have been sympathetically considered by several

theologians, including those from such diverse backgrounds as New Age religions,86 Islamic (Sufi)

mysticism,87 Roman Catholicism,88 and various other Protestant Christians,89 including some of the

Krishnamurti and David Bohm (The Netherlands: Krishnamurti Foundation, 1986).  In summary, in some of his
books, such as On Creativity, “Bohm’s own contact with artists caused him to take a fresh look at the structures
of reality as comprehended directly with the senses.  ‘Vice versa,’ he continues saliently, ‘new scientific notions
of structure may be significant to the artist, not so much because they suggest particular ideas to be translated
into artistic form, but, rather, because if they are understood at a deep level they will change one’s way of
thinking about everything, including art,’” John Aloysius McCarthy, Remapping Reality: Chaos and Creativity in
Science and Literature–Goethe, Nietzsche, Grass (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Rodopi, 2006), 76, citing David
Bohm, On Creativity, ed. Lee Nichol (London, UK: Routledge, 2003), 39.  McCarthy, in particular, optimistically
believes that, “thanks to people like . . . David Bohm, . . . [t]he chasm that once seemed to separate the two
cultures of science and the humanities has diminished, if not disappeared.  The methodologies still differ and the
way we formulate our questions is still divergent, but the role of imagination and metaphor is common to both
our endeavors,” Remapping Reality, 334.

85 “There is a fascinating similarity between the ontology proposed by Heidegger and [Maurice]
Merleau-Ponty and the ontological interpretation of quantum theory proposed by the theoretical physicist,
David Bohm,” Rupert Wegerif, “From Dialectic to Dialogic,” in Theories of Learning and Studies of Instructional
Practice, ed. Timothy Koschmann (New York, NY: Springer Science, 2011), 210.  See also, for example, Paul Scott
Derrick, Thinking for a Change: Gravity’s Rainbow and Symptoms of the Paradigm Shift in Occidental Culture
(València, Spain: Universitat de València, 1994), 202-222; Paul Scott Derrick, We Stand Before the Secret of the
World: Traces Along the Pathway of American Romanticism (Spain: Universitat de València, 2003), 32-33; Wim
Wenders and Mary Zournazi, Inventing Peace: A Dialogue on Perception (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan,
2013), 134-135; and Mihai I. Spariosu, Dionysus Reborn: Play and the Aesthetic Dimension in Modern
Philosophical and Scientific Discourse (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 1986), 286.  Spariosu comments that
Bohm’s “concept of the flowing totality of being” “bears a remarkable family resemblance to Heidegger’s . . .
Weltspiel,” ibid.  Derrick similarly observes that Bohm’s “‘holomovement’ . . . corresponds with Heidegger’s
Being,” Derrick, We Stand Before the Secret of the World, 32.

86 Wouter J. Hanegraaff, New Age Religion and Western Culture: Esotericism in the Mirror of Secular
Thought (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1998), 70-71.

87 For example, see the favorable opinions of Ahmed Hulusi, Up to Date Understanding of Islam, tr.
Ahmed Baki (Istanbul, Turkey: Kitsan, 1996), 23; Graham Smetham, The Grand Designer: Discovering the
Quantum Mind Matrix of the Universe (Brighton, UK: Shunyata Press, 2011), 340-341; Hazrat Inayat Khan, The
Heart of Sufism: Essential Writings of Hazrat Inayat Khan (Boston, MA: Shambhala Publications, 1999), 2;
Hendrikus Johannes Witteveen, Universal Sufism (Dorset, UK: Element, 1997), 62-63; and Yousef Daoud (Joe
Martin), The Rose and the Lotus: Sufism and Buddhism (Bloomington, IN: Xlibris, 2009), 15.

88 “One of the most interesting of modern physicists from a Catholic point of view was David Bohm,”
Stratford Caldecott, “Catholicism and the New Age Movement,” in The Catholic Church and World Religions: A
Theological and Phenomenological Account, ed. Gavin D’Costa (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2011), 212 n. 20.  Note
also the highly respected Catholic theologian from the Communio movement, David L. Schindler, Ordering Love:
Liberal Societies and the Memory of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2011), 355-356; Heidi Ann Russell, The
Source of All Love: Catholicity and the Trinity (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2017); and Ilia Delio, The Emergent
Christ: Exploring the Meaning of Catholic in an Evolutionary Universe (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2011).

89 For example, see the Lutheran theologian Ted Peters, “David Bohm, Postmodernism and the Divine,”
in Zygon 20#2 (June 1985), 193-217.
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most prominent American evangelicals,90 for not only descriptions of God, but also relationality and

the Trinity.91  Lastly, although Bohm himself resisted applying his ideas to theology,92 he did not

hesitate to engage in conversations with theists who were interested in his work and was aware his

ideas might influence their theology.

Conversely, Pauli Pylkkö, a philosopher from the culture of the humanities,93 has expanded upon

Heidegger’s ideas toward a conclusion Heidegger seemed intent on avoiding–the unity of philosophy

with physics.  Utilizing the latest research in quantum physics, Pylkkö initiated an effort to unify

Heidegger’s understanding of the temporality of human existence (Dasein) and freedom with science

and nature,94 a unity Heidegger did not achieve or, perhaps, even consider possible.95  Pylkkö

disagrees with Heidegger concerning the significance of quantum phenomena96 for science and

90 In particular, William Lane Craig, Time and the Metaphysics of Relativity, 227-229, 233-234.  Craig
utilizes the younger Bohm’s proposal for understanding how determinism in nature contributes to a singular
cosmic time, which he relates to God’s metaphysical time.

91 Kirk Wegter-McNelly, The Entangled God: Divine Relationality and Quantum Physics (New York, NY:
Routledge, 2011), 28, 59-83, 107-166.

92 Kevin J. Sharpe, David Bohm’s World: New Physics and New Religion (Cranbury, NJ: Associated
University Presses, 1993), 93.  Bohm himself wrote that “the word ‘God’ means many different things to
different people, and it becomes hard to know exactly what is implied. . . .  [Nevertheless, to] suggest that there
is a creative intelligence underlying the whole [of reality], which might have as one of the essentials that which
was meant by the word ‘God,’” is possible.  In any case, “I think it is essential not to limit God, if you believe in
God,” Bohm, On Creativity, 107.

93 Pylkkö has written at length on several influential thinkers from the humanities, such as the 19th

century German music composer and theater director Richard Wagner, as well as the German writer and
novelist Ernst Jünger, a World War I veteran, who wrote about his war experiences.  See Pauli Pylkkö, Richard
Wagner Ajattelijana: Antimodernisti, Luonnonmystikko, Gnostikko (Kiel, Finland: Uuni Verlag GbR, 2005); Pauli
Pylkkö, “Lemuurien Yö – Ernst Jünger ja Kansallissosialismi,” 155-198; and Pauli Pylkkö with Leena Pylkkö,
“Huomautuksia Romaanin Kasveista ja Eläimistä,” 199-203, in Ernst Jünger, Marmorijyrkänteillä, tr. Pauli Pylkkö
(Kustavi, Finland: Uuni, 2006).  Additionally, Pylkkö’s own philosophical work has been cited within novels
reflecting upon the world of art, such as with Siri Hustvedt, The Blazing World (New York, NY: Simon & Schuster,
2014), 255.

94 For a brief analysis of Pauli Pylkkö’s primary contributions, see Louis S. Berger, The Unboundaried
Self: Putting the Person Back Into the View from Nowhere (Victoria, BC: Trafford Publishing, 2005), 98-115; and
Gordon G. Globus, Quantum Closures and Disclosures: Thinking-Together Postphenomenology (Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: John Benjamins Publishing, 2003), 96-111.  In brief, Pylkkö’s work represents the logical extension
and naturalization of Heidegger’s work, as noted by Sami Pihlström, Naturalizing the Transcendental: A
Pragmatic View (Amherst, NY: Humanity Books, 2003), 230, 265 n. 6.  Like anyone inclined toward any form of
pragmatism, Pylkkö, as Pihlström observes, attacks “well-established dichotomies,” ibid., 161.

95 “While Heidegger takes important steps beyond the traditional Western metaphysics of time in his
characterization of existential temporality, he reduces nature to the role of that which is encountered in the
fallen/vulgar mode of this temporality,” Hansen, “Spacetime and Becoming: Overcoming the Contradiction
Between Special Relativity and the Passage of Time,” 148.

96 As Pylkkö explains, in contrast to what Heidegger evidently believed, “it is far from obvious that
quantum physics, the greatest upheaval in the twentieth century science, perhaps of all modern science so far,
actually continues or smoothly extends the classical picture of nature and man,” Pauli Pylkkö, The Aconceptual
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philosophy, and as such wishes to engage scientists with the concerns of those in the humanities. 

Pylkkö is also specifically interested in how freedom and time relate and should be described,97 at

both the individual or psychological and socio-political levels.98  Although Pylkkö’s direct engagement

with the concept of God remains limited, his appropriation of Heidegger’s own complex thoughts on

the concept of God retain a place for meaningful discussion about the concept of God within Pylkkö’s

own works and as an extension of Heidegger’s thought pathway.99  Pylkkö is also aware that his ideas

Mind: Heideggerian Themes in Holistic Naturalism (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: John Benjamins Publishing,
1998), 58.  In harmony with Pylkkö, James Watson observes that “Heidegger seems to understand all of modern
science in the mode of classical physics, and he also seems to imply that quantum theory is nothing but an
extension of classical physics,” James R. Watson, “Beyond Ontic-Ontological Relations,” in Heidegger on Science,
ed. Trish Glazebrook (Albany, NY: State University of New York, 2012), 52.  Thus, as Andrew Haas points out,
also in harmony with Pylkkö, “if quantum theory demonstrates that the sciences stand between the natural and
human world in such a way that they form a part of everything they investigate, the usual distinction between
subject and object, inner and outer world, body and soul–like the Cartesian difference between res extensa and
res cogitans that Heidegger ‘destructures’ in Being and Time–cannot be maintained,” Andrew Haas, The Irony of
Heidegger (New York, NY: Continuum, 2007), 151-152.  “One might say that Heidegger’s epistemology was
realistic but his metaphysics were idealistic.  The Cartesian belief in the reality of extended substance was a
generalization from a very limited region of being; natural sciences and mathematics could not be the road to
ontology, but rather the hermeneutical sciences pointed the way.  Thus Heidegger’s existentialism reinforced
the split between scientific and humanistic thought,” David F. Lindenfeld, The Transformation of Positivism:
Alexius Meinong and European Thought, 1880-1920 (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1980), 262-
263.  Of course, whether any resolution to the tension between Einstein and Heidegger on time and freedom
appears possible through quantum physics remains uncertain, as both classical Einsteinian time-space or
relativity theory and quantum mechanics have been invoked for the concept of timelessness.  To determine why
this is so is central to the purpose of this study.  For an example of the tensions concerning the use of language
about time in science, see for example, Dag Landvik, “At the Speed of Light,” in Aspects of Consciousness: Essays
on Physics, Death and the Mind, ed. Ingrid Fredriksson (Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, 2012), 76-92.

97 For example, note especially Pauli Pylkkö, “Indeterminacy and Experience,” in Current Trends in
Connectionism: Proceedings of the 1995 Swedish Conference on Connectionism, ed. Lars F. Niklasson and Mikael B.
Bodén (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1995), 321-329.

98 Amongst other concerns, in particular, as Tere Vadén explains, Pylkkö “tries to cure the anti-
democracy [sentiments] of [Heidegger’s] Dasein philosophy by a strong dose of non-classical natural science. 
The project is promising, but very few philosophers steeped in so-called continental philosophy or critical
theory care enough about the natural sciences in order to follow,” Tere Vadén, Heidegger, Žižek and Revolution
(Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Sense Publishers, 2014), 3 n. 2.

99 Although Pylkkö, not a theologian, occasionally mentions the role of the concept of God throughout
his writings, what is noteworthy of particular focus is the way in which he utilizes Heidegger’s concept of “onto-
theo-logy,” a description by Heidegger of all metaphysical reflection since the ancient Greeks, wherein ontology
and theology were always combined, to critique our view of science and nature.  Originally, Heidegger’s intent
was to note that our reflections about ourselves, other beings, and the ultimate or highest being were conflated
into one mode of inquiry.  See especially, Pylkkö, The Aconceptual Mind, 27-76.  Note Heidegger’s claim that
“Western metaphysics . . . since its beginning with the Greeks has eminently been both ontology and theology. . . . 
Metaphysics is onto-theo-logy,” Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference, tr. Joan Stambaugh (University of
Chicago Press, 2002), 54; 121.
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could influence the ongoing debates in the contemporary academy between science, religion, and the

humanities, and has briefly addressed the issue.100

Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s contributions101 clearly represent the trajectories or thought-pathways of

both Einstein and Heidegger, respectively.  However, they also take the insights of their ideological

mentors in directions they could not have clearly anticipated by following their ideas to fresh possible

conclusions in light of later developments in philosophy and empirical natural science, exploring the

boundaries of the emerging era of post-humanism102 and the problems within critical realism,103

which is important for many theologians as well.104  Additionally, their explicit concern for issues

100 Pauli Pylkkö, “Fysiikkaviikari Filosofian Ihmemaassa: Eli Olisiko Tiedeuskovaisuutta Hoidettava
Lääkkeillä Ja Kirurgialla?  Kari Enqvistin Kuoleman ja unohtamisen aikakirjat ja muita hänen kirjoituksiaan,” at
http://www.uunikustannus.fi/fysiikkaviikari.pdf (accessed June 10, 2015).

101 It should be observed that their overall views have also been very briefly compared and considered
to be parallel in some ways.  See, for example, Paavo Pylkkänen, “Can Quantum Analogies Help Us to Understand
the Process of Thought?,” in Brain and Being: At the Boundary Between Science, Philosophy, Language and Arts,
eds. Gordon G. Globus, Karl H. Pribram, and Giuseppe Vitiello (Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins, 2004), 190. 
See also, Paavo Pylkkänen, Mind, Matter and the Implicate Order (Berlin, Germany: Springer-Verlag, 2007), 133
n. 8.

102 One of the most important new movements in philosophy is post-humanism, which integrates into
its purview the realities of our technological world merging with humanity, and the necessary reenvisioning of
both human nature and the rest of nature that goes alongside this thought pathway.  A few of the individuals
exploring this frontier include Floyd Merrell, Sensing Corporeally: Toward a Posthuman Understanding (Toronto,
Canada: 2003); Cary Wolfe, What is Posthumanism? (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2010);
Pramod K. Nayar, Posthumanism (New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, 2014); Peter Mahon, Posthumanism: A Guide
for the Perplexed (New York, NY: Bloomsbury, 2017); William S. Haney II, Globalization and the
Posthuman (Newcastle upon Tyne, UK: Cambridge Scholars Press, 2009); Alan Smart and Josephine Smart,
Posthumanism: Anthropological Insights (Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press, 2017); Stefan
Herbrechter, Posthumanism: A Critical Analysis (New York, NY: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013); Sam Mickey,
Coexistentialism and the Unbearable Intimacy of Ecological Emergency (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2016);
and Robert Pepperell, The Posthuman Condition: Consciousness Beyond the Brain (Bristol, UK: Intellect Books,
2003).

103 Another major movement in philosophy has been toward “critical realism,” which seeks to hold
together 1) ontological realism, 2) epistemic relativism, 3) judgmental rationality, and 4) methodological
pluralism.  See the recent work by Roy Bhaskar, as introduced in Roy Bhaskar and Mervyn Hartwig, ed.
Enlightened Common Sense: The Philosophy of Critical Realism (New York, NY: Routledge, 2016).  Bhaskar credits
David Bohm as an influence and ally.  See Roy Bhaskar and Mervyn Hartwig, The Formation of Critical Realism: A
Personal Perspective (New York, NY: Routledge, 2010), 175.  Indeed, some of Bhaskar’s work very much mirrors
the work of Bohm, as explained by Colin Wight, “Realism, Science and Emancipation,” in Realism, Philosophy and
Social Science, eds. Kathryn Dean, Jonathan Joseph, John Michael Roberts, and Colin Wight (New York, NY:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 32-64, and according to Wight, Bhaskar’s later work also represents a rejection of
many Critical Realist tenets in a manner that may parallel Bohm’s own trajectory.  Of course, Bhaskar is also
interested in human freedom or emancipation.  See Andrew Collier, Critical Realism: An Introduction to Roy
Bhaskar’s Philosophy (New York, NY: Verso, 1994), 169-204.

104 As Andrew Moore explains, it is possible that “the case for the truth of realism in Christian faith is
separable in principle from that of scientific realism.”  Rather, “one can be a realist concerning one class of entity
(macroscopic objects in the physical world, for example) and an anti-realist concerning others (say those of
mathematics) without presuming” that choosing an anti-realist view in one instance will demand the adoption
of such a view in other domains, Andrew Moore, Realism and Christian Faith: God, Grammar and Meaning
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pertaining to the two cultures, and detailed, though self-admittedly embryonic, inquiries into how

freedom and time should be understood, both in their interrelationship with each other and in how

they are applied to the individual and society, establish them as distinct forerunners of some of the

deepest and most important questions philosophers have and will continue to discuss into the 21st

century,105 alongside future theologians exploring the ramifications and challenges of post-

humanism106 and its corollary transhumanism, and the varieties of pantheism and panentheism that

often accompany them.107

In summary thus far, the situation is as follows.  The problem of freedom concerns its apparent

coexistence with determinism, particularly in nature.  This problem is reduplicated and magnified in

the mystery of the localized physical human being.  Tradition has separated freedom from nature,

(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 185.  See also, Howard Robinson, “Idealism and
Perception: Why Berkeleyan Idealism is Not as Counterintuitive as It Seems,” in Idealism and Christian
Philosophy: Idealism and Christianity Vol 2, eds. Steven B. Cowan and James S. Spiegel (New York, NY:
Bloomsbury, 2016), 84-86.

105 Inasmuch as both Bohm and Pylkkö are relatively unknown to many philosophers and theologians,
residing as they do on the edges of these disciplines and riding the fence between the “two cultures,” it is worth
reiterating that they both have a growing influence in certain segments of the academy in the 21st century,
although Pylkkö is by far the less well known of the two.  For his part, Bohm represents a key figure in the
debates surrounding the proper interpretation of quantum physics, and even if his more innovative ideas were
mostly scorned by his contemporary fellow physicists, Bohm’s influence after his death in philosophy,
psychology, sociology, education, theology (not just Western Christianity), and even overt science fiction have
been significant, and today some younger physicists are reconsidering his ideas.  Note J. B. Kennedy, Space, Time
and Einstein: An Introduction (New York, NY: Routledge, 2003), 181.  See also, Emily Horton, Contemporary Crisis
Fictions: Affect and Ethics in the Modern British Novel (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 119-120;
Gérard Gouesbet with Jean Bricmont, Hidden Worlds in Quantum Physics (Mineola, NY: Dover Publications,
2013), 240; Anja Skaar Jacobsen, Léon Rosenfield: Physics, Philosophy, and Politics in the Twentieth Century (Toh
Tuck Link, Singapore: World Scientific Publishing, 2012), 275-306, note especially, 304 n. 7.  Concerning Pylkkö,
the lesser known of the two, the Bohmian scholar Paavo Pylkkänen considers Pylkkö “one of the most
interesting and original [philosophers] to have appeared in recent years.” Pylkkänen continues, “Pylkkö
underlines the fundamentally aconceptual nature of the mind, and his views have some interesting similarities
to Bohm’s views . . ., although there are also important differences,” Pylkkänen, Mind, Matter and the Implicate
Order, 133 n. 8.

106 For a few examples of theologians exploring the issues in post-humanism, see David Albertson and
Cabell King, eds. Without Nature?: A New Condition for Theology (New York, NY: Fordham University Press,
2010); Jennifer L. Koosed, ed. The Bible and Posthumanism (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2014); Ilia
Delio, Making All Things New: Catholicity, Cosmology, Consciousness (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2015); and Ilia
Delio, The Unbearable Wholeness of Being: God, Evolution, and the Power of Love (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books,
2013).

107 For example, see Elaine Graham, “Manifestations of the Posthuman in the Postsecular Imagination,”
in Perfecting Human Futures: Transhuman Visions and Technological Imaginations, eds. J. Benjamin Hurlbut, and
Hava Tirosh-Samuelson (New York, NY: Springer VS, 2016), 68; Adam Pryor, Body of Christ Incarnate for You:
Conceptualizing God’s Desire for the Flesh (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2016), xv, 119, 151, 163, 171; and
Brent Waters, From Human to Posthuman: Christian Theology and Technology in a Postmodern World (New York,
NY: Routledge, 2006), 80, 85.  Much of this movement builds off of the work of the Catholic philosopher Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 1976).
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leaving it in some sort of ‘timeless’ metaphysical realm outside any natural cause and effect temporal

sequence, but today this is widely recognized as encouraging a contradiction.  

The problem of freedom finds a close parallel in how time is understood today.  Alongside prior

presuppositions about temporal determinism and continuity in combination with nature, time has

now come to be understood as merely an additional spatial dimension in physics, and localized in

such a way as to be relativized and as determined as the rest of nature.  This would mean there is no

real ‘becoming’ in the world.  Thus, any notion of a cosmically objective or experientially subjective

human time which brings new things into existence is as elusive or metaphysically nonexistent as the

idea of freedom.

The problem of freedom and the problem of time thus merge together as part of a broader

problem concerning the natures of metaphysics and physics.  Logically enough, the concept of God

also inherits the preceding problems of freedom and time, bringing the entirety of Kant's

metaphysical issues together as one problem.  The consequence of the situation just described has, it

appears, generated the ‘two cultures’ that have engaged society’s concerns and interests, including in

the religious world.  Both cultures have had marked successes in influencing various historical and

contemporary societies and ideas, but, at heart, they contain contradictory interpretations about

freedom, time, and their interrelationship.

Problem Statement

The problem this dissertation will address is that the mid 20th century rise of the two academic

cultures of the sciences and humanities, exemplified through the contributions of Albert Einstein and

Martin Heidegger, illustrate that although freedom and time have historically been recognized as

related, competing developments in the philosophical foundations of the sciences and humanities

have encouraged their interrelationship to become articulated in incompatible ways.  Significantly,

and not surprisingly, such tension has also been reflected in recent research on the relationship of

freedom and time within theology.  All together, then, the traditional subject matters of metaphysics

(God, freedom, and time) have been cast into a confused disarray.
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The above problem is manifested within the work of David Bohm and Pauli Pylkkö.  Respectively

building upon Einstein and Heidegger, Bohm and Pylkkö have furthered discussions on how to

understand the interrelationship of freedom and time.  However, their views on freedom and time

have not yet been subjected to an appropriate comparative analyses to determine if there is any

possibility of a resolution to the conflicting and incomplete conclusions of their predecessors, nor

been applied to questions concerning the inevitable tensions between interpretations of freedom and

time within theology, let alone a specifically biblical theology.  If Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s works could

shed light on how any resolution could be accomplished, the hope of meaningfully reintroducing an

appropriate metaphysics concerning God, freedom, and time into a place at the table of intellectual

discourse might again be possible.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study is to outline the significance of the conflict between the two cultures

concerning freedom and time, and then describe, compare, and contrast Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s

positions on the interrelationship of freedom and time to evaluate their tentative significance for

theological reflection and the constitution of an appropriate metaphysics concerning God, freedom,

and time.

Delimitations of the Study

A comprehensive investigation of both the historical, and even contemporary, perspectives on

the interrelationship of freedom and time are obviously beyond the purview of this dissertation. 

Furthermore, this study is not focusing on the concepts of freedom or time separately–each does have

several nuanced meanings within different socio-political contexts and cultures that this study can

only touch upon or allude to in places.  As such, explaining or resolving any given aspect of the many

problems that remain unresolved by common consensus in understanding the viability of, or nature

of, the concepts of freedom (including free-will) and time, are obviously beyond the aspirations of a

study such as this one.  Furthermore, this is not a study evaluating the viability, utility, or accuracy of

the latest advances in psychology, neuroscience, micro-biology, and laboratory or theoretical physics,
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even if some of the latest studies about them are cited and discussed for their potential philosophical

and theological relevance.

In addition to the above considerations, it should be specifically noted that beyond brief

explanations, the detailed engagement of Bohm and Pylkkö with quantum empirical phenomena and

their more technical scientific work are beyond the scope of this study.  It must be emphasized that

the unresolved mysteries of quantum physics and related areas (the scope of Relativity’s domain,

gravitation, etc.), such as within cosmology and cosmogony, have spawned numerous schools of

thought amongst physicists, philosophers, and theologians attempting to make sense of it all, with or

without being aided by special revelation such as Scripture.  This study does not portend to resolve or

clarify such issues; however, it may aid in positioning the rationale behind some of the different

positions taken in the aforementioned areas.  Thus, although in many respects Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s

technical work, in particular Bohm’s as a physicist, contributed to the development of their thinking

on freedom and time, the descriptions they offer for freedom and time have already been mostly

separated from their more technical work within their own respective writings.  Pylkkö himself, for

example, heavily relies upon the reports of quantum physicists, yet he is himself no physicist.  As

such, the proposed research will focus on the tentative trajectories of how their ideas on freedom and

time may potentially contribute to future theological reflection, leaving any detailed discussion or

review of their technical work unnecessary and a distraction from the present research. 

Nevertheless, although I will not engage the detailed interpretations of quantum physics, given the

attention that quantum physics has attracted in recent years, I will introduce the field and general

situation of quantum physics in a special section concerning some preliminary considerations below

within the prolegomenon of this introductory chapter.

The complex breadth and depth of the subjects to be focused upon in this study require some

additional specific delimitations.  (1) This study is primarily descriptive, not polemical, aiming for

clarifying issues, while only tentatively advancing implications and potential trajectories for any new

understandings of freedom and time and their relationship to theology through the works of the

selected individuals.  (2) Concerning the specific focus of the study–the perspectives of Bohm and
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Pylkkö concerning freedom and time–it must be noted that the study will not deliver any detailed or

definitive presentation of other aspects of their work (which extend very widely), except where

necessary for the sake of clarifying their positions on freedom and time.  (3) Concerning the various

interrelated issues that intersect with freedom, time, and God, the specific focus of this study will

necessarily be limited to the selected authors and a limited survey of pertinent secondary literature

that reflects directly upon the context of Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s contributions.

(4) Lastly, it must be emphasized that when describing the delimitations, and also scope, of a

study such as this, the severity of the divide between the two cultures cannot be overestimated.  This

is especially so when figures like Einstein and Heidegger are mentioned, and their followers are

featured, in today’s multi- and trans-disciplinary contexts, which are all in one way or another

subsumed under the two cultures’ phenomena.108  Although this study will not review the complete

historical details relating to the development of the two cultures, the original historical context that

initiated the two cultures nevertheless represents an unavoidable topic which must be addressed (see

Appendix) to provide some explanatory rationale for how the contemporary context today shapes the

issues and contours of the study itself.109  This must be done, insofar as both the original and

contemporary contexts impact upon the potential value of this study, given that the two cultures have

significantly affected how the concepts of freedom and time have been approached and applied to any

disciplines beyond philosophy and physics, including both theology and historical theology, where

religionists are often caught, unawares, within the academic vortex of the “two cultures”

battleground.  Indeed, whether theology and the study of religion should be a science, or a humanity,

108 The subjects introduced in this study, from quantum physics to postmodernism and theology, are
intimidating with expansive bibliographies addressing them.  As such, there are obvious limits to what any
single study can undertake when it addresses these subjects.  What is of most interest to this study is the
relationship between Einstein’s and Bohm’s ideas, on the one hand, and Heidegger’s and Pylkkö’s ideas, on the
other hand, which has too often been ignored within the two culture’s context, as noted above.

109 On this point, it is important to observe that Heidegger himself suggested that “at the root of these
controversies concerning the distinction between [the] two modes of inquiry is a repetition of what had already
been articulated in antiquity” with the Greeks, Greaves, Starting with Heidegger, 142.
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or a unique third culture remains a matter of some dispute that this study will and must also

address.110

Scope of the Study

To clarify the scope of the problem of the study also requires a few additional explanatory

comments.  The nature of the problem requires examining some additional adjacent issues pertaining

to the context of the discussions surrounding the sciences, the humanities, and religion to accurately

represent how the problem is actually understood by many people.  Specifically, in this introductory

chapter below, and in introducing the current dynamics surrounding the current manifestation of the

third culture in chapter two, I will expand upon a key point regarding the impact of this debate

between the two cultures and theology–that presently theology is a replicator of the conflict within

the two cultures concerning its understanding of the concepts of freedom and time.  In order to do

this, it will be necessary to include an overview of the major contours of the continuing popular and

academic debate over whether science and religion are compatible, and what role the humanities, as

the often ignored component of this debate, have in such a discussion.

Because of the confusion and ambiguity surrounding the above situation between science,

religion, and the humanities, the question of “how” religion should tackle the issues of freedom and

time, as a unique or third culture, becomes an issue in itself that must be clarified.  The relations of

110 To illustrate the problem within the context of the contemporary secular western academy, not
only is religion now frequently considered a humanity by the broader public academy, particularly with the
scientific community, but also part of a discipline long in decline.  For example, Brian Fraser observes of the
situation in British Columbia in Canada between 1945-1965, the very time when Snow’s two cultures
assessment was made, “when religious studies was classified as one of the humanities, it was identified with the
part of the curriculum that was shrinking rather than expanding.”  This situation came about as the “social
sciences began to replace the humanities as the dominant disciplines in the Faculty of Arts.”  Furthermore,
corresponding with the rise of the hard and softer social sciences, which are both part of the sciences, the
traditional humanities, outside of English, “either remained stationary or went into a period of decline, Brian
John Fraser, The Study of Religion in British Columbia: A State-of-the-Art Review (Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfrid
Laurier University Press, 1995), 43.  For more on the controversy concerning the methods of science and the
humanities over the subject matter of religion, and whether religious studies should be a part of the sciences or
humanities, see, for example, William J. Wainwright, “Introduction,” in God, Philosophy, and Academic Culture: A
Discussion between Scholars in the AAR and the APA, ed. William J. Wainwright (Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press, 1996), 3-12; and Robert J. Henle, “Science and the Humanities,” in Philosophy and Science as Modes of
Knowing: Selected Essays, ed. Alden L. Fisher and George B. Murray (New York, NY: Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1969), 3-4.  Henle expresses concern, from a time closer to Snow’s original lecture, that “science would, in this
new [emerging third] culture, [displace and] play all the knowledge roles played by philosophy, theology and
the humanities in pre-scientific culture,” ibid., 5.
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freedom and time in the sciences and the humanities will be shown to be reflected back upon

theology as a de facto third culture–that is, religion may already be a “third culture” of some sort, but

it isn’t helping at present to resolve the problems related to freedom and time.  Through exposing the

historical and contextual backdrop of the above discussions, a more fruitful pathway forward may be

articulated that correctly positions the contributions of Bohm and Pylkkö.

The process by which I will explore the efforts of the existing third culture to engage the

problem of freedom and time requires the exposure of the key element that divides the two cultures

in the academy.  This will be clarified by exploring how freedom and time are the key concepts

dividing the critical cross-cultural disciplines of (1) psychology and psychiatry, (2) economics, and

the (3) socio-political sciences.111  Like theology and religion, these three disciplines are singled out

because they have been particularly affected by the conflict between the two cultures, residing

distinctly “between” them and thus heavily impacted by the controversy surrounding them.  And

again, like theology and religion, they are also disciplines that are clearly divided over the function

and role that freedom and time should take within them.  Thus they demonstrate the challenge such

divided disciplines have influencing the broader academy today in productive ways.  Some have

already suggested, including Snow himself, that these three disciplines collectively constitute a third

culture which should mediate the two cultures, wherein the meanings and ethical and moral (and

therefore theological) implications of the two cultures can be applied and most directly studied.112 

That is, the third culture disciplines demonstrate the natural link between theology, religion, and the

two cultures.  However, as will be shown, they are not succeeding in resolving the conflict.

111 Such an overview is not ancillary to the present study’s focus on Bohm and Pylkkö, as they also
address issues beyond the narrow umbrella of the “two cultures” and theology, including, in particular, the
disciplines of psychology and psychiatry, economics, and the social and political sciences.

112 “Many now loosely consider Snow’s third culture as including economics, political science, and
indeed psychiatry,” Michael Robertson and Garry Walter, Ethics and Mental Health: The Patient, Profession and
Community (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2014), 180.  Importantly, however, Robertson and Walter also point out
that psychiatrists (their area of study) in particular experience the tension created by the two cultures, knowing
full well that “profound moral questions arise from this epistemic quandary,” ibid.  Others operating in the
health sciences concur.  See Warren T. Reich, “A Corrective for Bioethical Malaise: Revisiting the Cultural
Influences that Shaped the Identity of Bioethics,” in The Development of Bioethics in the United States, eds. Jeremy
R. Garrett, Fabrice Jotterand, and D. Christopher Ralston (New York, NY: Springer, 2013), 86.
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A contemporary review of the situation is, I believe, necessary for properly and fully illustrating

just why and how the sometimes apparently esoteric and obscure approaches toward freedom and

time in contemporary philosophy and physics impact the many practical fields of discourse,

particularly those constituting Snow’s third culture.  Even cursorily tracing such influences may prove

illuminative for understanding how many believe theology and religion should relate to the third

culture disciplines of psychology and psychiatry, economics, and the socio-political sciences,113 which

have all received extensive and explicit recent interest by religionists and theologians and all of which

utilize concepts of freedom and time inherited from the broader context of the two cultures of the

sciences and humanities.114  As all suggestions for further research at the end of the study will

presume the necessity of such an explanatory introduction, it should be provided early in the study

for the benefit of the reader throughout the study.

Contemporary Context and Value of the Study

This study represents both a multi-, inter-, and cross-disciplinary (perhaps cross-cultural)

study.  As such, it may be helpful to offer a few additional words concerning the somewhat unique

context behind the study, with an aim toward pointing out its value.  Indeed, with all of the prior

introductory comments in mind, one of the most important tasks of a more abstract, even esoteric

study such as this one is to highlight its practical implications and applications.  Toward this end, I

will briefly provide some additional contemporary context surrounding the complexities of this

particular project, which happen to be directly relevant to the contributions of Bohm and Pylkkö.

Perhaps a contemporary and historical comment may be apropos to illustrate the poignant

animosity between the two cultures.  The fact is, Heidegger has often been criticized by contemporary

113 It is a common sentiment today by advocates of religion that “theology can–and should–inform law,
medical ethics, economic policy, and just about every other practical consideration,” Casey Chalk, “The Glorious
Mission of Theology,” in The Catholic Thing at https://www.thecatholicthing.org/2018/02/01/the-glorious-
mission-of-theology/ (accessed February 1, 2018).

114 Again, the three disciplines of psychology and psychiatry, the socio-political sciences, and
economics, are specifically included as they have attracted an increasing interest from theologians and
religionists in recent times.  This is reflected in many contemporary authors, such as Anthony B. Bradley,
Something Seems Strange: Critical Essays on Christianity, Public Policy, and Contemporary Culture (Eugene, OR:
Wipf & Stock, 2016), xi.
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philosophy professors and others for his brief but seemingly unrepentant support of the National

Socialist Nazi movement and Adolf Hitler115 (“the Nazi pope to Hitler’s emperor”116) in Germany prior

to World War II.  It has, more specifically, been suggested that Heidegger’s alleged “irrationalism”117

contributed to his sympathies for fascist Nazism on the Right,118 which some have seen echoed in

more contemporary socio-cultural movements in politics.119  All this, in very complex ways, is

115 For example, Emmanuel Faye has argued that Nazism did in fact have connections with Heidegger’s
philosophy.  Emmanuel Faye, Heidegger, l’introduction du Nazisme dans la Philosophie (Paris, France: Albin
Michel S. A., 2005); now translated as Emmanuel Faye, Heidegger, The Introduction of Nazism into Philosophy in
Light of the Unpublished Seminars of 1933-1935, tr. Michael B. Smith with a foreword by Tom Rockmore
(London, UK: Yale University Press, 2009).  See also, Víctor Farías, Heidegger and Nazism (Philadelphia, PA:
Temple University Press, 1989); and Rüdiger Safranski, Heidegger: Between Good and Evil, tr. Ewald Osers
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999).

116 It has been claimed by one recent commentator that Heidegger aspired “to become, in effect the
Nazi pope to Hitler’s emperor,” which only failed because of the “collapse of the whole Nazi project,” Anthony E.
Mansueto and Maggie Mansueto, Spirituality and Dialectics (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2005), 102.

117 This is a frequent criticism of Heidegger.  For an overview and defense of Heidegger against the
claims of his “irrationalism,” see Shirley, Heidegger and Logic: The Place of Lógos in ‘Being and Time’, 141-147;
and Michael Bowler, “Heidegger on Hermeneutic Rationality: Ëüãïò and the World,” in Hermeneutic Rationality /
La rationalité herméneutique, eds. Maria Luísa Portocarrero, Luis António Umbelino and Andrzej Wierciñski
(Berlin, Germany: Lit Verlag, 2012), 220.

118 See the discussions in Lawrence Vogel, The Fragile “We”: Ethical Implications of Heidegger’s Being
and Time (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1994), 62-63; and Mark Basil Tanzer, Heidegger: The
Freedom of Dasein in the Early Heidegger (Amherst, NY: Humanity Books, 2002), esp. 12-21.

119 Mark Thompson, “Trump and the Dark History of Straight Talk,” at https://www.nytimes.com/
2016/08/28/opinion/sunday/trump-and-the-dark-history-of-straight-talk.html (accessed February 9, 2017). 
Thompson notes that Trump, in many ways a ‘cultural-literary’ intellectual’ of the ‘humanities’ for his
communicatory resonance with his followers, and Heidegger, both promoted, in essence, being ‘true to yourself’,
that is, authentic.  Thompson is worth quoting at length: “Modern authenticism began as a reaction to the
Enlightenment program to recast language to conform to the notion of Reason.  Immanuel Kant’s friend Johann
Georg Hamann was one of the first to make the case that, if you take ideas and words out of their behavioral and
cultural context, they lose meaning and relevance.  A purely rationalist language would no longer be able to
express community or faith.  Hamann’s contemporary, the philosopher Johann Gottfried Herder, made the
critical link between language, culture and nationhood, and soon authenticity of language became associated
with another product of Enlightenment thought: nationalism.

“These ideas entered European thought through a chain of influence that stretched from Hegel to
Kierkegaard to Nietzsche.  By the early 20th century, Martin Heidegger was distinguishing not just between
authentic and inauthentic modes of being, but between authentic and inauthentic language.

“Once you heard the voice of a man, and that voice knocked at your hearts, it wakened you, and you
followed that voice.”  That was Adolf Hitler, the man whom Heidegger would praise for helping the German
people rediscover their authentic essence, addressing government and Nazi party leaders in September 1936. 
According to Hitler, the miraculous appearance of the ‘voice’–by which he meant the profound bond between
himself and his audience that let him express their deepest feelings–allowed ordinary men and women, who
were ‘wavering, discouraged, fearful,’ to unite as a Volk, or national community.  It was at once a political and a
personal ‘voice’ that, thanks to the invention of radio, could reach out not just to audiences at political rallies,
but into any living room.

“Authenticism was banished to the fringes of politics after World War II and the defeat of European
fascism.  Technocratic policy-making delivered relative prosperity and security for the majority, and many
voters found the rationalist rhetoric of mainstream politicians credible.  Authenticism does not even rate a
mention in George Orwell’s landmark 1946 essay ‘Politics and the English Language.’  But the uncertainty and
division that have followed the global crash, mass migration and the West’s unhappy wars in the Middle East
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unavoidably entangled within contemporary Christianity as certain prominent conservative Religious

Right American theologians engage in these arenas,120 while at the same time the Roman Catholic

leader as of 2013, Pope Francis, is regarded by some as the Leftist “flag-bearer of the global” anti-

Right resistance121 (Francis’ leftism is notably in contrast to his more Right leaning predecessor

have given it a new opportunity.
Today’s authenticists come in many different guises, from pure anti-politicians like Mr. Trump and

Italy’s Beppe Grillo to mainstream mavericks as diverse as Britain’s Boris Johnson and Ted Cruz.  None of them
are Hitlerian in intent, but nationalism typically looms large (‘Make America Great Again!’), as does the explicit
or implicit contrast between the chosen community and a dangerous or unacceptable ‘other,’ which in 2016
almost always means elites and foreign immigrants,” ibid.  For a more sympathetic philosophical analysis of a
Heideggerian nature against totalitarianism, of either the Right or Left, see Hannah Arendt, and her critique of
modern society, as described by Mike Cosper, “Grinding Through the Pleasure Factory: Reading Arendt at
Disney World,” at https://www.cardus.ca/comment/article/4285/grinding-through-the-pleasure-factory-
reading-arendt-at-disney-world/ (accessed May 3, 2017).  For an insightful work discussing the role of
Heideggerian ontology in leadership, see Donna Ladkin, Rethinking Leadership: A New Look at Old Leadership
Questions (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2010), esp. 34, 107-109, 159-160. 

120 For an article describing the situation, see Ken Shepherd, “Theologian Wayne Grudem, Who Briefly
Recanted His Endorsement, Back on the Trump Train,” at http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2016/oct
/20/theologian-wayne-grudem-who-briefly-recanted-his-e/ (accessed March 2, 2017).  See also, Wayne
Grudem, Politics According to the Bible: A Comprehensive Resource for Understanding Modern Political Issues in
Light of Scripture (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2010); and, for the irony of it, Hemant Mehta, “Christian
Theologian: I Still Support Donald Trump Because Hillary Clinton is Worse Than Hitler,” at http://www.patheos.
com/blogs/friendlyatheist/2016/10/11/christian-theologian-i-still-support-donald-trump-because-hillary-clin
ton-is-worse-than-hitler/ (accessed March 2, 2017).  Note also, that opposite Trump, earlier in the campaign,
was the open socialist Bernie Sanders representing the Democratic Party.  His own views have recently received
attention relative to the issue of religious freedom.  Emma Green, “Bernie Sanders’s Religious Test for Christians
in Public Office,” at https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2017/06/bernie-sanders-chris-van-hollen-
russell-vought/529614/ (accessed June 8, 2017).

121 Austen Ivereigh, “Is the Pope the Anti-Trump?” at https://www.nytimes.com/2017/03/04/
opinion/sunday/is-the-pope-the-anti-trump.html (accessed March 4, 2017).  Ivereigh describes Trump and
Francis as “the world’s two most compelling populists,” despite the fact that their positions often express “the
diametrical opposition of their visions,” ibid.  They represent, in other words, ‘two cultures’, and their relevance
to the “two cultures” of the sciences and humanities which drives my study is apropos, as Trump supporters are
often accused of decrying the overreach of “Leftist scientists” into society, whereas Francis appears, by and
large, to support the greater reach and impact of “science” in society (e.g., climate change science).  See also,
George Neumayr, The Political Pope: How Pope Francis is Delighting the Liberal Left and Abandoning
Conservatives (New York, NY: Hachette Book Group, 2017).  Also noteworthy is that many campaign slogans
from the past decade of U.S. Presidential elections show that Republican candidates favor slogans referring to
the past and its role in defining the future, whereas Democrats focus on the future more than the past.  For a
collection of recent campaign slogans, see https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_U.S._presidential_campaign_
slogans (accessed May 12, 2017).  The point is that both recognize the role of “time” in their political visions, but
the way they emphasize it reveals certain biases and presuppositions.  The very words “conservative” and
“progressive,” as associated with the Republican Right and Democratic Left, respectively, demonstrate an
attitude toward “time.”  Of course, the issues are more complicated than this simple illustration, even as the
illustration is informative.  See also, Tobias Becker, “Chronopolitics: Time of Politics, Politics of Time, Politicized
Time,” at https://www.hsozkult.de/event/id/termine-39537 (accessed February 26, 2019).  As Becker
observes, “recently, Brexit and Trump have both been portrayed in terms of a temporal politics, as indicative of
‘being stuck in the past’ or the nostalgic yearning for a Golden Age,” ibid.
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Benedict XVI122).  Conversely, while Einstein has suffered no character attacks comparable to that

which Heidegger and his ideas have endured, it is nevertheless true that Einstein himself, and his

ideas, offer support to the idea that humans do not have free-will, a legacy that connects him with a

number of notorious figures and political movements throughout history that provide his theories

with dubious company and cast a shadow upon the auspices of the scientific community which

embraces them.  Such movements include several variants of communism and Marxism (both Soviet,

Chinese, and South American),123 controversial movements which also have passionate advocates

within Christianity, particularly through the controverted and ironically, yet intriguingly, named

122 For a recent critique of Pope Francis, see Gerald McDermott, “Is Pope Francis a Liberal Protestant?,”
at https://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2017/11/is-pope-francis-a-liberal-protestant (accessed
November 15, 2017).  For further insight into the current dynamics of higher education within the Catholic
church in the United States, see Anne Hendershott, “Taking the Catholic Out of Catholic Universities,” at
https://www.city-journal.org/html/taking-catholic-out-catholic-universities-15495.html (accessed November
27, 2017).  Also, for an interesting study on the complexities of the Roman Catholic church worldwide, see Arno
Tausch, “Global Catholicism in the Age of Mass Immigration and the Rise of Populism: Comparative Analyses,
Based on Recent ‘World Values Survey’ and ‘European Social Survey Data,’” at https://www.academia.edu/
30068865/Global_Catholicism_in_the_age_of_mass_migration_and_the_rise_of_populism_comparative_analyses_
based_on_recent_World_Values_Survey_and_European_Social_Survey_data (accessed January 17, 2018).  See
also, John Cornwell, “Pope vs. Pope: How Francis and Benedict’s Simmering Conflict Could Split the Catholic
Church,” at https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2018/10/pope-francis-benedict-conflict-catholic-church
(accessed November 2, 2018). 

It should be noted here that secular politics is very much part of the discussion about science and
religion, as notable politicians and religionists have clearly stated their opinions about the matter.  For example,
the conservative and former Alaskan Governor and U.S. Vice-Presidential candidate Sarah Palin has advocated
openness toward creationism and Intelligent Design in schools, whereas the progressives former U.S. President
Barack and his Vice-President Joe Biden have spoken against them.  See Ronald L. Numbers, “Scientific
Creationism and Intelligent Design,” in The Cambridge Companion to Science and Religion, ed. Peter Harrison
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 143.

123 For example, a number of Leftist Chinese communists, such as Zhang Songnian and Zhou Enlai,
praised Einstein’s theories, and connected them with their theories concerning communism, Danian Hu, China
and Albert Einstein: The Reception of the Physicist and His Theory in China, 1917-1979 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2005), 61.  Similarly, many Russian Soviet Marxists saw a “fundamental compatibility” with a
“substantial number of Einstein’s ideas with the Marxist philosophy of science.  Einstein’s belief in causality as
the supreme law of scientific explanation was firmly upheld by Soviet philosophers, as was his solid attachment
to the idea of continuity both in natural processes and in the growth of scientific thought,” Alexander Vucinich,
Einstein and Soviet Ideology (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2001), 1, 4.  Furthermore, many have
questioned the presence of free-will within Marxist philosophy, though this has been debated.  See the
discussion in J. J. O’Rourke, The Problem of Freedom in Marxist Thought: An Analysis of the Treatment of Human
Freedom by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Contemporary Soviet Philosophy (Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing,
1974), esp., 43; Paul Blackledge, Marxism and Ethics: Freedom, Desire, and Revolution (Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 2012), 4, 19-20; and David W. Lovell, From Marx to Lenin: An Evaluation of Marx’s
Responsibility for Soviet Authoritarianism (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1984), xi, 16-20, 56, 60,
193.  Proponents of Marxism would argue that “Marx believed that the concept of the state was the ‘realization
of rational freedom’, ibid., 193.  See also, Herbert Aptheker, The Nature of Human Democracy, Freedom and
Revolution (New York, NY: International Publishers, 1967), 71.
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movement known as Liberation Theology,124 which originated with leftist Catholics who have

consistently received accusations of Marxist sympathies.125  The paradoxes here are readily

apparent–Heidegger, the philosopher of freedom, was connected with Nazism, while Einstein, who

denied free-will, was a communist sympathizer tangentially linked with “liberation theology.”

Overall, the reality of this public socio-political situation reaffirms that the “two cultures” can, at

times, be manifested or replicated within varying popular ideologies in society, whether in

Christianity or merely throughout the broader western society.  More specifically, the two cultures

can also be manifested in varying representations of populism and elitism in given socio-political

circumstances, and either side, the so-called Right or Left, can be associated with populism (the

‘humanities’) or elitism (the ‘sciences’) in differing contexts.  That is, some populist figures may be

classified as representatives of the Right, while other populist figures are known socialists with

communist or Marxist sympathies, and some polls suggest either variant of populist would have had

the better chance of defeating the elitist candidates.126  Similarly, it is noteworthy that some populists

124 See, for example, Craig L. Nessan, The Vitality of Liberation Theology (Eugene, OR: Pickwick
Publications, 2012), 108; Christian Smith, The Emergence of Liberation Theology: Radical Religion and Social
Movement Theory (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1991), 29-30; John R. Pottenger, The Political
Theory of Liberation Theology: Toward a Reconvergence of Social Values and Social Science (Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 1989), 64-98; Arthur F. McGovern, Liberation Theology and Its Critics: Toward an
Assessment (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2009); Dennis McCann, Realism & Liberation Theology: Practical
Theologies in Creative Conflict (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2001); Bernard V. Brady, Essential Catholic Social
Thought (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2008), 161; and Leonardo Boff, Introducing Liberation Theology
(Tunbridge Wells, Kent, UK: Burns & Oates, 1987).

125 For example, see Randall W. Reed, A Clash of Ideologies: Marxism, Liberation Theology, and
Apocalypticism in New Testament Studies (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2010), 27; Paul E. Sigmund, Liberation Theology
at the Crossroads: Democracy or Revolution (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1990), 4; and Phillip
Berryman, Liberation Theology: The Essential Facts About the Revolutionary Movement in Latin America–and
Beyond (New York, NY: Pantheon Books, 1987).

126 Thus, it seems, the extremes dominate.  See “2016 General Election: Trump vs. Sanders,” at
http://elections.huffingtonpost.com/pollster /2016-general-election-trump-vs-sanders (accessed October 23,
2017).  Note also, Jesse Yomtov, “Would Bernie Sanders have Defeated Donald Trump?,” at
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/onpolitics/2016/11/09/bernie-sanders-donald-trump/9353
0352/ (accessed November 9, 2016); “General Election: Trump vs. Sanders,” at https://www.realclear
politics.com/epolls/2016/president/us/general_election_trump_vs_sanders -5565.html (accessed October 23,
2017); Julia Glum, “Election 2020: Poll Shows Joe Biden and Bernie Sanders Would Beat Donald Trump,” at
http://www.newsweek.com/bernie-sanders-joe-biden-trump-reelection-poll- 638432 (Accessed July 18,
2017); Paul Sperry, “Don’t be Fooled by Bernie Sanders–He’s a Diehard Communist,” at
http://nypost.com/2016/01/16/don’t-be-fooled-by-bernie-sanders-hes-a-diehard-communist/ (accessed
January 16, 2016); and Joseph Betz, “Commentary: Understanding Bernie Sanders’ Brand of Socialism,” at
http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/opinion/commentary/ct-bernie-sanders-democratic-socialism-201602
23-story.html (accessed February 23, 2016).  The purpose of this note is to make the point that both Trump, on
the Right, and Sanders, on the Left, were both roughly equally popular in the 2016 election cycle, and both
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on the Right defy many of the stereotypes of the Right and Left, exposing some of the fault lines127

separating the elites on the Right and Left and the populist tendencies of the Right and Left.128

In brief, yes, this study does dig toward unearthing the roots of some of the hot issues of the day

not only in the academic world, but also in the contemporary public, political, and Christian world

concerning, however tangentially or directly, freedom and time, and yes, both Bohm and Pylkkö’s

writings make these connections directly relevant as they both address politics.  Perhaps, then, while

this dissertation may not resolve the contentious discussions that one may have experienced at

holiday dinner tables with extended family members or friends, it may, in some way, help one to

understand just why such contentions arise in the first place.  No matter how “insane” or irrational the

other side’s argumentation may appear, their arguments just don’t “go away.”  This study is, in a

roundabout way, asking “why” this is so.  Indeed, in contrast to the simplistic bifurcation that exists in

the minds of some between the highly popularized “Left” and “Right” on socio-politico-theological

issues in Western circles, I trust the study will demonstrate that the issues are considerably more

complicated than many presume, even as these broader labels do have some meaning within

discussions about the natures of freedom and time.

represented “populist” tendencies of the Right and Left, respectively.
127 David Azerrad, “America Divided: Trumpism Emerges Where Left and Right Fall Short,” at

http://www.heritage.org/conservatism/commentary/the-clash-ideologies-america-divided-trumpism-emerges
-where-left-and-right (accessed October 23, 2017).  Azerrad claims that “Trumpist populism offers a clearer
view of the fault lines of American politics than any of the competing worldviews on the Left and the Right,” ibid. 
In this sense, Trump has proven a helpful aid in clarifying the situation in society that may help us move beyond
the stagnation of the Left and Right, if society chooses to learn from what Trump brings to light.  For more on the
complexities driving the crisis in the United States, see Charles Murray, Coming Apart: The State of White
America, 1960-2010 (New York, NY: Random House, 2013).  Murray focuses on the “rich” vs. the “poor,” which
could also be described loosely as the ‘rich beneficiaries of science’ vs. the ‘poor victims of rural-humanities
decline.’

128 The #NeverTrump movement is actually spearheaded by many more traditional conservative
intellectuals such as Jonah Goldberg, Bill Kristol, Ben Shapiro, Bret Stephens, and George Will, demonstrating
there is a genuine discussion taking place amongst conservative intellectuals about the true meaning of
“conservatism” in the broad sense as it is used in the United States.  Note in particular, Jonah Goldberg, “Sorry, I
Still Won’t Ever Vote for Trump,” at http://www.nationalreview.com/article/435686/donald-trump-republican
-nomination-I-still-wont-vote-him (accessed May 21, 2016).  Popular amongst this broader group is the thesis
that Nazism is, contra the leftist opinion, actually a product of leftist thinking, not the Right and Trump.  See
Dinesh D’Souza, The Big Lie: Exposing the Nazi Roots of the American Left (Washington, D. C.: Regnery Publishing,
2017).  Furthermore, while Trump is not known for his personal kindness and decorum, many conservatives
lament this, such as Arthur C. Brooks, Love Your Enemies: How Decent People Can Save America from the Culture
of Contempt (New York, NY: Broadside Books, 2019).
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The above colorful and controversial anecdote may help further illustrate the value of why this

study is seeking to address the mysteries of freedom and time within the broader two cultures’

milieu.  Rather than address the issues yet again from a limited technical perspective buried within

the confines of the academy in either theological, philosophical, or physics circles, it may be best to

explicitly bring into the background of this study the potential consequences of the divergence of

interpretations on the two critical concepts of freedom and time.  Yet, of course, beyond the above

considerations at the more popular or social level, the study also seeks to uncover and explain more

about the fundamental philosophical mysteries of freedom and time in their own right, and how one’s

interpretation of them creates such a significant impact upon theology, which then, as I’ve just

explained, has the potential to influence the entirety of society.  In short, no, this is not merely a

sociological study, but a philosophical and theological study with a sensitivity to the appropriate

historical and sociological contexts that have defined how freedom and time are discussed.

Indeed, having shared the above, were one to wonder if the colorfully heated animosity that we

sometimes find in mainstream political rhetoric in the United States is actually relevant within

philosophical, theological, and physics discussions, it appears that it is indeed.  However, the

animosity between academic cultures is complicated by the fact that, for example, when physicists or

philosophers write about freedom or time, they usually do so only with those from their own

discipline as their dialogue partners.  This has created a “split field” of academic and popular

literature on the subjects of freedom and time, which is often reflected in the relevant bibliographies. 

Furthermore, of course, when the two camps aren’t simply ignoring or neglecting each other, their

limited interactions have often demonstrated pointed animosity.  This has proven especially true for
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self-proclaimed Heideggerians129 and Bohmians,130 in particular, whenever respective advocates of

either group engage the “mainstream” academy.

It appears the closer one gets to the actual source of the conflict between the two cultures–that

of freedom and time–the more heated the conflict becomes, provided the opposition isn’t ignored or

blackballed altogether!  In other words, the situation between Heideggerians, Bohmians, and their

respective opponents seems, upon forced interaction, to mirror the situation between, for example,

the “mainstream media” and various populist figures, as alluded to above,131 and some of the

129 To support my point, according to Iain Thompson, “on hearing the [Heideggerian] expression
‘ontotheology,’ many philosophers start looking for the door” to exit the room because they believe the
presentation to be irrelevant nonsense, Iain Thomson, Heidegger on Ontotheology: Technology and the Politics of
Education (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 7.  Besides applying to many analytically trained
philosophers, Thomson’s observation would most certainly include almost all practicing physicists, as well as
many theologians.  Thomson’s pun has been picked up by others, such as J. Aaron Simmons and Bruce Ellis
Benson, The New Phenomenology: A Philosophical Introduction (New York, NY: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013),
246 n. 5; and Louis S. Berger, Human Development, Language and the Future of Mankind: The Madness of
Culture (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 25, reflecting the sometimes unspoken disdain by either side
of the debates between the “two cultures” within philosophy, as well as theology.

130 Within the physics community, although Bohm was universally respected as a promising physicist
early in his career, once he broached some of the more philosophical issues behind the interpretation of
quantum physics, many began to ignore him and his challenging theories which appeared empirically
unprovable.  Additionally, “[Bohm] associated himself in ways that wasn’t worthy of him with all kinds of talk of
parallels between quantum mechanics and Buddhism and became a New Age icon.  It’s a sad story.  Bohm
expected and had every right to expect that his theory was just going to change the whole landscape and instead
it was completely ignored,” David Z. Albert, as cited in Martha Nochimson, David Lynch Swerves: Uncertainty
from Lost Highway to Inland Empire (Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 2013), 196.  M. López Corredoira
affirms that Bohm’s “work has largely been ignored by the scientific community.  This behavior is indeed
consistent with . . . [the eminent physicist J. Robert] Oppenheimer’s famous words against David Bohm: ‘If we
cannot disprove David Bohm, we must choose to ignore him,’” M. López Corredoira, “Is Ethics in Science an
Oxymoron?” in Against the Tide: A Critical Review by Scientists of How Physics & Astronomy Get Done, eds. Martín
López Corredoira and Carlos Castro Perelman (Boca Raton, FL: Universal Publishers, 2008), 261.  See also, Peat,
Infinite Potential: The Life and Times of David Bohm, 133; Kent A. Peacock, The Quantum Revolution: A Historical
Perspective (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2008), 135; Philip A. Stahl, Beyond Atheism, Beyond God: The Quest
for Transcendent Being (Bloomington, IN: iUniverse, 2013), 146-147; and Neil Kramer, The Unfoldment: The
Organic Path to Clarity, Power, and Transformation (Pompton Plains, NJ: The Career Press, 2012), 42.

131 Heidegger’s association with Nazism has forced his readers and advocates to defend, not just
Heidegger, but even themselves from accusations of ethnic, religious, and cultural bigotry.  See, for example,
Michael Marder, “A Fight for the Right to Read Heidegger,” at https://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/07
/20/a-fight-for-the-right-to-read-heidegger/ (accessed July 20, 2014).  Marder complains: “Of course, none of
the recent revelations about Heidegger should be suppressed or dismissed. But neither should they turn into
mantras and formulas, meant to discredit one of the most original philosophical frameworks of the past century. 
At issue are not only concepts (such as ‘being-in-the-world’) or methodologies (such as ‘hermeneutical
ontology’) but the ever fresh way of thinking that holds in store countless possibilities that are not sanctioned
by the prevalent techno-scientific rationality, which governs much of philosophy within the walls of the
academia.  It is, in fact, these possibilities that are the true targets of Heidegger’s detractors, who are
determined to smear the entirety of his thought and work with the double charge of Nazism and anti-Semitism.

“Now, if canonical philosophers were blacklisted based on their prejudices and political engagements,
then there wouldn’t be all that many left in the Western tradition.  Plato and Aristotle would be out as defenders
of slavery and chauvinism; St. Augustine would be expelled for his intolerance toward heretics and ‘heathens’;
Hegel would be banned for his unconditional admiration for Napoleon Bonaparte, in whom he saw ‘world spirit
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philosophical reasons for the divide actually appear related to the above analogy and the context of

this study.  All too often, the general populace within each side ignores the ‘Other’ in their day-to-day

lives, but when forced to confront the ‘Other,’ the exchanges often become toxic, with neither side

persuading the other, resulting in polarization.132  This is manifested clearly through the popular

news and mainstream culture as well, especially for politicized and polarized issues like climate

change or global warming,133 which happens to be directly relevant to discussions about the role of

the sciences and humanities in society.  The very idea of “settled science” is anathema to some

Heideggerians, whereas, conversely, opposition to the idea that academic philosophy is legitimately

“stories of interpretation” is part and parcel of the scientific worldview.

on horseback.’
“As for Heidegger himself, those minimally versed in his thought will know–whether they admit it or

not–that his anti-Semitism contradicts both the spirit and the letter of his texts, regardless of the ontological or
metaphysical mantle he bestows upon anti-Semitic discourse.  Perhaps the German thinker did not sense this
contradiction, but this does not mean that it was not there,” ibid.  Similarly, Donald Trump and his followers
have faced accusations of ethnic, religious, and cultural bigotry that may belie his broader political philosophy. 
See, for example, Lydia O’Connor and Daniel Marans, “Here Are 16 Examples of Donald Trump Being Racist,” at 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/president-donald-trump-racist-examples_us_584f2ccae4b0bd9c3dfe55
66 (accessed December 13, 2016).  For more on the general political divide in the contemporary United States,
see also, Charles Lipson, “Why America’s Political Crisis is so Profound,” at  https://www.realclearpolitics.com
/articles/2017/05/30/why_americas_political_crisis_is_so_profound_134037.html (accessed May 30, 2017).

132 For three of the better recent academic discussions about the broader phenomena of polarization,
see Kevin Arceneaux and Martin Johnson, Changing Minds or Changing Channels?: Partisan News in an Age of
Choice (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2013); Matthew Levendusky, How Partisan Media Polarize
America (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2013); and Natalie Jomini Stroud, Niche News: The Politics
of News Choice (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2011).  In relation to the problem of polarization in the
news and political world, the cult of expertise has created yet another problem that is related to the “two
cultures,” though, in this case, it can become the culture of elites (experts) and the culture of the common
person.  It, too, has no easy resolutions.  For more, and conflicting perspectives, see Tom Nichols, The Death of
Expertise: The Campaign Against Established Knowledge and Why it Matters (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press,
2017); Patrick M. Wood, Technocracy Rising: The Trojan Horse of Global Transformation (Mesa, AZ: Coherent
Publishing, 2015); and Philip E. Tetlock, Expert Political Judgement: How Good Is It?  How Can We Know?
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2005).  See also, Jonah Goldberg, “The Center Does Not Hold” (August
17, 2018), in National Review, at https://www.nationalreview.com/2018/08/trump-and-obama-ignore-political
-center-amp-up-base/ (accessed August 17, 2018).

133 A clear, and controversial, example of this phenomena can also be found in the idea that the
conclusions of those advocating climate change or global warming represents “settled science.”  A Heideggerian
would suggest that the very idea of “settled science” is oxymoronic, as science can never be settled when applied
to the real world of human interpretation and activity.  For interesting overviews on this, see David J. Stump,
Conceptual Change and the Philosophy of Science: Alternative Interpretations of the A Priori (New York, NY:
Routledge, 2015), 1-2; for a couple conservatives, see Roger L. Simon, I Know Best: How Moral Narcissism is
Destroying Our Republic, If It Hasn’t Already (New York, NY: Encounter Books, 2016); and Michael Hart, Hubris:
The Troubling Science, Economics, and Politics of Climate Change (Ottawa, Canada: Compleat Desktops
Publishing, 2015), 25-70.  For a more scientific progressive perspective, see Chris Mooney, The Republican
Brain: The Science of Why They Deny Science–and Reality (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2012); and Chris
Mooney, The Republican War on Science, revised (New York, NY: Basic Books, 2007).
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Plan of Study

Methodology

The first goal of this study is to provide some additional background information in this

introductory chapter to address some important preliminary considerations concerning the

challenges of a study focusing on freedom and time within the “two cultures” milieu.  In doing so the

study will also examine how the idea of a third culture, and its current manifestation, as well as the

debates between science and religion, and the humanities and religion, fit into discussions about the

concepts of freedom and time.  Such an overview will also help illustrate the significance and

implications of this study, given that the “two cultures” context overshadows most of the

contemporary discussions concerning freedom and time, limiting, either explicitly or implicitly, the

ways in which many scholars are able to advance possible solutions to the problems concerning

freedom and time throughout the various sub-disciplines beneath the sciences and humanities.134 

One final preliminary issue that will be addressed below in this introductory chapter is why quantum

physics in particular has been such an inspiration to so many contemporary philosophers.  This

includes why it, uniquely, in the most forceful manner yet in history, has created so many intuitive

problems for those discussing the concepts of freedom and time, and has inspired the need for a true

third culture.

The second goal, undertaken in chapter 2, will be to briefly review the scope and contemporary

impact of the “two cultures” upon the academic community, both within the conflict between science

and religion (thus expanding upon the preliminary issues exposed below in this chapter), and also

directly in the third culture disciplines of psychology and psychiatry, economics, and the socio-

political sciences, exploring each of them in turn with a brief comparative contrast, focusing in

particular upon the concepts of freedom and time as they appear within these disciplines.  This will be

done to aid in clearly identifying the breadth and depth of the conflict between the two cultures’

134 Unfortunately, no matter the sub-discipline, most contemporary studies that discuss either freedom
or time are conducted exclusively within one overarching culture, either the sciences or humanities, and often
adherents promoting the dominance of one culture struggle to see the relevance of the scholarship generated
from those working from the other culture.
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interpretations of freedom and time.  Such a survey will also open up the different forms that the idea

of a third culture has taken, thus far,135 to mediate the two cultures, which has lately become popular

in the scholarly and popular literature.136

For the third and forth goals, this dissertation will systematically examine, in turn, Bohm and

Pylkkö’s views on freedom, time, and their interrelationship in chapters 3 and 4, demonstrating that

they are indeed at the forefront of the question from the disciplines of physics and philosophy and

sensitive to the conflicting two cultures.  As I introduce their work, I will also explain how the

previous foundations provided by Einstein and Heidegger influenced their own respective

contributions.  Additionally, it will be shown that their efforts are indeed in many ways parallel,

illustrating that the “two cultures” tensions concerning freedom and time are in fact well grounded in

some of the latest contemporary reflections and developments in physics and philosophy.

The final and fifth goal, undertaken in chapter 5, will be to evaluate Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s

collective potential role in resolving the conflicting “two cultures” contributions to the problem of

135 Celina Raffl suggests “there exists no unifying perspective of the notion of the Third Culture. 
According to my understanding of the term, a Third Culture should be a new emerging culture based on a new
way of thinking.  I see the Third Culture as a new principle or paradigm that emerges from interaction of
researches of various disciplines as well as with other parts of our social system, such as polity, economy, and
culture, with stakeholders from outside academia, such as decision-makers, politicians, businessmen, activists,
or non-governmental organizations,” Celina E. Raffl, “The Two Cultures: A Third Look,” in Cybernetics and
Systems, ed. R. Trappl (Vienna, Austria: Austrian Society for Cybernetic Studies, 2006), 321.

136 The issues become more complex and philosophical the further one reads into the literature.  The
call for a “third culture” has already been made, as noted above, and by necessity it will probably continue to
emerge on its own in both the popular or mainstream world and the academic world.  The only real question is,
what form will the third culture take?  And who will define it?  As Søren Brier observes, “we are moving into a
Third Culture: using all our knowledge and creative powers, we might be able to create a Third Culture in which
art and science work together to create knowledge, a culture beyond the dichotomy separating Snow’s cultures
of science, technology, power and money, on the one hand, and the humanities, the arts, the social sciences,
ethics, and aesthetics on the other.”  Importantly, Brier notes that “we have discovered that science, philosophy,
and religion cannot eliminate metaphysics and that neither can Protestant Christianity.  Today we must work
with metaphysics in a reflective way,” Søren Brier, Cybersemiotics: Why Information Is Not Enough (Toronto,
Canada: University of Toronto Press, 2008), 142.  Brier does not consider the pragmatic existence of psychology,
the socio-political sciences, and economics as adequate to address what a true “third culture” should resolve,
seeing deeper philosophical or metaphysical issues at play.  Brier, rather, hopes himself to help “create a third
culture, one that transcends the incommensurability between C. P. Snow’s two cultures: science-technology, and
the humanities and social sciences.  I am trying to draw a map onto which a multitude of viewpoints can be
plotted and their subject areas characterized and compared with other approaches.  By erecting this framework
I hope to expand the dialogue between sciences, the humanities, the social sciences, philosophy, and the
existential quest to broaden our concept of reason in accordance with my stance toward making common
frames for the open and systematic pursuits of knowledge and meaning,” ibid., 13.  Such a framework or model
would describe “the functional relationships among traditional science, philosophy, religion, and politics” and,
as such, constitute a “Third Culture” where “Snow’s two cultures of the sciences and the humanities” were finally
united, ibid., 135.  Brier’s project remains incomplete yet ongoing, and will face competition.
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understanding the relationship of God to freedom and time, and thus, in turn, generate new

theological reflections concerning how the concept of God might better relate to freedom and time in

the various disciplines.  This will include, but not explore in detail, popular interpretations of

Scriptural subjects, in an effort to position the contribution of this study to show the potential of

Scripture to resolve the conflict137 in dialogue with philosophical developments.  Chapter 6 will

summarize the findings of the study and offer suggestions for further research.

Prolegomenon to Freedom and Time: Understanding the Two Cultures
of the Sciences and Humanities

As I trust the extensive introduction thus far has demonstrated, when one steps back from the

situation to take a glance at the big picture, the magnitude of the problem becomes more clear.  If the

concepts of freedom and time are understood in conflicting ways by the two cultures,138 and

advocates of religion likewise fall into this same trap, then this demonstrates that religion as a

discipline is not presently a mediator of the conflict between the two cultures nor an effective third

culture discipline in itself.  As such, the question then becomes, in what direction should one look for

resolving the quagmire, especially for the honest aspirant advocate of a meaningful theology in

today’s complex world?

To fully appreciate the challenging nature of the previous question, it is important to remember

that traditional (analytic) philosophy prior to Heidegger, at least in his view, functioned as “theology”

137 In the process of undertaking some tentative steps to explaining how Scripture might, in the end,
provide some original data to break the impasse that it itself seems to have encouraged in the use of Scripture to
support the two cultures, I would point toward John Peckham’s Canonical Theology: The Biblical Canon, Sola
Scriptura, and Theological Method.  The purpose in doing so will be to explain just what kinds of conceptual data
within Scripture should have explanatory priority over and against traditional concepts with which the two
cultures have operated and with which most religionists have also previously worked.

138 The core problem is that the two cultures do not share a conceptual system, yet, at the same time,
employ the same words, freedom and time, which ground many other key concepts within the two cultures,
with different meanings.  Such a situation creates a difficult situation to analyze ‘objectively,’ as there is no
agreed upon system of concepts to offer such an evaluation.  Rather, as the physicist Wolfgang Pauli once
reportedly remarked of a paper he read and disagreed with, “it is not right.  It is not even wrong!”  The point is,
“to claim that a scholarly or scientific paper is ‘not even wrong’ suggests that the author and the critic do not
share the same conceptual system so that a judgment is not even possible,” Arnold H. Modell, “Metaphor,
Meaning, and the Mind,” in Metaphor and Fields: Common Ground, Common Language, and the Future of
Psychoanalysis, ed. S. Montana Katz (New York, NY: Routledge, 2013), 59.
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in its pursuit of metaphysics,139 and historically saw itself as “science.”140  Although seemingly distant

from the ‘mathematical natural sciences’ we are familiar with today, during the time of the early

Greek philosophers, what was then known as the “humanities” soon became conjoined with the

mathematically inspired neo-Platonic metaphysical-theology,141 which carried an air of objective

certitude about itself in the minds of most leading thinkers at that time that later secularized science

would usurp from both theology and the so-called humanities.142

139 Heidegger, Identity and Difference, 54.
140 Moreover, as explained by Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature: Thirtieth-Anniversary

Edition, with Michael Williams and David Bromwich (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009), 131, the
modern philosophers saw their own task as one to preserve the scientific side of philosophy from oppressive
theological constructions and socio-political edifices.  Rorty explains that “looking backward we see [René]
Descartes and [Thomas] Hobbes as ‘beginning modern philosophy, but they thought of their own cultural role in
terms of what [William Edward Hartpole] Lecky was to call ‘the warfare between science and theology’ [in
History of the Rise and Influence of the Spirit of Rationalism in Europe].  They were fighting (albeit discreetly) to
make the intellectual world safe for Copernicus and Galileo. . . .  [Hobbes] had no wish to distinguish what he
was doing from something else called ‘science.’  It was not until after Kant that our modern philosophy-science
distinction took hold,” ibid.

141 Plato identified “the ‘one’ in mathematics with the ‘One’ in metaphysics (God)” and made “all
knowledge and all reality dependant upon the ‘One’ and ‘Good’ secundum se, which is contemplated in the divine
science of metaphysics,” James A. Weisheipl, “The Nature, Scope, and Classification of the Sciences,” in Science in
the Middle Ages, ed. David C. Lindberg (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1978), 477.  See also, Jean
Grondin, Introduction to Metaphysics: From Parmenides to Levinas (New York, NY: Columbia University Press,
2012), 35.  As Karl Smith explains from a contemporary platonic perspective: “Mathematics is the foundation
and lifeblood of nearly all human endeavors.”  Thus, the “ambiguity” surrounding mathematics “should be
consoling.  It suggests that mathematics has so many mansions that there is room for everyone,” meaning
mathematics has a role in “the natural sciences, in the social sciences, and in the humanities,” Karl Smith, The
Nature of Mathematics 11th ed. (Belmont, CA: Thomson Higher Education, 2007), 955-e2.  As such, “the case of
mathematics and that of the arts require special attention.  Applied mathematics certainly belongs with the
sciences, but pure mathematics has always been touchy about being ascribed direct empirical relevance.  As
part of the old culture, it could easily claim a place among the humanities” and the heritage of Platonic
rationalism, Abraham Edel, Interpreting Education, Vol. 3 (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1985),
268.  See also, Stephen Toulmin, Return to Reason (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003), 31-32; and
Jean Grondin, Sources of Hermeneutics (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1995), 131-133.

142 Jan Faye, “Neo-modernisn: A New Approach to the Humanities,” in The Object of Study in the
Humanities, ed. Julio Jensen (Gylling, Denmark: Narayana Press, 2004), 49.  Faye observes that the Roman
philosopher “Cicero saw Studio humanitatis, the reading of the classical texts, as a means to becoming a perfect
human being.  The attempt to give the Humanities a professional content was of secondary importance until the
Humanities acquired certain characteristics of being science during the Enlightenment.

“In the two hundred years that followed, the Humanities matured and transformed into the human
sciences, an era sometimes known as modernism.  But since the 1960’s strong reactions against what people
saw as the scientism of the Humanities have haunted many intellectual groups,” leading to the formal division
between the new Heideggerian humanities and the Snow-inspired empirical sciences, ibid.  Today, then, the
situation has been ironically reversed in some postmodern circles, wherein it is claimed that mathematics is a
human invention.  For a brief review and critique of this position, see Lynn Gamwell, Mathematics and Art: A
Cultural History (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2016), 509-510.
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It is no mere coincidence that both mathematics (the foundation of Pythagorean-Platonic

metaphysics143 and later modern natural science144) and Christian theology (influenced historically by

Augustine’s mathematical145 and neo-platonic reflections) have shared the appellation, at different

times, of the “queen of the sciences,”146 and that the relationship and connections between theology,

mathematics, and science, or what would become natural science (astronomy, physics, chemistry,

biology), has been frequently revisited.147  Lately, many have lamented this relationship primarily

143 Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy (New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 1945), 37.
144 Stephen Prickett makes reference to “E. A. Burtt’s now widely accepted thesis that the foundations

of modern science lie not in the Aristotelian tradition of observation and experiment, but in Platonic mysticism,”
Stephen Prickett, Narrative, Religion and Science: Fundamentalism Versus Irony, 1700-1999 (New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), 185.  See also, E. A. Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science
(Mineola, NY: Dover, 2003).

145 Reuben Hersh, What is Mathematics, Really? (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1997), 103-106.
146 Richard Lennan, An Introduction to Catholic Theology (Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 1998), 119; Hugh

Duffy, Queen of the Sciences: The Special Relationship Between Catholic Theology and Liberal Education (Cork Hill
Press, 2004); Amir Alexander, Infinitesimal: How a Dangerous Mathematical Theory Shaped the Modern
World (London, UK: Oneworld Publications, 2014); and Timothy Gowers, June Barrow-Green, and Imre Leader,
eds. The Princeton Companion to Mathematics (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008), 756.  For more
on the longstanding mystery of mathematics and its relationship to philosophy and Christian theology, see
Nancy R. Pearcey and Charles B. Thaxton, The Soul of Science: Christian Faith and Natural Philosophy (Wheaton,
IL: Crossway Books, 1994), 123-161.  Essentially, Platonic inspired philosophers arrived at the same
conclusions for both mathematics and spiritual realities, leading toward a sort of “timelessness” for ultimate
reality, which included the human soul and God–timelessness was what they shared in common.  As Roman
Murawski explains, Plato “claimed that the subject of mathematics are mathematical (arithmetical and
geometrical) ideas (or forms).  They are real entities conceived as being independent of perception and being
apprehended, as being capable of absolutely precise definition and as being absolutely permanent, that is to say
timeless or eternal.  Hence a mathematician does not create mathematical objects and their properties but does
discover them. . . .  Mathematics is very close to Plato’s ideal of knowledge because it abstracts from changeable
phenomena and concentrates on unchangeable, timeless, mind-independent and definite objects and relations
between them. . . .  Hence mathematics is a science whose aim is the description of timeless, mind-independent
and definite mathematical objects (ideas) and their mutual relations,” Roman Murawski, “Did Leibniz and
Newton Discover or Create the Calculus?,” in Topics in Logic, Philosophy and Foundations of Mathematics and
Computer Science, eds. S. Krajewski et al. (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: IOS Press, 2007), 250.  Of course, many
other theological conclusions can be drawn from the mathematically dominated platonic philosophy.  For
example, Craig Eisendrath contends that “this timeless world, which the soul can understand, is curiously much
like the soul.  Plato writes, ‘The soul is most like that which is divine, immortal, intelligible, uniform, indissoluble,
and ever self-consistent and invariable. . .’.  The soul has within itself the entire timeless world of ideas, which is
God, so that God is immanent in each of us,” Craig Eisendrath, Beyond Permanence (Bloomington, IN: Xlibris,
2011), 59.

147 For a history of the relationship between mathematics and science, see Loren Graham and Jean-
Michel Kantor, Naming Infinity: A True Story of Religious Mysticism and Mathematical Creativity (Belknap Press,
2009); and Rudolf Steiner, The Origins of Natural Science (London, UK: Rudolf Steiner Press, 1985).  For a review
of the integral relationship mathematics has had with theology, see T. Koetsier and L. Bergmans, eds.
Mathematics and the Divine: A Historical Study (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Elsevier, 2005); Andrew Fletcher,
Quantum God, Fractal Jesus: How Isaac Newton Redefined God Without Really Meaning To, And Why We Really
Don’t Get God (Monument, CO: TOK Seminars, 2012); and Daniel J. Cohen, Equations from God: Pure Mathematics
and Victorian Faith (Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Press, 2008).  Note that many questions are
frequently raised concerning the freedom of the human mind and the foundation of objectivity in all forms of
‘science’, mathematics: “If the subject matter of mathematics is as these [ontological] realists say it is, then the
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because of how mathematics is, or became, so intricately related to calculative/computative

determinism, especially in nature, as well as dominating the very essence of ‘science’148 (one famous

definition of science is the “art of the soluble”149).  This situation has raised a number of questions

about freedom from scholars and specialists in a variety of disciplines while generally determining

truths of mathematics are independent of anything contingent about the physical universe and anything
contingent about the human mind, the community of mathematicians, and so on.  What of apriority?  The
connection with Plato might suggest the existence of a quasi-mystical connection between humans and the
abstract and detached mathematical realm. . . .  Without this quasi-mystical connection to the mathematical
realm, the ontological realist is left with a deep epistemic problem,” Stewart Shapiro, ed. The Oxford Handbook of
Philosophy of Mathematics and Logic (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2005), 6. 

148 The origin of the word “science” as we use it today is relatively recent, from the 17th century,
although the concept can be found in ancient Greece and elsewhere.  See, for example, Muin-ud-Din Ahmad
Khan, A Challenging Encounter with the West: Origin and Development of Experimental Science (Dhaka,
Bangladesh: Bangladesh Institute of Islamic Thought, 1997), 1-78; and Gerald Holton and Stephen G. Brush,
Physics–The Human Adventure: From Copernicus to Einstein and Beyond (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University
Press, 2004), 158.  In a critically insightful paragraph, Robert Rosen explains his “contention that mathematics
took a disastrous wrong turn some time in the sixth century B.C.  This wrong turn can be expressed as an
ongoing attempt, since then, to identify effectiveness with computability.  That identification is nowadays
associated with the name of Alonzo Church and is embodied in Church’s Thesis.  But Church was only among the
latest in a long line going back to the original culprit.  And that was no less than Pythagoras himself. . . .  The
impact of that wrong turn, made so long ago, has spread far beyond mathematics.  It has entangled itself into our
most basic notions of what science is.  It might seem a far cry from the ultimately empirical concerns of
contemporary science to the remote inner world of mathematics, but at root it is not; they both, in their
different ways, rest on processes of measuring things, and on searching for relations (“laws”) between what it is
that they measure.  From this common concern with measurement, concepts pertaining to mathematics have
seeped into epistemology, becoming so basic a part of the adjective scientific that most people are quite unaware
they are even there,” Robert Rosen, Essays on Life Itself (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2000), 63. 
Similarly, Philip Regal believes that “scientific and mathematical thinking enter our values and behavior in many
both conspicuous and subtle ways; they should be understood. . . .  When a complex subject matter is reduced to
numbers and structure, we have not necessarily made it scientific, though that is where the quest for scientific
respectability has sent some disciplines.  Critics call this ‘math envy’ or ‘physics envy.’  But a thirst for social
status is not necessarily the same as useful progress. . . .  It can be that a discipline is actually heading off into a
mediocre or even sterile direction by reducing its subject matter largely to items that can be quantified,
schematized, or experimented with easily,” Philip J. Regal, The Anatomy of Judgement (Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press, 1990), 308.

For a direct application of this to theology, note the perspective of the practical theologian Ellen White:
“Were the men for whom Christ has died devoid of moral nature, or were the gospel to be submitted to the
understanding, to be decided by the intellect alone, men might approach it as they approach a mathematical
problem.  But this is not the case.  The great truths of salvation are to be planted in the heart.  The science of
redemption is as high as heaven, and its value is infinite,” at https://egwwritings.org/?ref=en_Ms69-1897.56&
para=6793.66 (accessed January 10, 2017); and “The gospel does not address the understanding alone. If it did,
we might approach it as we approach the study of a book dealing with mathematical formulas, which relate to
the intellect alone. . . .  The Word of God is what it claims to be in the sixth chapter of John—the bread of
life—for it represents the body and blood of the Son of God.  Its aim is the heart.  It addresses our moral nature,
and takes possession of the will,” at https://egwwritings.org/?ref= en_Lt5-1898.13&para=5043.19 (accessed
January 10, 2017).  Thus, “while logic may fail to move, and argument be powerless to convince, the love of
Christ, revealed in personal ministry, may soften the stony heart, so that the seed of truth can take root,” Ellen
White, Christ’s Object Lessons (Oakland, CA: Pacific Press, 1900), 57.  Her views directly express and illustrate a
tacit awareness of the “two cultures” phenomenon within Christianity.

149 P. B. Medawar, The Art of the Soluble (London, UK: Methuen, 1967).  Meaning, here, “solvable.”
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the concept of time, for both humans,150 the ecosystem, and nature in general, which has long been

dominated151 by a mathematical or ‘scientific’ approach as the only viable mode of apprehension

about itself.152

However, as noted above, since the onset of the latter half of the 20th century and continuing into

the 21st century, many scholars have no longer seen philosophy as a science, especially when it is

combined with religious studies or theology.  Rather, most secular and some religious intellectuals

150 Heidegger, in particular, sees the Cartesian “res corporea . . . [as describing] a world of mathematical
determinism.  All things, in their thinghood, are determined by quantifiable measurements,” Stephen Hancock,
The Romantic Sublime and Middle-Class Subjectivity (New York, NY: Routledge, 2005), 37.  See also, Wei-Bin
Zhang, American Civilization Portrayed in Ancient Confucianism (New York, NY: Algora Publishing, 2003), 16-17;
and Peter Gould, “Allowing, Forbidding, but not Requiring: A Mathematic for a Human World,” in Complexity,
Language, and Life: Mathematical Approaches, eds. John L. Casti and Anders Karlqvist (Berlin, Germany:
Springer-Verlag, 1986), 5.

151 “Heidegger’s analysis of the mathematical in modern science shows how Galileo’s claim that ‘the
universe is a book written in the language of mathematics’ lays nature bare in mathematical projection such that
it is ripe for capitalist exploitation.  For without the mathematical projection of nature in modern science,
technological exploitation would have no basis for its reckoning of nature as exploitable resource.  Accordingly,
there is embedded in Heidegger an account of the function of science and technology in [the] capitalist
exploitation of global peoples and resources,” Trish Glazebrook and Matt Story, “Heidegger and International
Development,” in Heidegger in the Twenty-First Century, ed. Tziovanis Georgakis and Paul J. Ennis (New York,
NY: Springer, 2015), 132.  Importantly, to complete the Heideggerian picture, it must be noted that “Heidegger
makes the inference that since the patterns found in the biological and human sciences–the sciences of ‘living
things–do not have a mathematical form that permits ‘exactitude’, therefore they are different in kind from the
physical sciences.”  Of course, many believe “this is clearly wrong,” and “equally wrong is his condescending
inference that because they are not mathematical the sciences of living things are harder,” Fred Wilson, “Placing
Bergmann,” in Ontology and Analysis: Essays and Recollections about Gustav Bergmann, eds. Laird Addis, Greg
Jesson, and Erwin Tegtmeier (Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers University, 2007), 240.  Wilson also importantly observes,
for Heidegger, “science seeks objectivity [through patterns]. . . .  The pattern explored is one of change, yet it is a
general pattern, universal, and therefore timeless change brought to a standstill,” ibid., 238.  Heidegger indeed
consistently critiqued this viewpoint.  Thus, “Heidegger has challenged any philosophy that uses the system of
‘mathematical logic’ as a tool in ontology,” ibid., 236.  See also, Dennis Skocz, “Environmental Management in the
‘Age of the World Picture,’” in Heidegger and the Earth: Essays in Environmental Philosophy, eds. Ladelle
McWhorter and Gail Stenstad (Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press, 2009), 130.

152 “We are accustomed by the dominant tradition of physics, established as the supreme model of
successful science, to regard historical explanation as ancillary to structural explanation [through mathematics]. 
On the view that we here defend, this hierarchy must be reversed: structure results from history.  Historical
explanation is, thus, more fundamental than structural explanation.  Cosmology affirms the ambition to be the
most comprehensive natural science when it understands itself as a historical science first, and as a structural
[mathematical] science only second,” Roberto Mangabeira Unger and Lee Smolin, The Singular Universe and the
Reality of Time (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 42, as cited in Arran Gare, The Philosophical
Foundations of Ecological Civilization: A Manifesto for the Future (New York, NY: Routledge, 2017), 129
(additions by Gare).  See also, W. J. T. Mitchell, What Do Pictures Want?: The Lives and Loves of Images (Chicago,
IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2005), xiv.  “Heidegger proposed, famously, that we live in ‘the age of the
world picture,’ by which he meant the modern age in which the world has become a picture–that is, has become
a systematized, representable [timeless] object of technoscientific rationality,” ibid.  “Heidegger pinned his
philosophical hopes on an epoch beyond modernity and beyond the world-as-picture.  He thought the pathway
to this epoch lay not in a return to prepictorial ages or a willed destruction of the modern world picture but in
poetry–the kind of poetry that opens us up to Being,” ibid.  Mitchell himself disagrees, however, believing that
“there is no getting beyond pictures, much less world pictures, to a more authentic relationship with Being, with
the Real, or with the World,” ibid.
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pragmatically consider philosophy and theology as a part of the humanities, often subsumed under

the disciplines of literary criticism, history, and sociology.  This divide has led adherents of the

sciences and the humanities to hurl accusations at each other that they each promote a type of

knowledge that is only accessible to their own respective culture, whether God is explicitly involved

or not.  Critically, however, and justifying their dispute, the knowledge derived from their respective

sources is increasingly seen to be in conflict, over an ever growing range of issues, including the

natures of freedom and time and the issues with which they are integrally related throughout the

third culture disciplines.

Where Do Theology and Religious Studies Belong?

Importantly, as has now been revealed, adherents of religion, caught within this maelstrom,

have become a divided camp themselves, torn between the sciences and humanities, or modernism

and variant versions of postmodernism, rather than serving as effective mediators or offering true

solutions.153  Indeed, it may be appropriate to note at this juncture that defining postmodernism is not

153 Martin Woessner shares that “despite . . . Heidegger’s place in the canon of postmodern theology,”
his influence as such “remains a point of contention,” Woessner, Heidegger in America, 126.  See also, Frank
Schalow, Heidegger and the Quest for the Sacred: From Thought to the Sanctuary of Faith (Dordrecht, The
Netherlands: Kluwer, 2001), 131.  Of course, many religionists lament the usage of Heideggerian “thinking” in
religion.  As Donald Bloesch shares, “theology could not say with the existentialist philosopher Martin Heidegger
that ‘thinking only begins at the point where we have come to know that Reason, glorified for centuries, is the
most obstinate adversary of thinking.’  Against philosophical irrationalism theology contends that it is sin, not
reason, that constitutes the major obstacle to true understanding,” Donald G. Bloesch, A Theology of Word &
Spirit: Authority & Method in Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992), 59.  See also, Joseph
Gerard Trabbic, Aquinas, God, and Ontotheology (Ann Arbor, MI: ProQuest, 2008), 28-30.  Conversely, Carl
Raschke asserts that “according to Heidegger, the [modernistic] Cartesian insurgency in thought occasions a
usurping of the throne of the infinite God and his replacement with the human subject.  Cartesianism is the
beginning of what [Friedrich] Nietzsche terms ‘the death of God.’ . . .  Modern evangelical thought has
unwittingly bought into the Cartesian assumption about the nature of truth.  Foundationalism is simply a less
tendentious term for modernism.  Even a minimal foundationalism, however, does not mitigate the idolatrous
predisposition of all modernism. . . .  Contemporary evangelical theologians have not realized that, although they
rhetorically maintain God’s unshakable power and presence, they do so by following modern philosophy to
midnight worship on the high places,” Carl Raschke, The Next Reformation: Why Evangelicals Must Embrace
Postmodernity (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2004), 24.  Note also, William F. Vallicella, A Paradigm
Theory of Existence: Onto-Theology Vindicated (New York, NY: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002); and
theologian Jeffrey W. Robbins, Between Faith and Thought: An Essay on the Ontotheological Condition
(Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia Press, 2003).  Overall, then, as Robert Greer observes, in religious
circles, “on one extreme are those who still embrace modernism, regarding its death notices as highly
exaggerated.  On the other extreme are those heartily in favor of postmodernism,” with various efforts to map
out a middle path, mixing elements of each, but such efforts never appear to overcome the central problems. 
Robert C. Greer, Mapping Postmodernism: A Survey of Christian Options (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
2003), 206.  See also, Fritz Guy, Thinking Theologically: Adventist Christianity and the Interpretation of Faith
(Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 1999), 106-107.
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easy,154 especially as it has developed at least two conflicting interpretations.  The first perspective

sees postmodernism as a ‘positive’ extension of modernism,155 and thus in many respects a logical

154 Comments are often made to the effect that “postmodernism is an exceptionally difficult
phenomenon to pin down, so much so that some have even suggested that it does not have a determinate
meaning,” Colin Campbell, “Postmodernism,” in The Blackwell Companion to the Study of Religion, ed. Robert A.
Segal (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 311.

155 Joseph Conte believes the first definition, or what I call the ‘positive’ view of postmodernism, is
revealed through the transition from modernity to postmodernity understood as the natural consequence of the
increasing disciplinary specialization owing to the application of the scientific method both outside and within
literary disciplines, and not about qualitatively new developments within the sciences or humanities themselves. 
Conte explains, “in the early twentieth century the fields of knowledge–the physical sciences, the humanities, the
social sciences–underwent a rapid specialization.  It became increasingly difficult for a well-educated individual
to attain a professional level of knowledge outside of a single concentration of studies. . . .  The instigation of
what C. P. Snow would call the ‘two cultures,’ the literary and the scientific, in his 1959 Rede Lecture provides a
platform for the specialization of disciplines that further divides the fields of knowledge,” Joseph Conte, Design
and Debris: A Chaotics of Postmodern American Fiction (Tuscaloosa, AL: The University of Alabama Press, 2002),
13.  Conte continues, “the arborescence of disciplines, the formalization of modes of inquiry and the jargon that
attends them, the inevitable hierarchizing that granted privilege to the sciences (and those disciplines that
aspired to scientific status) constitutes a pronounced fragmentation at the last turn of the century–the division
of . . . inquiry into fields of specialization. . . .  [The result was that] each field generates a terminology whose
assigned meanings are specific and exclusive to its discipline-of-origin. . . . [As a consequence of this,] the
specialization of the intellectual project in modernism results in a loss of shared terminology between
disciplines.  Literary modernism follows the trend in science toward reductionism, the analysis of systems in
terms of their constituent parts.  Physicists smash atoms into ever smaller elementary particles, to which they
give the names quarks, leptons, and mesons.  Neurologists examine the most complex organ, the brain, in terms
of its circuitry of neurons.  Literary critics of the mid-century outline the pathetic fallacy, symbolic logic, and the
function of metonymy.  In pursuit of specialization, modernist writers emulated various aspects of scientific
disciplines in their own methodology. . . .  The penchant in modern music, art and literature for ‘difficulty’ is
itself a sign of the demand to specialization.  [The poet T. S.] Eliot–whom Snow brands as the ‘archetypal figure’
of the literary intellectual for his enervated view that the world was suffering an entropic decline”–“argued that
difficult poetry was necessitated by the ‘variety and complexity’ of modern civilization.  But in their ‘difficulty’
literature and the arts were expressing their desire to be treated as specialized modes of knowledge
comparable to the physical sciences,” ibid., 14.  As such, the lack of communication and the defensive obstinacy
of specialists within each of the two cultures would increase, as the complexity within their respective fields of
discourse multiplied.  “Modernist literature sought to bring its argument to the ground of scientific discipline
rather than marginalize itself as an entertaining conundrum or pleasant pastime,” ibid., 15.  

Conte proposes an interesting comparison to help explain the relationship of the complex modernism
described above to postmodernism: “Let us imagine for the moment that Snow’s ‘two cultures’ were those of the
male and female genders. . . .  In this dichotomy it is not difficult to associate a gender [male?] with the ‘heroic’
age of modern physics.  The orientation in postmodernism, however, has shifted [past the feminine of relativity
in its receptiveness to the modern?] to the ‘Polymorphous/Androgynous’ [of quantum uncertainty?].  Rather
than propose a consummated union of literature and science that would leave them always a dissatisfied ‘other,’
postmodernism has achieved a ‘perverse’ multidirectionality in its attentions–a polymathy–that is constantly
shifting in form and indiscriminately appropriative in manner.  The polymathic postmodern does not make a
dilettantish inquiry into a few favored terms, but aspires to an interdisciplinarity that presumes a shared
discourse, the diffusion of theoretical concepts into all quadrants of society, and the sense of an integrated
feedback loop among the disciplines.  Whereas modernism exerted itself in the naming of parts, postmodernism
aspires to a curriculum of the whole,” ibid., 15 (additions mine).  Furthermore, [within this context, the]
‘crosstalk’ . . . between the disciplines of the sciences and the humanities makes chaos theory [(wherein small
differences in initial conditions yield widely diverging outcomes for a given dynamical system, rendering
long-term prediction impossible in general.  This happens even though these systems are deterministic,
meaning that their future behavior is fully determined by their initial conditions, with no random elements
involved.  In other words, notwithstanding the deterministic nature of these systems they are still not
predictable)] exemplary of a postmodern turn toward interdisciplinary knowledge and polymathy.  Ancillary to
the shift in attitude toward disorder, the interdisciplinarity of postmodernism represents a paradigm shift from
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continuation of modernism, and this is seen through the varying labels and developments found in

the following post-postmodern movements, such as metamodernism,156 automodernism,157 and

the intensive specialization that governed discourse in modernism,” ibid., 13 (additions mine).
Conte thus believes that postmodernism can perform the role of a globalizing agent (ibid., 26-27),

wherein “the development of an information society coincides with the political elevation of multiculturalism
with its equanimity toward ethics and values regardless of origin.  One can no longer speak of a ‘two-cultures
quarrel’ when there are now so many cultures for which the exchange of values and ideas is inherently
acceptable. . . .  Postmodern resistance to the autoteleology of modernist texts, in which literature closes itself off
from historical, biographical, and cultural interpretation, leaves the way open to the ideas and discourse of
other-than-literary disciplines.  No longer constrained by an ideal of textual autonomy espoused by modernist
criticism, postmodern literature engages in a heightened degree of textual interactivity–between the ‘two
cultures’ of literature and science, and between author and reader–culminating in the infinite connectivity of
hypertext . . . ,” ibid., 15-16.  For a critique of Conte’s views, see Stephen H. Kellert, Borrowed Knowledge: Chaos
Theory and the Challenge of Learning Across Disciplines (St. Paul, MN: The University of Chicago Press, 2008),
205-208.  For a concurring opinion similar to Conte’s, see Ugo Pagallo, “Aliquid Est Sine Ratione: On Some
Philosophical Consequences of Chaitin’s Quest for Ù,” in Randomness and Complexity: From Leibniz to Chaitin,
eds. Cristian S. Calude and Gregory J. Chaitin (Toh Tuk Link, Singapore: World Scientific Publishing, 2007), 287-
300, esp. 295-297.

156 Important to observe is that many believe postmodernism is over because of “material events like
climate change, financial crises, terror attacks, and digital revolutions,” that serve to force society in certain
directions, Timotheus Vermeulen and Robin van den Akker, “Notes on Metamodernism,” in Journal of Aesthetics
& Culture Vol. 2#1, 5677 (2010), 2.  They add that another label that has been given to post-postmodernism is
“hypermodern,” ibid., 3.  Additionally, they helpfully explain that if “epistemologically, the modern and the
postmodern are linked to Hegel’s ‘positive’ idealism, then metamodern aligns itself with Kant’s ‘negative’
idealism.  Kant’s philosophy of history after all, can also be most appropriately summarized as ‘as-if’ thinking. 
As Curtis Peters explains, according to Kant, ‘we may view human history as if mankind had a life narrative
which describes its self-movement toward its full rational/social potential . . . to view history as if it were the
story of mankind’s development,’” ibid., 5, citing Curtis Peters, Kant’s Philosophy of Hope (New York, NT: Peter
Lang, 1993), 117.  Of course, Hegel’s “positive” idealism suggested that history was “dialectically progressing
toward some predetermined Telos,” Vermeulen and van den Akker, 5.  However, some believed that “this Telos
had been achieved” with the universalization of Western liberal democracy, but “others suggested that it had
come to a conclusion because people realized its purpose could never be fulfilled–indeed, because it does not
exist.  The current, metamodern discourse also acknowledges that history’s purpose will never be fulfilled
because it does not exist.  Critically, however, it nevertheless takes [steps] toward it as if it does exist.  Inspired
by a modern naïveté yet informed by postmodern skepticism, the metamodern discourse consciously commits
itself to an impossible possibility.”  “Humankind, a people, are not really going toward a natural but unknown
goal, but they pretend they do so that they progress morally as well as politically.  Metamodernism moves for
the sake of moving, attempts in spite of its inevitable failure; it seeks forever for a truth that it never expects to
find,” ibid., 5.  “Ontologically, metamodernism oscillates between the modern and the postmodern.  It oscillates
between a modern enthusiasm and a postmodern irony, between hope and melancholy, between naïveté and
knowingness, empathy and apathy, unity and plurality, totality and fragmentation, purity and ambiguity. 
Indeed, by oscillating to and fro or back and forth, the metamodern negotiates between the modern and the
postmodern.  One should be careful not to think of this oscillation as a balance however; rather, it is a pendulum
swinging between 2, 3, 5, 10, innumerable poles,” ibid., 6 (addition mine).  “Both the metamodern epistemology
(as if) and its ontology (between) should thus be conceived of as a ‘both-neither’ dynamic.  They are each at once
modern and postmodern and neither of them,” ibid., 6.

157 Robert Samuels, “Auto-Modernity after Postmodernism: Autonomy and Automation in Culture,
Technology, and Education,” in Digital Youth, Innovation, and the Unexpected, ed. Tara McPherson (Cambridge,
MA: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2008), 225-228.
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pseudomodernism or digimodernism.158  Conversely, the second more anti-modern159 or

hypermodern160 perspective sees postmodernism ‘negatively’ as a signal of modernism’s innate and

terminable failures,161 and thus would reject any of the previous post-postmodernisms as ‘progress’ in

158 Both of these latter two are proposed by Alan Kirby, Digimodernism: How New Technologies
Dismantle the Postmodern and Reconfigure Our Culture (New York, NY: Continuum, 2009).

159 This is a complex term, and not always used consistently, though typically in a manner supportive
of Heidegger.  For a primer on its relevance to Christianity, see John Wesley Taylor V, “A Christian Critique of the
Antimodern Quest: Challenge and Opportunity,” in Journal of the Adventist Theological Society Vol. 25 #2 (2014),
88-103.

160 See, for example, Gilles Lipovetsky, Hypermodern Times (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2005).  In an
insightful article, Gili S. Drori argues that “scientization, occurring primarily through education, permeates all
spheres of hypermodern life and, by changing modes of thinking and consciousness, also changes modes of
organization, social engagement and thus connectivity,” Gili S. Drori, “Rationalizing Global Consciousness:
Scientized Education as the Foundation of Organization, Citizenship, and Personhood,” in Global Culture:
Consciousness and Connectivity, eds. Roland Robertson and Didem Buhari-Gulmez (New York, NY: Routledge,
2016), 93.  Drori adds that “scientized education . . . has become a global institution, or a sacred cultural element
of contemporary society, and legitimates global forms of both connectivity and consciousness,” ibid., 93.  Such a
reality, however, brings mixed appraisals.

161 An example of such a ‘negative’ evaluation of postmodernism would come from Michael Mack, who
sees the shortcomings of modernism and postmodernism as interrelated.  He thus describes the second, or
negative, definition of postmodernism as follows: “Strikingly, the divide between two cultures, between nature
and society, between science and politics is constitutive of modernity’s consciousness. . . .  We have never been
modern for the reason that the modern purification project–premised as it is on the radical separation between
nature and society–has actually never been put to practice nor could it have ever been realized . . . because these
nominally separated spheres are actually similarly constituted and in need of mediation.  The project of
modernity obfuscates or even denies the existence of subjectivity and the invisible. . . .  Modernity could be
defined as the unconscious of the invisible, as the unconscious of affect [which is ignored in ‘positive’
postmodernism].

“[‘Negative’] postmodernism recognizes that there is something wrong with the modern insistence on
objectivity and visibility, but it abstains from further commitments that would investigate modernity’s
unconsciousness. . . .  [Thus, ‘negative’] ‘postmodernism is a symptom [of modernism’s failures], not a fresh
solution.  It lives under the modern Constitution, but it no longer believes in the guarantees the Constitution
offers,’” meaning some other yet unarticulated solution for mediation between the two cultures is needed that
will allow authentic postmodernism to become fully conscious of the invisible, Mack, Philosophy and Literature
in Times of Crisis: Challenging our Infatuation with Numbers, 19-20.  See also, James N. Rosenau, Distant
Proximities: Dynamics Beyond Globalization (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2003), 12.  Rosenau
similarly comments, “[‘negative’ postmodernism’s] globalizing and centralizing processes may not be the
equivalent of those that serve to integrate. . . . If [‘negative’ postmodern globalization] is viewed as an indicator
of complexity, and if the dangers of [modernistic] oversimplification are recognized, the [‘negative’
postmodernistic] fragmegration label has the virtue of sensitizing us to the contradictory tensions wherein the
world is simultaneously moving in opposite directions,” ibid.

Put another way, the transition from Newtonian to Einsteinian physics represents a complexly or
seemingly ‘paradoxical’ yet still logical continuation of modernism, or the positive view of postmodernism–but
not yet the truly ‘contradictory’ quantum physics, which introduces the negative side of postmodernism.  In
either case, postmodernism typically rejects “the two pillars of the mechanical worldview,” namely “Newtonian
atomism and Cartesian dualism,” Ayssar Arida, Quantum City (New York, NY: Routledge, 2002), 108; 92-93.  See
also, Matthew Wickman, “Alba Newton and Alasdair Gray,” in Scotland as Science Fiction, ed. Caroline
McCracken-Flesher (Lanham, MD: Bucknell University Press, 2012), 175; Floyd Merrell, Semiosis in the
Postmodern Age (West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 1995), 267; and Gerhard Hoffmann, From
Modernism to Postmodernism: Concepts and Strategies of Postmodern American Fiction (Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: Rodopi, 2005), 168-170.  “It is easy to see that the revolutionary discoveries in the natural
sciences are fundamental for both modernism and postmodernism,” ibid., 168.  Note also, Simon de Bourcier,
Pynchon and Relativity: Narrative Time in Thomas Pynchon’s Later Novels (New York, NY: Continuum, 2012), 26. 
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any meaningful way, as they are all leading in one way or another to a dead end.  Such post-

postmodernisms inevitably merely ‘kick the can down the road.’162

In any case, as such, the “culture” of religion has merely inherited the philosophical and

theoretical conflict within the broader two cultures and reproduced the conflict among self-professed

believers, leaving religion as a (sometimes ignored) derivative third culture to the two cultures of the

sciences and humanities in the 21st century academy and its primary third culture disciplines of

psychology and psychiatry, economics, and the socio-political sciences.  The situation, then, becomes

the following: If the two cultures were harmonized without the aid of traditional religion and theology

in its derivative role, ironically the resulting new third culture of harmonization might be what would

constitute a true religious culture.  Only then could theology be philosophical163 in the truest sense. 

Thus, the ambiguity of the status of religion as a culture164 becomes an issue in itself, until or unless

the natures of freedom and time attain more clarity.

“A strong case [can be made] for understanding [the seemingly separate] developments in literature and science
as part of the same broad cultural-historical shift,” but we must not fall into the trap of conflating “modernism
and postmodernism into a single post-Einsteinian cultural moment” beyond the classical Newtonian culture,
ibid.  Indeed, “while Einstein’s theories of relativity seemed to upset the stable reality of Newtonian physics (a
challenge congruent to modernist experiments with new artistic perspectives on reality), it was quantum
mechanics that heralded the real departure, after which the physical world could no longer be understood as a
stable reality subject to a single set of identifiable laws. . . .  Such a paradigm shift in science provides a plausible
interpretive framework for literature,” Inger H. Dalsgaard, “Science and Technology,” in The Cambridge
Companion to Thomas Pynchon, eds. Inger H. Dalsgaard, Luc Herman, Brian McHale (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 2012), 157.

162 Note the interesting study on how modernistic society’s understanding of “innovation” is coming to
an end owing to certain recent developments precipitated by post-postmodern scientific realities, including
quantum physics.  Greg Satell, Mapping Innovation: A Playbook for Navigating a Disruptive Age (New York, NY:
McGraw-Hill, 2017), 179-186.

163 Grondin, Sources of Hermenuetics, 93.  Grondin explains, from within a Heideggerian context, that
philosophy, for it to succeed, must “project for itself completely different goals” than what has traditionally been
attempted, ibid.  This insight can be, I think, successfully appropriated for a truly philosophical theology.  For my
own initial efforts to explain what this might mean as a biblicist Christian, see Michael F. Younker, “From
Metaphysics to Templephysics: Situating the Significance of Fernando Canale’s Contributions for the ‘Christian
Philosopher,’” in Scripture and Philosophy: Essays Honoring the Work and Vision of Fernando Luis Canale, eds.
Tiago Arrais, Kenneth Bergland, and Michael F. Younker (Berrien Springs, MI: Adventist Theological Society
Publications, 2016), 194-259.  The present study is an elaboration upon the foundations for the incomplete
project initiated above.

164 The joke that theology is “the one discipline that studies an object that doesn’t exist” remains
popular amongst atheists.  In any case, there is no doubt that theology, as the highest area of study within
religion, possesses a number of challenges to establish its legitimacy and nature.  See, for example, James G.
Murphy, “Carnap’s Distinction and the God-Question,” in Philosophical Thinking and the Religious Context, ed.
Brendan Sweetman (New York, NY: Bloomsbury, 2013), 148.
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Presently, therefore, given its derivative status, the question of religion’s relevance is raised

anew.165  How can the existing culture of religion reinsert itself into either the popular or academic

arenas in a serious way that will meaningfully contribute to the conflict between the two cultures

whose epistemological foundations the present religious culture has merely replicated?  A search for

the root of the conflict between the two cultures may prove helpful in seeking after the legitimacy or

necessity of religion, and provide clues to how advocates of religion can avoid being ‘played by the

game’ of the two cultures and their generated definitions.  Alternately, if a way for religion to actually

contribute to the academic discussion is to be found, then the culture of religion must readdress the

foundation of the conflict between the broader two cultures; it must preemptively seek to become the

true third culture in its own right by defining the concepts of freedom and time in an original way.166 

The issues surrounding the problem of the cultures of the sciences, humanities, and religion, and their

relationship to the idea of a third culture and the concepts of freedom and time, will be further

developed below in chapter two.

165 The three most interesting Western socio-demographic trends in recent times that reflect the
changing status of the “culture” of religion are these–first, the rise of non-denominational Christians, alongside,
second, the logically consequent collapse of denominational membership, and thirdly, the rise of agnostics and
atheists as a total share of the population.  Note Ed Stetzer, “The Rapid Rise of Nondenominational Christianity:
My Most Recent Piece at CNN,” at http://www.christianitytoday.com/edstetzer/2015/june/rapid-rise-of-non-
denominational-christianity-my-most-recen.html (accessed June 30, 2015); and Kate Shellnutt, “The Rise of the
Nons: Protestants Keep Ditching Denominations: Nondenominational Identity has Doubled in the US Since 2000,
Gallup Finds,” at http://www.christianitytoday.com/news/2017/july/rise-of-nons-protestants-denominations-
nondenominational.html (accessed July 20, 2017).  See also, Rich Schapiro and Erica Pearson, “Americans are
Less Christian, More Atheist and Agnostic: Pew Survey,” at  http://www.nydailynews.com/news/national/
americans-christian-atheist-agnostic-survey-article-1.2219229 (accessed May 12, 2015); Philip Perry, “Study
Contends There Are Twice as Many Atheists in America as Polls Show,” at http://bigthink.com/philip-perry/
is-atheism-growing-in-america (accessed April 30, 2017); and “Atheism Doubles Among Generation Z,” at
https://www.barna.com/research/atheism-doubles-among-generation-z/ (accessed January 24, 2018).  From a
global perspective, the three most interesting trends are the overall decline of Christianity as a share of the
population, and the corresponding rise of agnosticism, atheism, and Islam as shares of the total population. 
Note Michael Lipka and Conrad Hackett, “Why Muslims are the World’s Fastest-growing Religious Group,” at
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/04/06/why-muslims-are-the-worlds-fastest-growing-religious-g
roup/ (accessed April 6, 2017).

166 To illustrate the problem: “Psychology develops in a baby to the extent that he or she participates in
activities, utilizes artifacts, and acquires cultural concepts. . . .  The baby can participate in family activities only
if he or she acquires shared concepts; utilizes artifacts such as spoons, chairs, napkins, clothing, and tables,” Carl
Ratner, Cultural Psychology: Theory and Methods (New York, NY: Springer, 2002), 58.  Similarly, yet
contrastingly, religion must be “born again” into a new creature to escape the conflicting parental (prenatal?)
influences it has been raised with concerning the concepts of freedom and time.  For religion to develop or
mature and participate as a contributor to the fundamental concepts underlying the two cultures; religion must
discover original ways of approaching the concepts of freedom, time, and their interrelationship, not merely
inherit the concepts from two parents (the sciences and humanities) that are contradicting each other.
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The Challenge of “Cultures” and “Concepts”

“Culture” remains one of the most complex, ambiguous, and yet omnipresent features of human

existence.  Our language, art styles, and innumerable other factors contribute to the identity of

individuals and the groups within which they belong.  Importantly, cultures exert many subtle or

unconscious influences upon the concepts humans employ in their lives.167  In seeking after a clue

addressing the origin of the conflict between the two cultures, it must be remembered and plainly

stated that, even in this specific context of academic cultures, “all cultures consist of concepts.”168 

Furthermore, meaningful “communication requires common concepts.”169  This means some sort of

pragmatic approach must be utilized to attain any mutual understanding between cultural groups. 

Therefore, given that different cultures often possess unique and distinct concepts, and “common

167 John Bargh, Before You Know It: The Unconscious Reasons We Do What We Do (New York, NY:
Touchstone, 2017).

168 Kimenyi, “Anatomy of Culture.”  Kimenyi explains that “Concepts have to do with how we conceive
and perceive both physical and metaphysical phenomena. Depending on our cultural background the same
‘reality’ may be perceived or conceived differently or may not be perceived and conceived at all. For instance,
even though death is universal, there are societies in which it is viewed as the end of life but there are others
where it is seen as the beginning of life.  The concept of beauty not only varies from culture to culture but also
shifts from generation to generation.  Natural gaps between teeth and black gum are signs of beauty in Rwanda
but in the US gaps have to be filled.  Fat is seen today as a sign of poverty and bad eating habits and slimness as
a symbol of wealth and aristocracy, but it used to be the opposite.  Time also has been found to be conceived
differently.  Among Anglo-Saxons, time is objective, unidirectional and seen as a commodity, hence the saying
‘Time is money.’  It has very much affected their lives. Among the Latins (French, Italians, Portuguese,
Spaniards) time can be subjective as demonstrated by their languages: thus morning is either le matin or la
matinée, day is le jour or la journée, evening le soir or la soirée, year l’an or l’année. The masculine form shown by
the article le is objective whereas the feminine form marked by the article la is subjective.  Among Rwandans,
however, and some other Bantu groups, time is both phenomenological and cyclical.  It is phenomenological
because it is produced by events and activities.  If the events that produce it such as change of seasons, sunset,
sunrise, moonlight, etc., fail to materialize, time doesn't take place either.  This is seen in the language use, thus
hour is ‘watch’ isáahá, month is ‘moon’ ukwéezi, year ‘crop’ umwáaka and a political regime ‘drum’ ingoma. 
These temporal expressions are metonymically related to the meanings of the primary plane of expression.  A
watch is used to show the time, a new month is shown by a new moon in the sky, crops are planted once a year
and traditionally before colonialism the symbol of authority was the drum during the monarchy.  Time is also
elastic.  It can be short or long depending on the length of the event.  Among the Bantu time is also cyclical.  It
comes back.  For instance, ‘soon’ is seen as ‘recently,’ ‘tomorrow’ as ‘yesterday’ and ‘distant future’ as ‘far past.’ 
The expression for ‘soon’ and ‘recently’ is the same in Kinyarwanda vuba, for ‘tomorrow’ and ‘yesterday’ it is
ejo, whereas ‘the distant future’ and ‘the far past’ it is kera,” ibid.  See also, Tim Ingold, Being Alive: Essays on
Movement, Knowledge and Description (New York, NY: Routledge, 2011); and Peter B. Smith, Ronald Fischer,
Vivian L. Vignoles, and Michael Harris Bond, Understanding Social Psychology Across Cultures: Engaging Others in
a Changing World (London, UK: SAGE, 2013).

169 Ledwig, “Folk Psychology and Proverb Knowledge as Common Knowledge in Decision-Making,” 
195; and Ledwig, Common Sense: Its History, Method, and Applicability, 136.
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knowledge is restricted to the culture one lives in,”170 what is required at present is the initiation of a

renewed dialogue between the two cultures for the purpose of locating concepts at the foundational

level that they both share in common, but that are interpreted and understood differently.171

Within the context of this study it must also be noted, for example, that many concepts in

theology, such as the atonement,172 cannot serve the present purpose of identifying the source of the

conflict between the two cultures.  This is because concepts such as the atonement are distinct to the

culture of theology or religion, and, as part of religion’s replication of the conflict between the two

cultures, is itself understood in competing ways over the nature of time.173  Therefore, the necessity of

170 Ledwig, “Folk Psychology and Proverb Knowledge as Common Knowledge in Decision-Making,”
195.

171 In such an endeavor, of course, one must be prepared to see the definition of ‘concept’ itself revised.
This is how deep, or obvious, the problem can be.  That is, a culture consists of a collection of concepts common
to a social group, yet unfortunately common concepts can be interpreted differently generating competing
cultures–and part of this is due to the very way concepts themselves are defined.  As Thomas Højrup explains, it
is unfortunate “that contemporary epistemology is dominated by the [scientific] extensional perspective” of
concepts, making the [Heideggerian] “intensional perspective on concepts . . . seem somewhat cryptic.  The idea
that concepts ultimately consist of concepts whose content derives from each other may seem strange.  We have
become accustomed to considering concepts as things, as labels or words with definitions, as terms which stand
for things external to the concepts, i.e. as object-concepts.  One entity can in principle be distinguished from
other entities, defined and labeled individually, and followed continually over time and space or through
various changes in its form.  Nevertheless, we have learned from theoretical physics–or from deconstruction for
that matter–that it is precisely when one imagines that there are entities ‘out there’, for which the electron
concept is a label, that quantum leaps and co-ordination among particles at a random distance from each other
must seem mystical while causality appears inevitable.  It is necessary to ‘de-substantialise’ the concepts in
order to eliminate the causality explanations.  In the cultural sciences . . . we meet the same type of problem
when cultural concepts (are considered as things which) stand for external entities, i.e. as object-concepts,”
Thomas Højrup, State, Culture and Life-Modes: The Foundations of Life-Mode Analysis (Burlington, VT: Ashgate
Publishing, 2003), 77.  As Nigel Rapport and Joanna Overing helpfully add, “culture, as a conceptual structure
made up of representations of reality” orients, directs and organizes actions “in systems by providing each with
its own logic,” Nigel Rapport and Joanna Overing, Social and Cultural Anthropology (New York, NY: Routledge,
2002), 95.  As such, when differing cultures meet, mystifying misunderstandings can occur.

172 For introductions to this theological concept, see, for example, James Beilby and Paul R. Eddy, eds.
The Nature of the Atonement: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2006); Roy Gane, Altar Call
(Berrien Springs, MI: DIADEM, 1999); and Ángel M. Rodríguez, Spanning the Abyss: How the Atonement Brings
Humanity and God Together (Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald, 2008). 

173 Notably, if the Atonement represents some sort of “justice,” then it must be pointed out that
traditional philosophy will provide competing definitions of justice because of differing concepts of how justice
relates to freedom and time.  For example, many see justice in a platonic “timeless” way and not related to a
temporal act here on earth.  See the discussions in Colin E. Gunton, The Promise of Trinitarian Theology 2nd ed.
(New York, NY: T&T Clark, 1997), 137-139; and N. T. Wright, Evil and the Justice of God (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2006), 96.  Conversely, as Wright explains, correctly in my view, “what is achieved on the
cross is not a timeless, abstract accomplishment located, if anywhere, among Plato’s forms, well away from the
reality of space-time history,” ibid.  See also, Robert Paterson, The Philosophy of the Atonement (Glasgow: David
Bryce and Son, 1892), 46-49.  The point is that uncritical theology, on its own, will find many of its distinct
concepts predetermined by philosophical presuppositions.  Theology is forced to remain attentive to the issues
and concepts that philosophers debate, such as freedom and time.
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such a concept is seen as both unnecessary and special pleading in contemporary society and

philosophy, whether from those philosophers oriented more toward the secularized sciences, or the

secularized humanities, and, owing to the conflicted testimony such a concept offers concerning its

relationship to freedom and time, irrelevant.  Put simply, at heart, the atonement is a theological

concept, not a philosophical concept, because it presupposes the existence of, and likely a certain

conception of, the concepts of freedom and time within the concept of God and any God-man

relationship.

However, if concepts could be identified that relate to theological concepts that are also critical

but divisive within the two cultures, then the possibility of reintroducing the relevance of theology

may be possible as a genuine third culture discipline.  Indeed, if this were finally done, modifying or

clarifying the significance or necessity of even foundational theological concepts, like the atonement,

may become possible–it so happens that the atonement, as a prime example, happens to rely upon the

foundational concepts of freedom and time.174  Indeed, implicit or explicit understandings of freedom

and time are at the core of all legal theories, whether theological or socio-political, as will be seen

below in chapter 2, which helps establish a link between the theological and the socio-political

spheres.

174 Of primary significance in this regard would be the proposal by Fernando Canale that the biblical
sanctuary, where the atonement proceedings take place, is founded upon a certain historical view of God’s
actions, both in heaven and on earth.  See Fernando Canale, “Philosophical Foundations and the Biblical
Sanctuary,” in Andrews University Seminary Studies Vol. 36 No. 2 (Autumn 1998), 183-206.  For more on the
significance of the atonement relative to time, both theologically and for earth history, see the essays in John T.
Baldwin, ed. Creation, Catastrophe, & Calvary: Why a Global Flood is Vital to the Doctrine of Atonement
(Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald, 2000), especially Baldwin, “The Geologic Column and Calvary: The
Rainbow Connection–Implications for an Evangelical Understanding of the Atonement,” 108-123.  Additionally,
see, for example, Michael J. Murray, Nature Red in Tooth and Claw: Theism and the Problem of Animal Suffering
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2008), 76; Ronald E. Osborn, Death Before the Fall: Biblical Literalism
and the Problem of Animal Suffering (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2014); Oscar Cullmann, Christ and
Time: The Primitive Christian Conception of Time and History, tr. Floyd V. Filson (London, UK: SCM Press, 1951);
Mark I. Miravalle, Introduction to Mary: The Heart of Marian Doctrine and Devotion (Goleta, CA: Queenship
Publishing, 2006), 145; Edward A. Jarvis, The Conception of God in the Later Royce (The Hague, Netherlands:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1975), 80-81; Nathan D. Hieb, Christ Crucified in a Suffering World: The Unity of the Atonement
and Liberation (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2013), 92; Vernon White, Atonement and Incarnation: An Essay
in Universalism and Particularity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 62-64; Stewart A.
McDowall, Evolution and the Need of Atonement (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1912, 2011), 166;
Irpeel Ebenezer, Understanding the Gift of Salvation: And a Concise History of How the Church Through Ignorance
and Unbelief Lost the Power of the Holy Spirit (Bloomington, IN: AuthorHouse, 2012), 177-178; Stewart Goetz,
Freedom, Teleology, and Evil (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2008), 150-151; and Patrick R. Frierson, Freedom and
Anthropology in Kant’s Moral Philosophy (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 118-119.
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The concepts of freedom and time have indeed been identified as critical concepts–they are

central to the two cultures, and also for theology.  If they are to effectively serve a mediatorial role,

they must, therefore, be directly explored together from within both cultures simultaneously as one

problem, through the most significant figures to have addressed and defined the concepts–in this case,

Einstein and Heidegger and their followers, Bohm and Pylkkö.  The reason being, if not explored

together, from which culture could one claim any transcendent perspective?175  If there are any other

presuppositional concepts such as God inherent within the two cultures that encourage their tensions

concerning freedom and time, only together, as a study on the two cultures in conjunction with a

study on freedom, time, and their interrelationship, can any real hope for clarity be sought.  In other

words, one must analogically use both a telescope and microscope simultaneously to see freedom and

time from afar as components of a complex cultural problem as well as up close as a philosophical

problem in itself (i.e., the forest and the tree) to detect why the two cultures have thus far continued

down divergent pathways.176  Only then might one seriously expect the possibility of the creation of a

175 The situation appears to devolve to the straightforward problem of all philosophers: “To ask
questions about how much language and culture affect our understanding of the world is not to reject any
possibility of our knowing the truth. . . .  It is to make us more sensitive to the limitations of our knowledge and
the need to support our beliefs on more solid footing than the fact that we, personally, find them to be
‘obvious,’” Robert Solomon and Kathleen Higgins, The Big Questions: A Short Introduction to Philosophy
(Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2010), 163.  In this instance, particularly, my point of departure on what constitutes
a ‘transcendental perspective’ is, hopefully, both philosophical in itself (reflecting the work of leading
philosophers), as well as generated out of the conflict within the community of philosophers (reflecting the
reality of the conflict), and, also, more sociologically (reflecting the broader tensions beyond the hallways and
lecture rooms of philosophy departments to observe the effects of philosophy upon the masses; that is, the
power of philosophy to actually affect social reality).

176 To illustrate the necessity of this as concisely as possible, the philosopher J. M. E. McTaggart
distinguished two theories of time at the beginning of the 20th century called the A-theory (where events are
ordered in terms of past, present, and future and the present can be understood to emphasize the role of the
flowing “subjective present”–this is often associated with Heraclitus, Augustine, Newton, and “presentism”
today) and B-theory (pairs of events are ordered in terms of either member of the pairs preceding the other or
being simultaneous with it; this is also called the tenseless theory, and emphasizes an objective perspective–this
is often associated with Parmenides and Einstein).  For a review of them, see Simon Prosser, Experiencing
Time (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2016), 1-21; and Brian Garrett, What is this Thing Called
Metaphysics? (New York, NY: Routledge, 2006), 94.  Students of the theologian Fernando Canale, and Canale
himself, see Fernando Canale, The Cognitive Principle of Christian Theology: A Hermeneutical Study of the
Revelation and Inspiration of the Bible (Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Lithotech, 2005), 93, 104-109,
123, 230-231, 251-253, 270-271, who have utilized Heidegger’s ideas of time, have incorrectly assumed that
Heidegger utilized the A-theory of time.  For example, Canale states, time “is an overall quality shared by
everything we find in reality.  Time is the quality by which real things exist within a past-present-future flow,”
ibid., 251.  Once more, “a timeless reality does not experience the flow from past to present and future, and
therefore never changes or experiences anything new,” ibid., 93.  Again, “if ‘temporality’ means being within a
past-present-future flow, to say that God is temporal does not automatically imply that He is transient,” ibid.,
252.  Lastly, Canale repeatedly credits Heidegger with introducing temporality and time into philosophical
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true third culture with its own concepts that could displace the two cultures and be considered a

serious and viable academic culture with practical or “real” world applications.

Overall, then, the approach of the rest of this study to the issues of freedom, time, and their

interrelationship, alongside their role within religion and the two cultures, can, I think, be helpfully

compared analogously to the scientist’s use of a telescope and a microscope as just mentioned above. 

The root of the foundational problem in philosophy appears to concern freedom, time, and their

interrelationship, inviting the use of a microscope to focus on these two concepts.  However, it

appears that how freedom and time are discussed today is so overwhelmingly dominated and

controlled by the overarching two cultures that it is impossible to discuss freedom and time, in either

discourse in a fresh way, ibid., 230, 233.  Note also one of Canale’s students, Sven Fockner, Reason in Theology: A
Comparison of Fernando Canale and Wolfhart Pannenberg, (MA Thesis, Andrews University, Berrien Springs, MI,
2008), 24-28, 35-36.  The key point to be made is that Fockner is correct to associate Canale with Heidegger,
and Canale with the A-theory, but incorrect about associating Heidegger himself with the A-theory.  For an
explanation and affirmation of this, see Taylor Carman, Heidegger’s Analytic: Interpretation, Discourse and
Authenticity in Being and Time (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 173.  The Heideggerian
scholar Carman concurs with his fellow Heideggerian scholar William Blattner when he contends, “Blattner is
right when he says that McTaggart’s distinction between an ‘A series’ (past-present-future) and a ‘B series’
(earlier and later), between a tensed and a tenseless view of time, does not capture Heidegger’s own notions of
originary temporality, world-time, and the ordinary conception,” ibid., 173.  Unfortunately, such misconceptions
and confusion are frequent in the literature.  In Blattner’s words: “Some readers of Heidegger have thought of
his originary temporality as some kind of primordial flow of time.  For example, some interpret Heidegger’s
originary temporality as ‘dynamic.’  By ‘dynamic’ these interpreters seem to mean either that time flows
continuously (dynamic as opposed to static), or that it is an A-series rather than a B-series (tensed rather than
untensed).  Neither of these views captures Heidegger’s arguments,” Blattner, Heidegger’s Temporal Idealism,
125.  The point is, too many religionists have assumed things about freedom or time in philosophy when doing
their theology that are not accurate.  And, often, it is a scientific predisposition or presupposition that
dominates.  Note also Keller, Husserl and Heidegger on Human Experience, 184.  Pierre comments that according
to Heidegger, the “vulgar” notion of time “has dominated the philosophical tradition and the natural sciences.  It
is based on the assumption that time, regardless of whether it is identified with tense or not, is something that is
essentially measurable by clocks.  From Heidegger’s point of view, the vulgar notion of time is a distortion of
temporality,” ibid.  The significance of the above is that “the question [often] arises if there is a certain
connection between the two main conceptions of time on the one hand, and the two cultures on the other hand. 
In particular, it seems probable that most people who opt for the static view belong to the scientific culture. 
Moreover, it might also be the case that most people who opt for the dynamic view belong to the literary
culture,” even if the connection is “rather weak,” J. J. A. Mooij, “The Flow and the Map: On the Dynamic and Static
Views of Time,” 19.  Notwithstanding its weakness, given the predisposition of scientists to view the A-theory
and B-theory (technically most scientists favor the B-theory) as constitutive of the options available to the two
cultures and the sentiments expressed above that this is, in fact, an inadequate interpretation for one of the key
originators of one of the two cultures, the problem then becomes apparent in that if a deeper understanding of
additional options are to be articulated we must return to the source of how time is understood
(Heideggerianism) once more.  In addition to recognizing that the limitations and predispositions of the two
cultures must be kept in mind and clarified in relation to any alternative view, the possibility of reclassifying the
old options must also remain open if additional concepts are unearthed.  Finally, of course, the insufficiencies of
both the A-theory and B-theory in relation to Heideggerian thought may prove significant when freedom is
introduced into the problem of the concept of time.
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physics, philosophy, or theology functioning as a derivative of the former two, without

simultaneously being made aware of and treating how the historical and conceptual baggage of the

two cultures influences the descriptions of the latest developments in physics and philosophy and

their interrelationship.  Unfortunately, individuals typically emerge from one of the two cultures

whenever they approach the concepts of freedom and time.  As such, a telescope is necessary

alongside a microscope to simultaneously view freedom, time, and their interrelationship from both

afar and up close.  Freedom and time must be addressed together in conjunction with the two cultures

and any third culture, including one such as theology or religion.  This way, it may be easier to see if

there is any debris blocking our vison’s access to the desired clarity on the concepts of freedom, time,

and their interrelationship that is presently hindering the sciences and humanities from reaching

harmony.

In the following section, I will provide an overview addressing the revolution that has occurred

in the wake of the discovery of quantum physics.  The purpose of doing this is to introduce just why

quantum physics forces us to re-think about the concepts of freedom and time in ways that the

previous eras of physics did not encourage, to see if new conceptions of freedom and time can be

found that are more detailed or accurate.  Quantum physics has revolutionized the thinking of many

of those deeply reflecting about the world of science, and, at the same time, it has opened up the

possibility of a more serious dialogue between science and the humanities, which is why both Bohm

and Pylkkö utilize quantum physics within their philosophies.  Correspondingly, quantum physics

opens up the possibility of discussing the potential of a new third culture, which means the possibility

of religion becoming a serious harmonizing influence between the two cultures remains open.

The Revolutionary Implications of Quantum Physics and Its Impact Upon Freedom and Time,
the Two Cultures, and the Necessity of a Third Culture

Just over one hundred years ago, when gazing up at the moon at night, no reputable scientist

would have dared to question whether or not the moon would still be there while his/her eyes

glanced downward to shake the pebble out of their shoe.  Such scepticism, they thought, might only

occur with the scientist’s lesser associate, the armchair nihilistic philosopher who only philosophized
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with his eyes closed.  Yet, perhaps with only a little facetiousness, that was the essence of Albert

Einstein’s complaint against the advocates of the prevailing Copenhagen interpretation of quantum

mechanics that was developing in the 1930’s when he inquired of them, “is the moon still there when

you are not looking at it?”177  Einstein was not the only witticist amongst the physicist community. 

The confusion surrounding the theories of recent physics have inspired many creative uses of

language, including the oft-quoted purported puns of Wolfgang Pauli, who remarked of various

theories, “that is not only not right; it is not even wrong,” and “what you said was so confused that one

could not tell whether it was nonsense or not.”178  The physicists’ community has remained divided

into two major camps ever since, consisting of Einstein, Louis de Broglie, Erwin Schrödinger, and

Bohm on the one side (however different Bohm’s views might later develop in contrast to Einstein’s),

and the majority or orthodox Copenhagen view represented by Niels Bohr, Werner Heisenberg,

Wolfgang Pauli, and Max Born on the other side.179

177 Albert Einstein, as quoted in Dipankar Home and Andrew Whitaker, Einstein’s Struggles with
Quantum Theory: A Reappraisal (New York, NY: Springer-Science, 2007), 175.  Einstein’s question probed one of
the more troubling aspects of the developing quantum mechanics, that physical reality was in some way
dependent upon an observer.  Certain attributes of quantum-physical matter apparently, literally, didn’t exist in
a given location until an observer “decided” to measure them.  If no one decided to measure these attributes,
empirical evidence indicated their location only existed as a probability.  A decision to search for them “created”
their ontic existence.  For more on Einstein’s quote, see Françios Lurçat, “Understanding Quantum Mechanics
with Bohr and Husserl,” in Rediscovering Phenomenology: Phenomenological Essays on Mathematical Beings,
Physical Reality, Perception and Consciousness, eds. Luciano Boi, Pierre Kerszberg, Frédéric Patras (Dordrecht,
The Netherlands: Springer, 2007), 255; see also, N. David Mermin, “Is the Moon There when Nobody Looks?
Reality and the Quantum Theory,” in Philosophy of Science: An Anthology, ed. Marc Lange (Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishers, 2007), 619; Arkady Plotnitsky, Epistemology and Probability: Bohr, Heisenberg, Schrödinger, and the
Nature of Quantum-Theoretical Thinking (New York, NY: Springer, 2010), 7; Amit Goswami, Richard E. Reed, and
Maggie Goswami, The Self-Aware Universe: How Consciousness Creates the Material World (New York, NY:
Penguin Putnam, 1995); R. Mirman, Quantum Mechanics, Quantum Field Theory: Geometry, Language, Logic
(Lincoln, NE: iUniverse, 2004), 185; and Yemima Ben-Menahem, “Realism and Quantum Mechanics,” in
Microphysical Reality and Quantum Formalism, Vol. 2, eds. A. Van der Merwe, F. Selleri, and G. Tarozzi
(Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1987), 111.  Einstein voiced his complaint against
the Copenhagen view many times and in many ways.  Einstein was noted to remark that “the theory reminds me
. . . of the system of delusions of an exceedingly intelligent paranoiac,” a “tranquilizing philosophy–or religion”
that provides a “soft pillow to the true believer” but one that “has so damned little effect on me.”  It was merely
an “epistemology-soaked orgy,” as cited in Adam Becker, What Is Real?: The Unfinished Quest for the Meaning of
Quantum Physics (New York, NY: Basic Books, 2018), 14.

178 As cited in “Not Even Wrong,” in Wikipedia: The Free Encyclopedia at https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Not_even_ wrong (accessed October 14, 2017).

179 Karl Popper, Quantum Theory and the Schism in Physics: From the Postscript to the Logic of Scientific
Discovery (New York, NY: Routledge, 2000), 174-175.  Popper explains that the three fundamental issues which
divided the two camps were 1) determinism versus indeterminism, 2) realism versus instrumentalism, and 3)
objectivism versus subjectivism.  Einstein and his camp would occupy the first position of the preceding three
issues, whereas Bohr would belong to the second position for each of the three issues.
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As astounding as it may seem for those uninitiated with the evolution from Newtonian particle

theory to James Maxwell’s mathematization of wave field mechanics, and their eventual extension

into relativity and the quantum revolution, the dominant position concerning physical reality today

indicates that when you look down at your shoe, the moon isn’t there anymore.  That is to say, not the

moon, but certainly that tiny electron particle-ball that scientists thought was a microscopic “moon”

they were staring at through their equipment.  When such a particle is not being measured, it simply

“doesn’t exist” anymore with a specific location and velocity.  For most scientists, this incongruity

indicated that reality was seemingly and irreconcilably inconsistent.  The principles and laws that

appeared to govern the “macro” world simply didn’t apply at the subatomic “micro” level.  The

microscopic level of nature did not appear to behave the same as at the macroscopic level.  And still,

almost 90 years after this was first empirically observed, no one knows why.180  Furthermore, since

the 1980's and Alain Aspect’s empirical confirmation of the quantum strangeness,181 progress toward

a fundamental theory of everything in physics has slowed to a snail’s pace if not ceased outright,182

even as new discoveries, or new applications of older discoveries, are applied in various technological

areas.  Additionally, however often philosophers may have teased us with such paradoxes in the past,

such paradoxes never achieved the universal validity, controllability, verifiability, and most

180 For the relationship of electromagnetic wave field mechanics and space-time, see Jonathan Allday,
Space-time: An Introduction to Einstein’s Theory of Relativity (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2019), 40-45. For
historical and conceptual overviews of quantum physics, see Jim Baggott, The Quantum Story: A History in 40
Moments (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2011); Heinz R. Pagels, The Cosmic Code: Quantum Physics as the
Language of Nature (Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, 1982); and Jagdish Mehra and Helmut Rechenberg, The
Historical Development of Quantum Theory: 6 Vols. (New York, NY: Springer-Verlag, 1982-2000).  For more
detailed accounts on the conceptual issues, see Travis Norsen, Foundations of Quantum Mechanics: An
Exploration of the Physical Meaning of Quantum Theory (Cham, Switzerland: Springer, 2017); Manjit Kumar,
Quantum: Einstein, Bohr, and the Great Debate about the Nature of Reality (New York, NY: W. W. Norton &
Company, 2010); and John Gribbin, In Search of the Multiverse: Parallel Worlds, Hidden Dimensions, and the
Ultimate Quest for the Frontiers of Reality (London, UK: Penguin Books, 2009).  For one of the earliest works
exploring the connection between physics and metaphysics see the doctoral dissertation of Charles Weiss, The
Metaphysical Implications of Modern Physics (New York, NY: New York University, 1931).

181 Alain Aspect, Philippe Grangier, Gérard Roger, “Experimental Realization of Einstein-Podolsky-
Rosen-Bohm Gedankenexperiment: A New Violation of Bell's Inequalities,” in Phys. Rev. Lett. 49#2 (1982),
91–94.

182 Steven Weinberg, “Changing Attitudes and the Standard Model,” in The Rise of the Standard Model:
Particle Physics in the 1960s and 1970s, eds. Lillian Hoddeson, Laurie Brown, Michael Riordan, and Max Dresden
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 36-44.  “Progress toward” “a fundamental theory that
would be entirely satisfying in its completeness and simplicity” “seems to have come nearly to a stop.  We are
paying the price of our own success; the Standard Model has done so well that we cannot easily see how to go
beyond it,” ibid., 43.
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importantly, empirical accessability as with quantum phenomena.  What’s different about the

quantum world is that virtually everyone working in quantum physics is forced to see and at least

acknowledge the problems that the quantum world raises.183  And, nestled within the above

challenges is the fact that the entire scope and nature of science itself as an enterprise is placed in

question, including its classical formulation concerning the roles of the ‘subject’ and ‘object’ as a priori

presuppositions,184 which influences not only our reading of the history of science and philosophy,

but also the history of the arts and distinctly human disciplines.185

183 “Quantum physics forces us to start thinking about what understanding actually means, and how
limited our human imagination is.  Quantum physics, like no other scientific theory ever devised, pushes us to
the point where we have to accept that we cannot find any kind of visualization of what happens in nature
anymore.  We can devise models for one phenomenon or another, but these models will certainly fail in
different circumstances,” Dirk Eidemüller, “Quantum Physics, Philosophy, and Understanding Our World,” at
http://www.chemistryviews.org/details/ezine/10054971/Quantum_Physics_Philosophy_and_Understanding_O
ur_World.html (accessed December 6, 2016).

184 Perhaps one of the clearest articulations of this is by Steven M. Rosen, Dimensions of Apeiron: A
Topological Phenomenology of Space, Time, and Individuation (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Rodopi, 2004), 3-
42; and Steven M. Rosen, The Self-Evolving Cosmos: A Phenomenological Approach to Nature’s Unity-in-Diversity
(Toh Tuck Link, Singapore: World Scientific Publishing, 2008), 1-41.  Essentially, within the realm of quantum
phenomena, it is not clear what is meant by a subject or object.  There are no ‘clear’ objects that are
apprehended by ‘clear’ subjects–objects don’t exist independently of subjects, and subjects seem dependent in
some way upon objects, which are themselves unclearly defined.  This had never before occurred within
scientific discourse; only in philosophy had such ideas been suggested.  It should be noted that this development
builds off the establishment of wave field mechanics, Rosen, Dimensions of Apeiron: A Topological
Phenomenology of Space, Time, and Individuation, 17-18.

185 Steven M. Rosen, Science, Paradox, and the Moebius Principle: The Evolution of a ‘Transcultural’
Approach to Wholeness (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1994), 127-198; Steven M. Rosen,
Dreams, Death, Rebirth: A Topological Odyssey into Alchemy’s Hidden Dimensions (Asheville, NC: Chiron
Publications, 2014), 13-40; and Rosen, Dimensions of Apeiron: A Topological Phenomenology of Space, Time, and
Individuation, 43-66.  See also the wide ranging works by Floyd Merrell, Semiosis in the Postmodern Age; and
Merrell, Sensing Corporeally: Toward a Posthuman Understanding, 265-295.
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Importantly, the natures of freedom186 and time187 (and God188) are also critical problems that

emerge from a study of the quantum realm, including the theoretical possibility of retrocausality, or

the ability for the future to affect the past,189 which introduces the question whether time has any

arrow in its ‘flow’ at all.190  To observe some of the basic quantum paradoxes requires no specially

trained philosophical mind or an awareness of specialized vocabulary; “universal” fundamental

common sense demands the conflict in such a way as to be inconsistent with other common sense

demands.  Thus, a genuine conflict or tension appears to exist, one that never required the kind of

attention that previous problems in modern science did in such an accessible and universal way. 

Therefore, unsurprisingly, perhaps the nature of the reality of time lies at the core of the quantum

paradoxes, especially its central mystery, quantum gravity.191

Although in some respects it is true that there is nothing new under the sun when it comes to the

world of philosophy, it also goes without saying that the scientific world today is markedly different

from the one the ancient Greek philosophers Parmenides and Pythagoras or the modernist

philosopher Kant lived in and about which they observed and philosophized.  The world that Bohm

and Pylkkö have reflectively engaged provides us with some new very challenging questions that

186 By no means would I wish to suggest that current interpretations of quantum physical phenomena
demand that we possess free will, as has been pointed out by several scholars; see, for example, Harris, Free Will,
28-30; and John R. Searle, Freedom & Neurobiology: Reflections on Free Will, Language, and Political Power (New
York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2007), 75.  Nevertheless, despite the above detractors, quantum physics
forces us to re-ask questions about free-will and time, as noted by William R. Klemm, Making a Scientific Case for
Conscious Agency and Free Will (Cambridge, MA: Elsevier, 2016), 5; Steven Horst, Laws, Mind, and Free
Will (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2011), 102-118; Paul Davies, God and the New Physics (New York, NY:
Simon & Schuster, 1983), 119-143; and Doyle, Free Will: The Scandal in Philosophy, 222-233.

187 See the essays in Christophe Bouton and Philippe Huneman, eds. Time of Nature and the Nature of
Time: Philosophical Perspectives of Time in Natural Sciences (Cham, Switzerland: Springer International
Publishing, 2017).

188 Quantum physics has forced us to also think about divine agency in nature and humanity in fresh
ways.  See, for example, Alvin Plantinga, Where the Conflict Really Lies: Science, Religion, & Naturalism (Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press, 2011), 65-125; and Anna Case-Winters, “Rethinking Divine Presence and Activity
in World Process,” in Creation Made Free: Open Theology Engaging Science, ed. Thomas Jay Oord (Eugene, OR:
Pickwick Publications, 2009), 74.

189 See Huw Price, Time’s Arrow and Archimedes’ Point: New Directions for the Physics of Time (Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press, 1997).

190 Henry Mehlberg, Time, Causality, and the Quantum Theory: Studies in the Philosophy of Science Vol. 2:
Time in a Quantized Universe, ed. Robert S. Cohen (London, UK: D. Reidel, 1980), 157.

191 For a penetrating discussion of the problems surrounding quantum gravity and time, see Steven M.
Rosen, “Quantum Gravity and Phenomenological Philosophy,” in Foundations of Physics Vol. 38 Issue 6 (June
2008), 556-582.

73



inspire us think about the moon and tiny particles today in a very different way than in prior eras of

history, much to the chagrin of Einstein and many other traditional physicists like him, some of whom

are finally realizing the apparent futility of even attempting the traditional methods.192  Given the

centrality of these differences, and their relationship to the contexts within which Bohm and Pylkkö

developed and articulated their ideas alongside Heidegger’s distinct distaste for the role of the

positive sciences in philosophy, a concise review of the issues in quantum physics is pertinent.193

The notions that we have about reality, especially freedom and time, have remained under

continual discussion in philosophical discourse throughout every period of history, which should

come as no surprise, given their obvious universal interest and importance.  Aside from freedom and

time, some of the primary questions include understanding and describing the relationship between

our thoughts, nature, and the existence of other minds or people.  Perhaps it is obvious that the nature

of reality concerning these issues and others are undoubtedly perplexing, encompassing many

different facets.  Although traditional discussions about reality cover the full range from basic

metaphysical questions about the essences of things and the relationship between things to

192 Marcelo Gleiser, “We Have Pushed Physics Too Far,”at http://cosmos.nautil.us/short/90/we-have
-pushed-physics-too-far (accessed January 7, 2017).  Gleiser admits that “those who pursue a final theory, a
theory that would weave together the many layers of physical reality into one mathematical wholeness,” “we
can call this the ultimate Platonic dream, the quest for a single simple and broad-ranging theory of physics. 
Indeed, during the past four decades, the search for such a theory has inspired many of the brightest physicists
in the world.  But today we are seeing the limits of this Platonic thrust to mathematize nature, due to a lack of
experimental validation and several theoretical obstacles,” ibid.  Gleiser continues, opining within the current
situation that “it’s okay to live with the seeming arbitrariness of our present laws of physics, moving beyond the
aesthetic dogma that simple is beautiful and beauty is truth.  If physics is understood as a descriptive mode of
explanation, free of the unifying quest, the angst of not knowing it all is exorcised.  Maybe our current dilemma
is a symptom of something bigger, a deep change in the methodological nature of physical theories.  We may
have to see them historically, tossing aside First Cause explanations and timeless truths as fruitless pursuits. 
Quite possibly, the nature of physical theories mirrors their own narrative construction, piecewise and gradual,
creations of our imperfect and incomplete grasp on physical reality.  And there’s nothing wrong with that,” ibid.

193 As Heidegger stated, “All a priori Temporal–all philosophical–concept formation is fundamentally
opposed to that of the positive sciences,” Martin Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, tr. Albert
Hofstadter (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1982), 327.  Note also, Martin Heidegger, Basic Questions
of Philosophy: Selected “Problems” of “Logic”, tr. Richard Rojcewicz and André Schuwer (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1994), 4.  “The essence of beings, however, is always the most worthy of questioning. 
Insofar as philosophy, in its incessant questioning, merely struggles to appreciate what is most worthy of
questioning and apparently never yields results, it will always and necessarily seem strange to a thinking
preoccupied with calculation, use, and ease of learning.  The sciences, and indeed not only the natural sciences,
must strive increasingly and, it seems, irresistibly for a complete ‘technologizing’ in order to proceed to the end
of their course, laid down for them so long ago.  At the same time, the sciences appear to possess genuine
knowledge.  For these reasons, the sharpest possible alienation with regard to philosophy and at the same time
a presumed convincing proof of the futility of philosophy occur in and through the sciences,” ibid.

74



operational approaches and methods concerning the appropriation and utilization of knowledge,

during no period in history have these issues received as much new data and rapid changes in how

we might approach these challenges as during the past century.  This is particularly true because of

the discovery of quantum physics, alongside numerous technological advances.  Furthermore, the

controversies spawned by the advent of the quantum era can hardly be overstated.  The definition of

science and our best understanding of reality depended and still depends on its outcome, for which

widely divergent perspectives have emerged.

Niels Bohr, the most prominent founder of the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum physics,

which remains dominant today, represents one side of the debate when he declared, “it is wrong to

think that the task of physics is to find out how nature is.  Physics concerns what we can say about

nature.”194  However, Einstein, along with others, disagreed with Bohr, believing that it is the task of

science to find out about nature itself.195  This attitudinal difference about the epistemic and ontic

aspects of the issues, which reached such a sharp apex at the dawn of the quantum era in the 1930’s,

has dominated all discussion concerning the aim of science ever since,196 and can be analogously

compared to the same question in philosophy–are we describing only what we can say about some

aspect of reality, or reality itself?  Are we seeing an ontic reality, that is, the way “things are,” or an

epistemic limitation, that is, what we can know “about things” when we observe quantum

phenomena?197  The current status quo of a Kantian/Cartesian/Platonic idealism coexisting with the

194 As explained by A. Petersen, “The Philosophy of Niels Bohr,” in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist 19#7
(1963), 12.

195 Harald Atmanspacher and Hans Primas, “Introduction,” in Recasting Reality: Wolfgang Pauli’s
Philosophical Ideas and Contemporary Science (Germany, Berlin: Springer-Verlag, 2009), 1.

196 Including strongly influencing landmark figures such as Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1962), 12, 48, 49, 67, 88, 108.

197 “The most fundamental aspect of the Western intellectual tradition is the assumption that there is a
fundamental division between the material and the immaterial world or between the realm of matter and the
realm of pure mind or spirit.  The metaphysical framework based on this assumption is known as ontological
dualism.  As the word implies, the framework is predicated on an ontology, or a conception of the nature of God
or Being, that assumes reality has two distinct and separable dimensions.  The concept of Being as continuous,
immutable, and having a prior or separate existence from the world of change dates from the ancient Greek
philosopher Parmenides.  The same qualities were associated with the God of the Judeo-Christian tradition, and
they were considerably amplified by the role played in theology by Platonic and Neoplatonic philosophy.  

“Nicolas Copernicus, Galileo [Galilei], Johannes Kepler, and Isaac Newton were all inheritors of a
cultural tradition in which ontological dualism was a primary article of faith.  Hence the idealization of the
mathematical ideal as a source of communion with God, which dates from Pythagoras, provided a metaphysical
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paradoxical “complementarity” Copenhagen interpretation, represents a very uneasy truce.198  In

what is surely an ironic twist, the paradoxical complementarity of Bohr’s widely accepted

Copenhagen theory amongst quantum physicists has cemented into the ‘hardest’ of the hard sciences

the paradoxical residue of the need of the humanities.199  At the same time, many in the humanities

foundation for the emerging natural sciences.  This explains why . . . the creators of classical physics believed
that doing physics was a form of communion with the geometrical and mathematical forms resident in the
perfect mind of God.  This view would survive in a modified form in what is now known as Einsteinian
epistemology and accounts in no small part for the reluctance of many physicists to accept the epistemology
associated with the Copenhagen Interpretation” which associates quantum mechanics with paradoxes and
probabilities, not certainties, Robert Nadeau and Menas Kafatos, The Non-local Universe: The New Physics and
Matters of the Mind (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1999), 83-84.

198 “It therefore appears evident that a radical emancipation from the negative philosophy of the
Copenhagen school and from its irrationalistic aspects is a necessary precondition if one is to look for a real
solution, i.e., for something completely different from their legitimation, of the main quantum paradoxes,” Gino
Tarozzi and Alwyn van der Merwe, “Epilogue,” in Open Questions in Quantum Physics: Invited Papers on the
Foundations of Microphysics, eds. G. Tarozzi and A. van der Merwe (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: D. Reidel
Publishing, 1983), 391.  See also, Peter E. Hodgson, Theology and Modern Physics (Burlington, VT: Ashgate,
2005), 150-151; and William J. Mullin, Quantum Weirdness (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2017), 31. 
Mullin explains that “a basic assumption from the early days of quantum research was that there was a dividing
line between classical objects and quantum objects. . . .  This division was the basis of the Copenhagen
interpretation of quantum mechanics and was developed mostly by Niels Bohr. . . .  But we no longer really
believe in this view.  In principle, every object obeys quantum mechanics rules, but seeing the wave like
behavior of a baseball is very difficult . . ., and too many external influences are present that destroy its quantum
behavior,” ibid.  Thus the neat, clean ontological dualism referred to in the preceding era has become a muddier
dualistic monism.

199 As the architect of the Copenhagen view, “Niels Bohr challenged the ability of science and the
human mind to proceed further.  He almost seemed to be suggesting that science as we knew it had finally
reached a limit and could go no further as a means of enquiry into the nature of reality,” leaving room for the
speculative humanities exploring freedom and language on the other side of the limit, F. David Peat, From
Certainty to Uncertainty: The Story of Science and Ideas in the Twentieth Century (Washington, D.C.: Joseph Henry
Press, 2002), 24.  A number of thinkers have thus considered the Copenhagen position a premature surrender,
and the dogmatism of its advocates the protectors of a ‘conspiracy.’  See, for example, David Ferry, The
Copenhagen Conspiracy (Singapore: Pan Stanford Publishing, 2019).  This is where Bohm fits into the story–his
original aim for a unified, causal, deterministic or ontological theory of quantum mechanics, contra the
Copenhagen view, represents his and Einstein’s initial shared goal, even if they disagreed about how to get there
concerning the issue of locality, with Bohm more open to nonlocality.  Bohm’s later ideas moved beyond the
mere goal of a causal theory, but his work remains the catalyst in motivating others to seek one.  For a defense
of Bohmian mechanics as superior to the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum physics, see Xavier Oriols and
Jordi Mompart, eds. Applied Bohmian Mechanics: From Nanoscale Systems to Cosmology (Singapore: Pan Stanford
Publishing, 2012); and F. Borondo, “Dynamical Systems Approach to Bohmian Mechanics,” in Quantum
Trajectories: Atoms, Molecules, and Clusters–Structure, Reactivity, and Dynamics, ed. Patrim Kumar Chattaraj
(Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2011), 381-388.  For more on how and why the Copenhagen view of quantum
mechanics represents the residue of the humanities and its place in the conflict of the “two cultures,” see Ragnar
Fjelland, “The ‘Copenhagen Interpretation’ of Quantum Mechanics and Phenomenology,” in Hermeneutic
Philosophy of Science, Van Gogh’s Eyes, and God: Essays in Honor of Patrick A. Heelan, S. J., ed. Babette E. Babich
(New York, NY: Springer Science, 2002), 53-66.  Fjelland summarizes by explaining that “both phenomenology
and (the Copenhagen interpretation of) quantum mechanics are regarded as ‘subjectivist’ [by the monistic and
reductionistic mainstream interpretation of classical science] and therefore anti-science [or humanistic].  Hence
it is no accident that they are both under fire in the ‘science wars,’” ibid., 63-64 (additions mine).
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assume paradoxical dualisms of their own, even Heidegger himself,200 as Pylkkö has pointed out,201

creating an unexpected connection between the Copenhagen view and Heidegger.  Against the dualist

position, and also against both of these groups of paradoxical positions, is the Bohmian view.202  Yet,

what is truly remarkable in all this is that the basic phenomenal puzzle of the quantum world has

remained essentially unchanged since its initial discovery and basic formulation.

The unsettled state of quantum interpretation parallels in a remarkable manner the other

philosophical disciplines beyond natural science during this time, such as with linguistics.  This is well

illustrated by Richard Rorty who, following Ludwig Wittgenstein, helped deliver the “linguistic turn”

in philosophy, insisting that we should give up on asking how the world is but rather concentrate on

how it is described.203  Not surprisingly, the relationship between linguistics and quantum theory has

received considerable attention and several have located direct links in the work of prominent

linguists, such as Hillary Putnam, whose work in linguistics was evidently inspired by the problems in

quantum physics.204

200 “It appears that Heidegger’s antiepistemological notions [contra Descartes] had a great impact on
ontological interpretations in quantum physics.  Heidegger also had a great influence on the [Heideggerian]
reconciliation of the ‘two cultures (C. P. Snow) by introducing the necessity of hermeneutics into the field of
natural science. . . .  According to Heidegger’s solution there is a refusal to express the ontology and
epistemology of reality in terms of realism and idealism. . . . [However,] it is widely recognized that the
terminology of Heidegger is chosen so as to avoid the connotation of traditional philosophical concepts, such as
subject, object, consciousness and mind.  Heidegger’s philosophical system is an attempt to destroy the history
of ontology, since Being, according to Heidegger, has been confused with beings.  In order to understand
Heidegger we are obliged to follow him in his terminological construction, which easily leads to difficulties if we
step outside his system,” Stefan Djupsjöbacka, Dialogue in the Crisis of Representation: Realism and Antirealism in
the Context of the Conversation between Theologians and Quantum Physicists in Göttingen 1949-1961 (Tavastg,
Finland: Åbo Akademi University Press, 2005), 71.

201 Pylkkö, The Aconceptual Mind, 59-60.  See also, Stefanos Geroulanos, An Atheism That Is Not
Humanist Emerges in French Thought (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2010), 59; and Watson, “Beyond
Ontic-Ontological Relations,” 51-52.

202 Jean Bricmont, Making Sense of Quantum Mechanics (New York, NY: Springer, 2016), 290.  Bohm
does, however, embrace the language of paradox on occasion.

203 Atmanspacher and Primas, Recasting Reality: Wolfgang Pauli’s Philosophical Ideas and Contemporary
Science, 1.

204 Christopher Norris, for one, attributes quantum physics as an influence in the work of linguists like
Hilary Putnam, who connected his readings of quantum theory to his work in language theory.  See Christopher
Norris, Quantum Theory and the Flight from Realism (New York, NY: Routledge, 2000), 205.  “In Putnam’s case . .
. there is evidence that this shift of views [from an ontic to epistemic focus in linguistics] came about at least
partly as a result of his prolonged engagement with issues in the philosophy of quantum mechanics,” ibid.
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Turning to the quantum phenomena, itself, it’s worth noting that it has variably been called

something that “I think I can safely say that nobody understands,”205 and “makes absolutely no

sense,”206 yet remains resilient as “the most battle-tested theory in all of science–it has no

competitors,”207 all the while establishing itself as “incontestably the intellectual scandal of the

century!”208  “Quantum mechanics . . . laid waste to the earlier inductivist, generalizing, dogmatic

science program.  This latter was . . . ‘in its day . . . extremely useful; and now that it is dead, it is

stonedead, an archaeological curiosity . . . turned into an obstructive agency.”209  As Euan Squires put

it, “in an endeavor to understand the quantum world, we are led beyond physics, certainly into

philosophy and maybe even into cosmology, psychology and theology.”  Squires continues, “quantum

phenomena challenge our primitive understanding of reality; they force us to re-examine what the

concept of existence means.”210

So what, exactly, is all the excitement about?  Although a detailed examination of the quantum

physical experiments is not possible here, it may prove helpful to summarize the key points.  Put

concisely, it has been claimed that “quantum physical” reality presents a paradoxically dualistic wave-

particle description of matter, as well as appearing to exhibit an entangled nature that demonstrates

non-local211 “spooky action”212 at a distance.  Furthermore, quantum particles demonstrate

205 Richard Feynman, The Character of Physical Law (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1965), 129.
206 Roger Penrose in Roger Penrose and C. J. Isham, ed. Quantum Concepts in Space and Time (Oxford,

UK: Clarendon Press, 1986), 139.
207 Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner, Quantum Enigma: Physics Encounters Consciousness (Oxford,

UK: Oxford University Press, 2006), 51-52. 
208 René Thom, Prédire n’est pas Expliquer (Paris, France: Flammarion, 1993), 86.  Translation mine

from “incontestablement le scandale intellectuel du siècle!”
209 Alfred North Whitehead, as cited by David Hakken, The Knowledge Landscapes of Cyberspace (New

York, NY: Routledge, 2003), 91.
210 Euan J. Squires, The Mystery of the Quantum World (New York, NY: Taylor & Francis, 1994), preface.
211 Notably, at least according to some, “one of the gross misinterpretations of the results of [the

experiments demonstrating non-locality] in the popular press was that they showed that information traveled
between the detectors at speeds greater than light.  This was not the case, and relativity theory, along with the
rule that light speed is the speed limit in the universe, was not violated.  The proper way to view these
correlations is that they occurred instantly or in ‘no time’ in spite of the vast distance between the detectors [in
the experiment],” Nadeau and Kafatos, The Non-local Universe: The New Physics and Matters of the Mind, 79.

212 Einstein’s famous words.  For some conflicting descriptions of the problem of “spooky action” at a
distance and the controversy surrounding it, see Jürgen Audretsch, Entangled Systems: New Directions In
Quantum Physics (Weinheim, Germany: Verlag, 2007), 130-131; and Lily Splane, Quantum Consciousness: A
Philosophy of the Self’s Potential Through Quantum Cosmology (San Diego, CA: Anaphase II Publishing, 2004),

78



discontinuous probabilistic jumps of motion that are unpredictable or random (free?) at the

individual level,213 yet still fulfil mathematically consistent probabilities in large statistical

quantities.214  Quantum phenomena also appear to be observer or consciousness dependent, and thus

mixing mind and matter,215 or simultaneously mixes together the ontic216 and epistemic aspects of

reality when researchers interact with it experimentally.217  As such, it appears to require redefining

the relationship between the ‘one and the many.’218  As Bohr himself described some of the central

mysteries of the quantum world, “unless you’re shocked by quantum mechanics, you have not

understood it.”219

Contemporary scholars agree that “the development of quantum mechanics in the first decades

of the twentieth century came as a shock to many physicists.  Today, despite the great successes of

quantum mechanics, arguments continue about its meaning, and its future.”220  Indeed, it is widely

130-131.  At the end of the day, however, as Jim Baggot concludes his remarks, “so, where does all this leave
local reality?  Physicists who have commented on these results (including those who disagreed with the
principle) . . . have largely accepted that these experimental tests create great difficulties for theories which
feature a local reality.  The message seems to be this: reality is non-local, so get used to it.  We are obliged to give
up local reality and accept that there can be some kind of ‘spooky action at a distance,’ perhaps involving some
kind of strange communication between distant parts of the universe at speeds faster than that of light,” Jim
Baggott, Beyond Measure: Modern Physics, Philosophy, and the Meaning of Quantum Theory (Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press, 2004), 180.

213 For an account of the various aspects of uncertainty or randomness in quantum physics, see Jared
Hendricks, Quantum Physics 2nd ed. (Morrisville, NC: Lulu Press, 2015), 39.

214 Baggott, Beyond Measure: Modern Physics, Philosophy, and the Meaning of Quantum Theory, 76.  This
greatly frustrated Einstein, who insisted that “the Lord God does not play dice,” as quoted in Doyle, Free Will:
The Scandal in Philosophy, 228.

215 Rosenblum and Kuttner, Quantum Enigma: Physics Encounters Consciousness, 52.
216 “In quantum theory, reality at its most basic level is understood in terms of possibility,” not

actuality or existence, Thomas E. Hosinski, The Image of the Unseen God: Catholicity, Science, and Our Evolving
Understanding of God (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2017), np.  See also, Anton Zeilinger, “Quantum Physics:
Ontology or Epistemology?,” in The Trinity and an Entangled World: Relationality in Physical Science and
Theology, ed. John C. Polkinghorne (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2010), 35-36.

217 Quantum “entanglement (also called the EPR paradox or nonlocality) is not an epistemological
issue (one about our knowledge of the situation).  It is an ontological issue, which means that the effect has to do
with the reality of the situation or the very ‘being’ (ontos) of the particles involved,” Heidi Ann Russell, Quantum
Shift: Theological and Pastoral Implications of Contemporary Developments in Science (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical
Press, 2015), 62-63.

218 Nadeau and Kafatos, The Non-local Universe: The New Physics and Matters of the Mind, 3-4, 13. 
Quantum physics appears to “demonstrate” a new kind of “relationship between parts and wholes in physical
reality,” ibid., 13. 

219 As cited in Rosenblum and Kuttner, Quantum Enigma: Physics Encounters Consciousness, 52.
220 Steven Weinberg, “The Trouble with Quantum Mechanics,” at http://www.nybooks.com/

articles/2017/01/19/trouble-with-quantum-mechanics/ (accessed January 19, 2017).
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acknowledged that physicists do not agree on what the quantum world is actually like–there is no

consensus about what the physical world really is or looks like.221  This has led some to resort to a

certain level of open skepticism about the future prospects of science, not just for the quantum realm,

but in general.222

All this, of course, represents precisely the opposite attitude that defined Newtonian and even

Einsteinian science for centuries, and which, it must be noted, continues to dominate mainstream

science today in both general physics, technology, and standard cognitive science and linguistics.  In a

nutshell, the problem is not so much that either method of description, the classical, relativistic, or

quantum, works or not, but rather the issue is how to reconcile or best make sense of and appreciate

their contradictory approaches.223  This is because it seems each of the approaches applies to certain

problems, but not for others, and the ‘line of demarcation’ between them is fuzzy.  How can such a

situation coexist in the same physical reality?  As Robert Nadeau and Menas Kafatos explain the

consequences of the situation, “when C. P. Snow recognized the growing gap between . . . the two

cultures,” “his primary concern was that the culture of humanists-social scientists might become so

scientifically illiterate that it would not be able to meaningfully evaluate the uses of new technologies. 

What he did not anticipate was that the two-culture gap would become a two-culture chasm and that

the culture of scientists-engineers would become just as responsible for the failure to unify human

221 Sophia Chen, “Physicists Can’t Agree on What the Quantum World Looks Like,” at https://www
.newscientist.com/article/mg23331074-600-physicists-cant-agree-on-what-the-quantum-world-looks-like/
(accessed January 4, 2017).

222 Stuart Firestein, “Certainly Not! Good Science Requires Cultivating Doubt and Finding Pleasure in
Mystery,” at http://nautil.us/issue/2/uncertainty/certainly-not (accessed January 4, 2017).

223 There are, in fact, three approaches to physics–the classical Newtonian, the relativistic, and the
quantum, though the former two are more ‘intuitively’ aligned from a scientific point of view.  Heidi Ann Russell
explains clearly the main point of contention between all three, namely that “the irreconcilable nature of
quantum mechanics and general relativity has to do with the way each disagrees with Newtonian physics. 
While Newtonian physics explains the world we can observe and in which we interact with a great deal of
success, general relativity describes the world of the very large on a cosmic scale, and quantum theory describes
the world of the small on an atomic level.  In doing so, general relativity accepts the assumptions that Newton
made about the relationship between observers and the system they observe but altered Newton’s
understanding of time and space.  Quantum mechanics alternatively accepted Newton’s understanding of time
and space as an unchanging background but altered Newton’s understanding of the relationship between the
observer and the observed.  Consequently, one of the great issues that faces science today is the fact that these
two theories which have been so successful in describing and explaining the way things work on their
respective levels do not agree with one another,” Russell, Quantum Shift: Theological and Pastoral Implications of
Contemporary Developments in Science, 163.
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knowledge as the culture of humanists-social scientists,”224 because their bedrock of authority, the

classical scientific method and its epistemic-ontic tradition, would itself collapse under the weight of

empirical evidence.  Amazingly the methodology of natural science would eventually appear to

undercut its own universal authority.

The above assertions, which would still be challenged by some scientists, may be difficult to fully

apprehend or appreciate, especially by those with backgrounds lacking any training in advanced

science.  Yet, the acceptance of the idea that physical science has entered into, and even in a limited

sense displaced philosophy, is controversial.  Many oppose such an intrusion, from either side–both

disgruntled traditional philosophers and a majority of scientists operating outside quantum physics. 

Thus, that physics and philosophy have met can only be regarded as the state of the discipline if

philosophers, physicists, and theologians are examined who have duly considered the data, which is

evidenced by the rapidly exploding number of books and articles addressing quantum physics by

members of all three groups–the age of trans-disciplinarity has arrived.225  “The verificationist, anti-

metaphysical view of physics which dominated the first two-thirds of the twentieth century is simply

outmoded in light of contemporary theoretical physics,” states William Lane Craig.226   In discussing

the results of quantum phenomena, Tim Maudlin remarks, “have we not left the precincts of physics

for the unconstrained fantasies of speculative metaphysics?”227  As Philip Clayton, one familiar with

and sympathetic to aspects of Heideggerian thought, observes, “what scientists and philosophers of

science discovered in the late twentieth century, though they should have known it from centuries

224 Nadeau and Kafatos, The Non-local Universe: The New Physics and Matters of the Mind, 13-14.
225 Piero Scaruffi, Thinking about Thought: A Primer on the New Science of Mind (Bloomington, IN:

iUniverse, 2003).  “Interest on the subjects of mind, consciousness and life is growing exponentially, and is
affecting a growing number of disciplines.  What used to be the exclusive domain of philosophical speculation is
now part of scientific research conducted by neurologists, biologists, physicists, mathematicians, computer
scientists, archeologists, anthropologists and psychologists,” ibid., back cover.  It is a given that theologians are
also included amongst those disciplines mentioned above.

226 William Lane Craig, Time and Eternity: Exploring God’s Relationship to Time (Wheaton, IL: Crossway
Books, 2001), 50.  I would suggest that even beyond the first two thirds of the 20th century, ever since Newton
and his mathematical view of nature the same general perspective concerning nature had prevailed.  This would
include several hundred years of natural science within an anti-metaphysical prism.

227 Maudlin, Quantum Non-Locality and Relativity: Metaphysical Intimations of Modern Physics, 119.  The
quote is in the context of discussing the appearance of counterfactual mathematical results and their
relationship to observed quantum experiments–that is, unperformed experiments have no results.
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past, is that the spheres of the empirical and the metaphysical are not autonomous.”  He continues,

“knowledge in one is incomplete unless one also understands the contribution of the other.  Empirical

results raise urgent metaphysical questions, and metaphysical positions frame empirical research. 

Only those who know both sides can sort out the confusions that arise in each.”228

The minimally inevitable conclusion for philosophers seeking to unravel reality’s mysteries

within the current situation is well grasped by Garrett DeWeese, one admittedly sympathetic to

classical metaphysics,

Contrary to some philosophers who conceive of metaphysics as secondary to the empirical
sciences, or perhaps as rendered obsolete by them, I believe that metaphysics is an
independent enterprise.  But independent does not mean isolated, and the deliverances of
the empirical science[s] constitute some of the evidence that metaphysical theories must
explain.  Conversely, since data will always underdetermine theory, purely metaphysical
considerations should be brought to bear in the process of theory adjudication.  A
successful theory will result from respectful interaction between the scientist and the
philosopher. . . . [This includes] acceptable interpretations of the theories of modern
physics, notably the Special and General Theories of Relativity and Quantum Mechanics. . . . 
Greater explanatory power is one of the virtues by which competing theories have
generally been judged.229

DeWeese, and others, see the implications clearly.  To more fully understand the traditional empirical

sciences of psychology, cosmology, theology and even philosophy as a whole, quantum physics must

be understood and integrated to the best degree possible, acknowledging the limits intelligently of its

ongoing revolution, but not dismissing its potential influence from ignorant or ill-informed

perspectives on all the available data, which now includes quantum physics.

Today, all must recognize that quantum physics has introduced tremendous puzzles, challenges,

and new possibilities for the philosopher and scientist alike.  Quantum physics impacts upon many

divergent disciplines and issues, including work relating to the relation of mind and matter, physical

time, psychological time, determinism, indeterminism, free-will, causality, and many others, such as

228 Clayton, Adventures in the Spirit: God, World, Divine Action, 37.  For Clayton’s use of and appraisal of
Heidegger, see 40-41, 245-254.

229 DeWeese, God and the Nature of Time, 6-7.  Note also that many philosophers who are not physicists
or who have but dabbled little in physics acknowledge and discuss the relevance of quantum phenomena.  See,
for example, Inwagen, Metaphysics, 119-132, 160, 210.
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economics230 and the social sciences,231 disciplines within the third culture referred to by Snow.  The

longstanding dualisms located in Plato, Descartes, and Kant must be reevaluated in light of quantum

phenomena, and tentatively either rejected or reaffirmed in philosophically significant ways.  One

such affirmation is attempted through the work of respected physicist Bernard d’Espagnat, who tries

to philosophically rebuild, in support of the Copenhagen view, a neo-Kantian/Platonic “soft” dualism

through his proposal that reality is divided between the mathematical-scientific-empirical world and

the “veiled” independent and inaccessible reality.  That is, standard science rules successfully in the

empirical world up to an arbitrary limit, which is the quantum domain.  Beyond this is a veiled reality,

d’Espagnat claims, that lies beyond the confines of standard contemporary science,232 and which is

somehow “timeless,” where some sort of ultimate “Being” is located, and furthermore, where love is

somehow hidden.233

230 Startling as it may be, some of the mysterious aspects of quantum physics are being invoked in
economic works, such as Laurence J. Brahm, Fusion Economics: How Pragmatism is Changing the World (New
York, NY: Springer, 2014); and Laurie Z. Hyland, Toward a New Money Reality and a Quantum Economy: A
Visionary Look at How Money and the Economy Can Become Connecting Forces for a New World (Indianapolis, IN:
Xlibris, 2013).  For a more general ‘social’ speculative application of quantum physics, see Kunal K. Das,  The
Quantum Guide to Life: How the Laws of Physics Explain Our Lives from Laziness to Love (New York, NY: Skyhorse
Publishing, 2013).

231 Emmanuel Haven and Andrei Khrennikov, Quantum Social Science (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 2013); and George Gilder, Microcosm: The Quantum Revolution in Economics and Technology
(New York, NY: Touchstone, 1990).  Gilder explains, a “key reason that quantum theory is so difficult to
understand, so apparently riddled with paradox, is this continued use of the vocabulary of materialism to
discuss phenomena that in the usual sense lack all material qualities, such as solidity, location, continuity, and
inertia. . . .  Separating the old and new sciences is a nearly unbridgeable gulf” of linguistic and conceptual
ambiguity, ibid., 20.

232 The fullest exposition of his views are in Bernard d’Espagnat, On Physics and Philosophy (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006), esp. 376-381.  His critical conclusion is that “what science deals with is, to
repeat, empirical reality, to which the notion of a ‘veil’ does not apply,” ibid., 378.  See also, Bernard d’Espagnat,
Veiled Reality: An Analysis of Present-day Quantum Mechanical Concepts (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2003);
Bernard d’Espagnat, In Search of Reality (New York, NY: Springer, 1983); Juleon M. Schins, “Quantum Theory: A
Pointer to an Independent Reality–A Discussion of Bernard d’Espagnat’s ‘Veiled Reality,’” in Mathematical
Undecidability, Quantum Nonlocality and the Question of the Existence of God, eds. Alfred Driessen and Antoine
Suarez (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer, 1997), 179; and Joseph E. Brenner, Logic in Reality (Dordrecht,
The Netherlands: Springer, 2008), 6-7.

233 D’Espagnat, On Physics and Philosophy, 463 n. 31.  D’Espagnat suggests that “Being is somehow
prior to the mind-matter splitting” and that our minds “may vaguely ‘recall’ something of Being,” ibid., 463.  He
continues that it is possible that the “human mind keeps some sort of a remembrance (a timeless one of course;
language, here, is deficient) of this Being prior to splitting,” ibid., 463 n. 31.  D’Espagnat defines Being by
suggesting that it cannot be reduced “to material components,” and thus it is “impossible to believe
consciousness to be just a product of matter, that is, of empirical reality.”  Importantly, he also suggests that
“Being” is where “the archetypes of some of our feelings, great longing, love, etc.,” are located, that is, they are
“hidden there,” ibid., 463.
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That is not to say the above appraisal is wholly universal.  Einstein’s incredulous remark about

the moon represents the dogma of many stubborn resistors, perhaps most notably represented today

by standout individuals like Roger Penrose234 and John Searle, who has, in his own words, “repeated

to the point of tedium”235 that a standard scientific explanation must exist for the current problems. 

Furthermore, while both Penrose and Searle have more recently acknowledged some openness to the

role of probabilistic laws or deterministic randomness, for both of them, the universe essentially

remains, although exceedingly complex, ultimately nothing but a machine, with all events

“determined”236 by their prior events in a tremendous non-calculable237 yet still space-time machine-

like web.  For them this would certainly include the quantum realm, whatever it may ultimately prove

to be.  Nevertheless, some prominent resistors to the bizarre phenomena found in quantum physics

are quite honest and transparent about the situation, like Richard Dawkins echoing his colleague

234 Roger Penrose, The Road to Reality: A Complete Guide to the Laws of the Universe (New York, NY:
Random House, 2011); and Roger Penrose, The Emperor’s New Mind: Concerning Computers, Minds, and the Laws
of Physics (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1999).  See also the explanation and critique of his work in
Margaret A. Boden, Mind as Machine: A History of Cognitive Science Volume 1 & 2 (Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press,
2006), 1232-1234.

235 Searle, Freedom & Neurobiology: Reflections on Free Will, Language, and Political Power, 76.  See
also, Boden, Mind as Machine: A History of Cognitive Science Volume 1 & 2, 1234.

236 Boden, Mind as Machine: A History of Cognitive Science Volume 1 & 2 , 1235.  Yet, as Boden observes,
Searle still insisted that “the problem of consciousness is a scientific problem, and encouraged the scientists to
get on with it,” ibid.  The status of consciousness as a scientific problem cements into place the “hard problem”
of consciousness, as observed by David J. Chalmers, “The Hard Problem: Facing Up to the Problem of
Consciousness,” in Explaining Consciousness: The ‘Hard Problem,’ ed. Jonathan Shear (Cambridge, MA: The MIT
Press, 1997), 9-32.

237 Penrose, The Emperor’s New Mind: Concerning Computers, Minds, and the Laws of Physics, 220.  “The
vexed question of ‘free will’ hovers at the background, throughout this book–though for most of what I shall
have to say, it will remain only in the background.  It will have one specific, but minor, role to play later in this
chapter (in relation to the issue of faster-than-light signalling in relativity).  The question of free will is
addressed directly in Chapter 10, and there the reader will doubtless be disappointed by what I have to
contribute.  I do indeed believe that there is a real issue here, rather than an imagined one, but it is profound
and hard to formulate adequately.  The issue of determinism is physical theory is important, but I believe that it
is only part of the story.  The world might, for example, be deterministic but non-computable.  Thus, the future
might be determined by the present in a way that is in principle non-calculable.  In Chapter 20, I shall try to
present arguments to show that the action of our conscious minds is indeed non-algorithmic (i.e. non-
computable).  Accordingly, the free will that we believe ourselves to be capable of would have to be intimately
tied in with some non-computable ingredient in the laws that govern the world in which we actually live.  It is an
interesting question–whether or not one accepts this viewpoint with regard to free will–whether a given
physical theory (such as Newton’s) is indeed computable, not just whether it is deterministic.  Computability is a
different question from determinism–and the fact that it is a different question is something that I am trying to
emphasize in this book,” ibid., 220.
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Steve Pinker in the field of neuroscience, who admitted that regarding where certain aspects of

consciousness and language come from, it “beats the heck out of me.”238  Clearly, he is not alone.

Perhaps the situation surrounding quantum physics can best be summed up by the insightful

observations by Harald Atmanspacher and Frederick Kronz, who explain that the whole quantum

crisis, and the reason it has become a crisis, is precisely because ontic and epistemic issues have been

confused and addressed together but as if separately, or separately but as if together, rather than

truly separately or simultaneously.239  Contrary to millennia of strict separation, it appears possible

that ontic and epistemic concerns (the existences of matter and mind in themselves) must be unified

and addressed simultaneously (unifying ontology and epistemology) in ways they have not been

before, possibly along with all other traditional questions in physics and metaphysics.  If addressed

separately, it’s possible that our best explanations and descriptions of either of them will be

misinformed and inadequate.  How, or if, such a unification can be done, and the consequences of

doing so, are the focus of Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s work along with other post-phenomenologists,240 many

238 As cited in Antony Flew and Roy Abraham Varghese, There is a God: How the World’s Most Notorious
Atheist Changed His Mind (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2007), 176.  See also, Philip Higgs and Jane Smith,
Rethinking Our World (Cape Town, South Africa: Juta & Co., 2007), 110.  See also, Richard Dawkins and Steven
Pinker, “Is Science Killing the Soul?,” in The Guardian-Dillons Debate, Edge 53 (April 8, 1999).

239 Harald Atmanspacher and Frederick Kronz, “Many Realisms” in Acta Polytechnica Scandinavica Ma-
91, (1998), 31-43.  They share that “if ontic and epistemic elements must be considered at the same level of
description,” then what is interpreted “epistemically at one level may be interpreted ontically at another,” in
relation to standard versus quantum descriptions.  Thus, “it may be speculated that at some very basic level of
onticity the distinction of mental and material domains of reality becomes irrelevant.  The question remains to
be clarified whether this level is already addressed by contemporary quantum theory,” ibid., 31.  See also, ibid.,
33.

240 Although, it must be noted Bohm and Pylkkö are more radical than most post-phenomenologists.
They, to some respects, deconstruct post-phenomenology.  Originally stemming from the work of Edmund
Husserl, the founder of phenomenology and teacher of Heidegger, post-phenomenology refers to both a
philosophical movement as well as the efforts of several individuals to unite philosophy and science, specifically
quantum physics with cognitive neuroscience.  The inspiration of post-phenomenology is frequently traced to
both the early though especially later writings of Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Jan Patocka, and Georges
Bataille.  The first to use and own the label would be Don Ihde, Postphenomenology: Essays in the Postmodern
Context (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1995), and his followers, philosophers of science and
technology who work primarily on addressing the meaning and role of technology in society.  See also, Peter-
Paul Verbeek, “Artifacts and Attachment: A Post-Script Philosophy of Mediation,” in Hans Harbers, ed. Inside the
Politics of Technology: Agency and Normativity in the Co-Production of Technology and Society (Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: Amsterdam University Press, 2005), 125-146; 137, 140-141; and Peter-Paul Verbeek, What Things
Do: Philosophical Reflections on Technology, Agency, and Design (State College, PA: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 2005), particularly “Postphenomenology,” 99-120, especially the definitions given on 113.  For more on
phenomenology in general, see Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka, ed. Phenomenology World-Wide: Foundations,
Expanding Dynamics, Life-Engagements: A Guide for Research and Study (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 2002).
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of whom utilize quantum physical phenomena within their explanatory efforts, and who hope to

create a more unified understanding of reality as a whole.241

This task of the unification of historically disparate disciplines, such as postmodern philosophy

and physics (the “two cultures”) is undoubtedly a difficult one to achieve, if it is possible at all (if not

formally or definitionally, then particularly conceptually),242 however, given the longstanding

prejudices on both sides, between scientists and philosophers, that have been mentioned above. 

Indeed, to comment on a typical philosopher’s understanding of the differences between philosophy

and science, one could look to none other than Heidegger himself, who wrote, “the task of philosophy

differs from that of science, for, unlike science, philosophy examines not our conclusions but the basic

conceptual models we employ–the kind of concepts and ordering patterns we use.”  Heidegger

continues, “philosophy concerns not the explanation of this or that but questions such as ‘what, really,

is an explanation?’”243

241 Concerning the interest in connecting quantum physics to the sciences of the mind and cognitive
science, although often operating outside the mainstream, there has nevertheless been a consistent interest in
quantum cognitive neuroscience that is acknowledged by mainline academic circles, despite the especial focus
on it by postphenomenologists.  Starting with Wolfgang Pauli and Carl Jung in the 1940's, Eugene Wigner in the
1960's, with Henry Stapp, Roger Penrose and several others ushering in the idea again in force in the 1990's,
quantum neuroscience has a lively if limited history.  For a sample of key recent works integrating quantum
physics into cognitive studies and neuropsychology, see the Bohmian scholar Pylkkänen, Mind, Matter and the
Implicate Order; Max Velmans, Understanding Consciousness (New York, NY: Routledge, 2009); Henry P. Stapp,
Mindful Universe: Quantum Mechanics and the Participating Observer (Berlin, Germany: Springer, 2007); Susan
Blackmore, Conversations on Consciousness: What the Best Minds Think About the Brain, Free Will, and What It
Means to Be Human (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2006); J. A. Tuszynski, ed. The Emerging Physics of
Consciousness (Berlin, Germany: Springer-Verlag, 2006); Dean Radin, Minds: Extrasensory Experiences in a
Quantum Reality (New York, NY: Pocket Books with Simon & Schuster, 2006); Suzanne Gieser, The Innermost
Kernel: Depth Psychology and Quantum Physics: Wolfgang Pauli’s Dialogue with C. G. Jung (Berlin, Germany:
Springer, 2005); Kunio Yasue, Mari Jibu, Tarcisio Della Senta, ed. No Matter, Never Mind (Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: John Benjamins, 2002); Giuseppe Vitiello, My Double Unveiled (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: John
Benjamins, 2001); Philip Van Loocke, ed. The Physical Nature of Consciousness (Amsterdam, The Netherlands:
John Benjamins, 2000); Roger Penrose, Shadows of the Mind: A Search for the Missing Science of Consciousness
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1994); and Arthur Koestler, The Ghost in the Machine (London, UK:
Arkana, 1989).

242 Yair Neuman acknowledges that “multidisciplinarity might have a bad reputation due to the work
of some charlatans who flutter between disciplines while providing no interesting ideas, hypotheses, or
insights,” but the increasing amount of knowledge available to us makes this necessary, as there are “complex”
problems “in which different systems interact.  In many cases we encounter problems that result from the
interactions between these systems and when this happens our expertise [of a single reductionistic domain]
might be an obstacle rather than advantage,” Yair Neuman, Reviving the Living: Meaning Making in Living Systems
(Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Elsevier, 2008), xvii, xviii (addition mine).

243 Heidegger, What is a Thing?, 248.  Heidegger would concur with Ohad Nachtomy and Justin Smith as
they opine: “When philosophers and historians think of the conceptual innovations in early modern science that
played an important role in the shaping of the modern world, it is generally mechanical physics that first comes
to mind: the newly mathematized study of the motion of projectiles, planets, and billiard balls.  The reason for
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Whether Heidegger may be correct or not about his understanding of “things” and the meaning

of a valid explanation, what he and many other contemporary philosophers and scientists failed and

continue to fail in properly recognizing or realizing is that what an explanation is was precisely what

some physicists were asking about as they formulated their wild “conclusions” concerning the

quantum phenomena.  Physicists like Bohm, and philosophers like Pylkkö, now see things similarly to

Heidegger,244 yet not exclusively from any ‘careful thinking,’ but from experimental empirical

evidence alone, evidence that contradicts centuries of previous science.  As Werner Heisenberg, one of

the principle discoverers of quantum phenomena wrote, “when we get beyond this range of the

classical theory, we must realize that our words [and the concepts they refer to] don’t fit.  They don’t

really get a hold in the physical reality.”245  In the world of classical physics and mathematics, this

this focus is that there were real, incontestable advances in the understanding of how the physical world works,
and this improved understanding had plainly tangible effects on the history of technology and applied science. 
However, it is a rather narrow understanding of history that concerns itself only with those domains of human
endeavor that are enjoying a phase of rapid progress.  For indeed, very often it is precisely the domains of
inquiry that are lagging behind that also present the most difficult and interesting conceptual problems, and that
weigh most heavily on the minds of the thinkers and experimenters who are simultaneously enjoying the fruits
of their progress elsewhere.  If in early modern Europe planetary motion was coming to be seen as more
tractable than animal motion, this does not at all mean that planets were held to be in more urgent need of
explanation than animals.  Quite the contrary, one might say that what happened was this: The planets, as it
turned out, lent themselves more easily to explanation.  They were, one might provocatively suggest, the easier
part of the scientific revolution.  The harder part, the part that would not emerge as a full-fledged, independent
domain of science until the 19th century, concerned that great part of nature that appears resistant to
explanation in the same terms as planets and billiard balls: the part of nature that does things that billiard balls
do not do; the part that replicates itself, producing nearly identical copies of itself in many different ways; the
part that has the capacity for self-motion; the part that eats and breathes. . . .  Now there was, in the early
modern period, a great diversity of views as to what exactly the relationship was between this latter domain of
nature and the one described by mechanical physics.  Arguably the most significant attempt to deal with the gap
between these domains (living versus nonliving) was to assimilate the one into the other, that is, to understand
the living world in mechanical terms.  Many philosophers (a label that includes what are today called
‘scientists’), such as René Descartes, supposed that the success of their own programs of mechanical physics
depended upon their ability to explain the generation, structure, and motion of living beings, as Descartes put it,
‘in the same manner as the rest,’ which is to say Descartes hoped to make living nature comprehensible by
appealing to the same principles and laws that were lately helping to make so much sense of the rest of nature. 
Others, such as the ‘vitalist’ philosopher Henry More, supposed that the motion and generation of living beings
could not possibly be explained ‘in the same manner as the rest,’” Ohad Nachtomy and Justin E. H. Smith,
“Introduction,” in The Life Sciences in Early Modern Philosophy, eds. Ohad Nachtomy and Justin E. H. Smith
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2014), 1-2.

244 Paavo Pylkkänen, “The Quantum Epoché,” in Progress in Biophysics and Molecular Biology Vol. 119,
Issue 3 (December 2015), 332-340.  “The empirical phenomena encountered in quantum and relativity physics
have given rise to a new philosophical situation that poses a challenge to not only ‘philosophy’ in a Heideggerian
sense, but also to phenomenology broadly understood,” ibid., 335.

245 Sandro Petruccioli, Atoms, Metaphors and Paradoxes: Niels Bohr and the Construction of a New
Physics (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 153 (emphasis and addition mine).  See also,
Abraham Pais, “The Image of Physics,” in The Changing Image of the Sciences, eds. Ida H. Stamhuis, Teun
Koetsier, Cornelis de Pater and Albert van Helden (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers,
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testimony is a shock, as there was only one way to describe the relationships between objects in

physics for centuries, and our basic scientific words worked just fine to describe everything they saw. 

Though it shouldn’t need to be mentioned, science works!  It just “works.”  As you are reading this

thesis, the laws of science are likely functioning properly and deterministically, just like Einstein

thought they did.  The letters I typed have preserved their identities from the depressed keyboard to

the outputted PDF file, and not randomly reorganized themselves (I hope!).

The inability to express the results or conclusions of a scientific study in words (which includes

numbers in the ordinary sense; that is, mathematical language) or images baffled Heisenberg.  He was

left stammering upon seeing quantum phenomena at work.  No words fit.246  He attempted to use

mathematical symbols to approximate what he saw happening, and which, in their own way worked

quite well given a particular focus on the ontic or epistemic aim of a given experiment, but even more

than falling short of the reality he appeared to be observing, his words appeared to contradict the

phenomena when considered altogether.  Were the “objects” his instruments observed particles or

waves?  To answer a “wavicle,” “lave,” or “eventity”247 is a semantic, patchwork, band-aid answer–an

incomplete description and not an explanation, at least in the minds of most, and certainly not for

those not well acquainted with just how those labels were chosen.  The mystery of the physical world

had reached a new layer or level of complexity, one that engaged the conceptual realm, a realm where

2002), 85-104; 99; David Lindley, Uncertainty: Einstein, Heisenberg, Bohr, and the Struggle for the Soul of Science
(New York, NY: Random House, 2007), 150.  For Heisenberg’s quote and its implications to the philosophy of
time and language, see Suzanne Guerlac, Thinking in Time: An Introduction to Henri Bergson (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2006), 41; Henry J. Folse, The Philosophy of Niels Bohr: The Framework of Complementarity
(North-Holland: The Netherlands, 1985), 95; Françios Lurçat, “Understanding Quantum Mechanics with Bohr
and Husserl,” 243; Manjit Kumar, Quantum: Einstein, Bohr, and the Great Debate about the Nature of Reality, 244;
Robert M. Pirsig, “Subjects, Objects, Data and Values,” in Quantum Structures and the Nature of Reality: The
Indigo Book of Einstein Meets Magritte: An Interdisciplinary Reflection, eds. Diederik Aerts and Jaroslaw Pykacz
(Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999), 79-98; 83.  Pirsig provides an excellent
synopsis of the issues confronting the dawn of quantum physics.

246 At one of the early points in the development of quantum theory, Heisenberg, when writing of his
fellow physicist Erwin Schrödinger’s mathematical formula which for complex reasons undermined his own
theory, wrote, “the more I think about the physical portion of the Schrödinger theory, the more repulsive I find it
. . . .  What Schrödinger writes about the visualizability of his theory ‘is [paraphrasing Bohr] probably not quite
right,’ in other words, it’s crap,” as cited in Baggott, The Quantum Story: A History in 40 Moments, 67.

247 The pragmatic names given to the mysterious wave aspect of a particle.  For more on this, see B. R.
Frieden, Probability, Statistical Optics, and Data Testing: A Problem Solving Approach (New York, NY: Springer,
2001), 450; and Palmer, The Fragmentation of Being and the Path Beyond the Void: Speculations in an Emergent
Onto-Mythology, 134.
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words (or at least the scientific words Heisenberg had available), which had previously expressed all

of nature with conceptual adequacy, no longer fit.  He was forced to enter the domain of concepts

rather than explanatory descriptions, or else his research wouldn’t make sense according to the rules

of scientific discourse.  In many ways he needed a new language, not merely new words.248  Contrary

to Heidegger’s claim that the positive sciences only sought raw data and conclusions while

philosophy alone was privileged with uncovering explanations, concepts, and patterns, in quantum

physics the possibility of adjusting that situation is raised–physicists are now forced to think

‘philosophically,’ meaning the subject matter of physics is now philosophical in Heidegger’s sense of

forcing us to reconsider our fundamental concepts.  And this conceptuality problem challenges our

best ideas, in fresh ways for the first time in eons, in philosophy and science as traditionally

understood, including what we believe about consciousness, time, causality, language, freedom, and

ultimately, “the nature of reality.”249

Given the above, however, one may ask, why has this situation not had a much greater impact

upon society at large?  Well, in some ways, one could say it has, especially in regards to the rise of

pluralism and certain aspects of post-modernism.  “Quantum thinking is new paradigm thinking,” and

“this new science focuses” us to see the broader shifts “in general culture” as “a move away from

absolute truth and absolute perspective toward contextualism; a move away from certainty, toward

an appreciation for pluralism and diversity, toward an acceptance of ambiguity and paradox, of

complexity rather than simplicity.”  It points the way forward toward “new concepts, new language,

and new images that new paradigm thinking requires.”250  Such a collection of new concepts and

words constitutes, in many ways, a new or third culture.  This is reflected in the opinions of others,

248 Pylkkö, The Aconceptual Mind, xx-xxi; and David Bohm, Wholeness and the Implicate Order (London,
UK: Routledge, 1980), 34-60.  “Quantum theory is weird not only because of its concepts, such as those related
to the abandonment of determinism and local realism, but also for its place in the history of physics.  It is so
strange that 80 years after its creation, its recasting process–where the notions of a theory are clarified and its
terms improved–remains unfinished.  Although its mathematical machine is well established and its predictive
power successful, the conceptual foundations of QT are still in debate,” M. Greca and Olival Freire, “Meeting the
Challenge: Quantum Physics in Introductory Physics Courses,” in International Handbook of Research in History,
Philosophy and Science Teaching, ed. Michael R. Matthews (New York, NY: Springer, 2014), 192.

249 Audretsch, Entangled World: The Fascination of Quantum Information and Computation, xii.
250 Nigel Thrift, Knowing Capitalism (London, UK: SAGE Publications, 2005), 63.
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such as Frank Wilczek, who have asserted that “the relatively small band of illuminati who have been

initiated into the quantum culture view the world in a new and richer way.”  Unfortunately, “because

of [the conceptual] difficulties, the quantum revolution has not yet had the deep impact on literary

and, ultimately, common culture that its power and novelty merit.”  Nevertheless, “many more

thinking people may like to be initiated into this third culture, to experience a real vision of its

perspective.  Certainly any aspiring philosopher (lover of insight) or theologian (interpreter of

ultimate reality), or anyone who wants to imagine the technology and economy of the not-so-distant

future, must become so initiated.”251

On the other hand, however, the overall situation of the natural sciences illustrates the inertia of

old paradigms and methods in many parts of the intelligencia and academy.  While “the limits of

Newtonian physics have been realized since the advent of relativity theory and quantum mechanics,”

“the Newtonian paradigm is still used to make accurate predictions and ‘works’–we can get rockets to

the moon by using it.”252  In other words, the classical paradigm still functions adequately for most

‘practical purposes,’ or so it seems, and so it is still heavily relied upon even in cases where it may not

be accurate or ideal.  Thus, the situation today is that both sides acknowledge the need for a third

culture that integrates the cultures of the sciences and humanities, but the fight over who exactly will

guide this third culture remains open.253  In many cases it seems scientists, with their greater access

to wealth and power, are forcing their way into the lead position to control this third culture–the risk

inherent in this is that the true concerns of the humanities may not be met by such scientists.254

251 Frank Wilczek, “The Third Culture: Is Quantum Physics, like Science and Literature, in a World of Its
Own?,” in Nature 424 (August 2003), 997-998 (addition mine).

252 Rohnn B. Sanderson and Marc A. Pugliese, Beyond Naïveté: Ethics, Economics, and Values (Lanham,
MD: University Press of America, 2012), 280 n. 3.

253 A tension described by Victoria Vesna, “Towards a Third Culture or Working in Between,” at
http://vv.arts.ucla.edu/publications/publications/00-01/ThirdCulture/ThirdCulture.htm (accessed February
15, 2018); and Elizabeth Leane, Reading Popular Physics: Disciplinary Skirmishes and Textual Strategies (New
York, NY: Routledge, 2016), 163-165.

254 This is certainly the logical goal of many scientists–see, for example, Zev Naveh, Transdisciplinary
Challenges in Landscape Ecology and Restoration Ecology–An Anthology (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer,
2007), 394; and Bernhard Poerksen, The Certainty of Uncertainty: Dialogues Introducing Constructivism (Exeter,
UK: Imprint Academic, 2004), 131.  For some concerns about a third culture guided by scientists, see
Herbrechter, Posthumanism: A Critical Analysis, 17-19.
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Accordingly, so long as science and mathematical logic represent the firmest basis upon which

conclusivity may be grounded and hoped for even in a ‘post-modern’ world, it still exerts a great

influence, even amongst the many competing interest groups in society.  However, this is not to deny

the influences of the ‘new paradigm’ which exist and also exert influence precisely because the

classical paradigm hasn’t and isn’t solving critical problems, especially those relating to freedom and

time, which lie at the heart of the third cultures.  All together, then, competing paradigms appear to be

operative in various parts of society, which is likely the real cause of our confusing post-postmodern

condition today, and integrally related to the fragmegration of global society255 which is producing the

conflicting and contradictory trends plaguing any global harmony or unity.  The innate or intrinsic

conformitarian tendencies of the classical paradigm can’t harmonize the conceptual conflicts the new

paradigm has generated in response to it, leaving disunity widely present and operative in society.

Yet, it is precisely the point shared just above that matters here.  Quantum physics does,

intuitively and forcefully, challenge long held traditional understandings about freedom and time, and

thus it cannot be ignored forever as we wrestle with our deepest philosophical questions.  This is not

to say current understandings of the quantum world requires any specific understanding of freedom

or time–it merely forcefully challenges us all to think about them more deeply–a condition that may

itself be the telltale sign of post-postmodernism.  A condition that itself forces thoughtful reflection.  It

is now more obvious than ever that a genuine third culture is needed, but making overtures toward

the utility of the quantum world to tell us this doesn’t tell us exactly what it will or should be like.

Without such a true third culture, our insolvent fragmegration will remain a problem for the

world into the foreseeable future.  Indeed, illustrative of just how deeply the conflict of the two

cultures impact our interpretation of empirical data, quantum physics has been interpreted to

support Heideggerian temporality and Einsteinian timelessness, essentially because one’s prior

definitional presuppositions come into play as one describes what they’re seeing!  Illustrating this

clearly, Foutini Markopoulou asserts that “there are two kinds of people in quantum gravity.  Those

255 Rosenau, Distant Proximities: Dynamics Beyond Globalization, 12.  See also, Louis E. Wolcher, The
Ethics of Justice Without Illusions (New York, NY: Routledge, 2016), 78-79.
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who think that timelessness is the most beautiful and deepest insight in general relativity, if not

modern science, and those who simply cannot comprehend what timelessness can mean and see

evidence for time in everything in nature.  What sets this split of opinions apart from any other

disagreement in science is that almost no one ever changes their mind, there is practically no crossing

camps on the issue of time.”  Such a situation, however, leads Markopoulou to muse that “on some

days, this makes me wonder if the split is truly on scientific grounds or something deeper.”256

In any case, philosophers and physicists continue to grapple with the challenges it raises as we

move into the 21st century.  Recent times have seen a significant escalation of interest in these issues

within the current post-postmodern milieu of multi/trans/interdisciplinary research,257 which

256 Fotini Markopoulou, “Space Does Not Exist, So Time Can,” at http://fqxi.org/data/essay-contest-
files/Markopoulou_SpaceDNE.pdf?phpMyAdmin=0c371ccdae9b5ff3071bae814fb4f9e9 (accessed July 16,
2017), 1.  Markopoulou continues, “I will argue that time exists and that the problem of time in quantum gravity
should be seen as a paradox.  Paradoxes are usually resolved when we realize that a certain unstated
assumption is lurking in the background which, under closer inspection we see is false,” which in the case of
Markopoulou, the false assumption is that space exists, ibid.  See also, George Musser, Spooky Action at a
Distance: The Phenomenon That Reimagines Space and Time–and What It Means for Black Holes, the Big Bang, and
Theories of Everything (New York, NY: Scientific American, 2015), esp. 167-202.

257 Steven Best and Douglas Kellner explain the multi-, trans-, and interdisciplinary complexity as
follows: “Postmodern philosophical positions follow from relativity theory, quantum mechanics, and the
undecidability principles of mathematics, suggesting connections between major conceptual shifts in the fields
of philosophy and science [and theology].” As such, it could be proposed that “the postmodern paradigm shift
suggests that the gulf between the ‘two cultures’ of science and the humanities is in some ways being bridged. 
The shared emphasis that truth is conditioned by language and culture in general and the incorporation of
temporality and historical methods into science, as well as into literature and philosophy, dissolve rigid
methodological boundaries among various fields while still allowing science to be characterized as a unique
enterprise with its own distinctive methods and results.  The transdisciplinary turn does not imply that
scientists know their Plato or Shakespeare better today, any more than it implies that people rooted in the
humanities know their quantum physics or chaos theory; rather it implies that a conscious use of postmodern
concepts and methods may provide some common ground of discussion and that science, technology, and
culture are becoming increasingly imbricated with one another.  Of course, as the recent science wars show,
postmodern concepts and critiques are passionately debated and contested and often dogmatically renounced,
and a future ‘postmodern consensus,’ or a shared postmodern paradigm, is unlikely.  At least for now, conflict
between modern and postmodern paradigms, and over the postmodern itself, is intensifying, and the extent and
passion of this conflict suggests that the postmodern debates will be with us for some time,” Steven Best and
Douglas Kellner, The Postmodern Turn (New York, NY: Guilford Press, 1997), 261 (addition mine).  As evidence
of the continuing conflict, some maintain that classical “Western science will likely outlive postmodernism.  It
may already have,” Howard V. Hendrix, “Fighting Out of Context: Culture Wars Within and Without Science
Fiction, from Snow to Sokal,” in Science Fiction and the Two Cultures: Essays on Bridging the Gap Between the
Sciences and the Humanities, ed. Gary Westfahl and George Edgar Slusser (Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company,
2009), 46.  Evidence of this ‘outliving’ may be seen in the overall decline of significance of the humanities owing
to the rise of the post-postmodernisms, particularly digimodernism.  Yet for the practical situation, see, for
example, Stacey Patton, “MLA President Offers a Sobering Critique of Graduate Education in the Humanities,” at
http://www.chronicle.com/article/A-Stark-Appraisal-of-Graduate/136171/ (accessed December 6, 2012).  As
Patton cites Michael F. Bérubé, one from the humanities: “When we look at the academic-job market for
humanists, we can’t avoid the conclusion that the value of the work we do . . . simply isn’t valued by very many
people, on campus or off,” ibid.  Indeed, concerning the overall situation of the prospects of contemporary
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includes the efforts of Bohm and Pylkkö.  It is within this rising multi-disciplinary societal milieu that

the pressures of the conflict between the two cultures now press the hardest, and the need of a true

mediatorial third culture appears greatest.  In the following chapter, I will explore the role that

freedom and time are serving within the third culture at present, to demonstrate the current nature

and reach of the two cultures’ crisis, which has cast religion and theology into an unsettled and

uncertain place in society when and where it remains explicitly present, as pointed out by religious

cultural philosophers such as the Catholic Charles Taylor.258

graduate education in the humanities, as Bérubé observes, “it is like a seamless garment of crisis, in which, if you
pull on any one thread, the entire thing unravels.  It is therefore exceptionally difficult to address any one aspect
of graduate education in [the humanities in] isolation,” ibid.  Of course, given that religion and theology are
generally regarded as a part of the humanities, one can see how and why religion’s role in society is unsettled
and uncertain and prone to extreme movements–if anything goes wrong and that “thread” is pulled, religion
could morph in any direction, including being scientized.

258 The product of this uncertainty encourages the critique of Charles Taylor, A Secular Age
(Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2007).  Taylor argues that the secular world
lives in an immanent frame, one which focuses on the here and now (the older and still colloquial concept of the
temporal, but for Heidegger another subservient timeless order).  In contrast, the transcendent (traditionally
conceived of as timeless, but for Heidegger, temporal) world of divine and religious realities is where we ought
to have our focus.  Freedom factors into his discussion in that, the immanent world sees only freedoms that can
be attained in the here and now, while those conscious of the transcendent purpose of religion focus on the
freedoms that eternal life will yield.  See especially, ibid., 721-722.  As Patrice Haynes explains, “a defining
characteristic of western modernity is the eclipse of transcendence–or what, after Nietzsche, is called the ‘death
of God.’  Modern society is an ‘immanent order,’ Taylor observes, one capable of understanding itself entirely in
terms of natural laws, thus without reference to a transcendent principle, namely God.  Furthermore, not only is
transcendence considered to be metaphysically untenable, given the idea of self-sustaining nature, it is also
viewed as problematic on ethical and political grounds.  In the words of one commentator, ‘Immanence means
relevance.’  Whereas, it may be said, longings for the heavens of transcendence results in political quietism, the
turn to immanence focuses attention on this world, motivating social transformation in order to maximize
human flourishing.  Indeed, such optimistic expectations would inspire much Marxist thinking up until the
collapse of communism in the 1980's,” Patrice Haynes, Immanent Transcendence: Reconfiguring Materialism in
Continental Philosophy (New York, NY: Bloomsbury Academic, 2012), 2.  For a critique of the context of Taylor’s
contributions, see Kristien Justaert, Theology After Deleuze (New York, NY: Continuum, 2012), 33.
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CHAPTER 2

THE CONTEXT OF FREEDOM AND TIME WITHIN THE “TWO CULTURES” MILIEU:
THE THIRD CULTURE AND THE PLACE OF RELIGION

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the breadth of the impact of the divide between the

two cultures concerning the problems of freedom, time, religion, and their interrelationship.  Prior to

outlining their basic conflict, however, this study will also demonstrate how the widespread “science

and religion” and “the humanities and religion” debates are also intrinsically affected by both the two

cultures’ conflict and any mediatorial third culture disciplines.  This will help position the place of

theology and religion in relationship to the third culture.  Having done the above, the study will

proceed to provide a brief overview of select disciplines or sub-cultures that constitute the third

culture, including representative scholars who work primarily from either scientific or humanistic

orientations.  Following Snow’s own suggestion which has been affirmed by numerous others, these

disciplines or sub-cultures are often collectively referred to as the third culture, or the humane

sciences, and specifically include psychology and psychiatry, economics, and the socio-political

sciences, amongst other closely related fields.  An illustrative review of how the foundational

philosophical issues of freedom and time impact upon these third culture disciplines will both

demonstrate the underlying philosophical interconnectedness of the disciplines as well as prepare

the way for explaining why both Bohm and Pylkkö strive for an all-encompassing philosophical

perspective that unites the disciplines and surpasses the foundational two cultures’ divide which has

become so prominent today, dividing contemporary society in many ways.

Thus, what will be established below is whether or not the currently existing third culture is

adequately addressing the concepts of freedom and time, and whether religion is performing any

useful role in providing a better understanding of them.  If it is not, the reasons for this may prove
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illuminative, and demonstrate why Bohm and Pylkkö are seeking a deeper conceptual renewal of

freedom and time to move beyond the current impasse.  Therefore, after the review of the currently

existing third culture below, in the following chapters exploring Bohm and Pylkkö, the study will

review the recent historical development of the concepts of freedom and time, noting in particular the

roles that Albert Einstein and Martin Heidegger have assumed in defining the concepts of freedom

and time, and the relationship that Bohm’s and Pylkkö’s works have toward them.  This will include

some comments elaborating upon some of the problems that relativity and quantum phenomena have

assumed in relationship to science and philosophy, including the concepts of freedom and time.

The Conflict Between the Two Cultures Concerning Freedom and Time

A number of dyadic poles characterizing contemporary academic discourse can be subsumed

within Snow’s discussion of the two cultures of the sciences and the humanities.  The psychologist

Louis Berger helpfully lists many of them.  For example, such frequently opposing pairs include:

subjective vs. objective, deterministic vs. contingent, rational-calculative vs. irrational-mystical,

science vs. culture, nature vs. nurture, technological progress vs. cultural heritage, atomistic vs.

holistic, mathematics vs. language, and timeless vs. temporal, etc.259  Another couple of useful dyads,

drawn from the introduction, might be modern vs. postmodern, and analytic vs. continental.260 

What’s noteworthy here is that in each of the preceding dyads the first term represents an emphasis

of the culture of science, and the second emphasizes the culture of the humanities.

Berger and others have noted the thinkers most associated with these two labels, namely the

tradition of Pythagoras, Parmenides, Plato, and Aristotle, through to Isaac Newton, Immanuel Kant,

259 Louis S. Berger, Psychotherapy as Praxis: Abandoning Misapplied Science (Victoria, B.C.: Trafford
Publishing, 2002), 1-2.

260 Of course, many wish to avoid “being forced into the ‘either/or’ . . . of choosing: analytic or
continental, science or the humanities,” Keith Robinson, “Mediating the Divide: Process Philosophy between the
Two Cultures,” in Applied Process Thought I: Initial Explorations in Theory and Research, eds. Mark Dibben and
Thomas Kelly (Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers, 2008), 138.  Nevertheless, Robinson continues, “continental philosophy
as it has been generally understood in the 20th century, in its (Heideggerian) tendency to refuse to engage the
sciences as anything other than calculative thinking or as ‘scientistic’ maintains a simple bifurcation of the real
that appeals to the ‘essence’, ‘authenticity’ or primordiality of the pretheoretical.  In response to the alleged
reduction of the ‘life-world’ to a mechanistic system the approach of continental philosophers is to recoil to a
position of more or less absolute opposition, approaching the sciences merely as a source of metaphoricity that
unworks its own conceptualizing impulse,” ibid.
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and René Descartes for modernism, and Heraclitus and Protagoras through to Martin Heidegger for

postmodernism.261  Gary Madison elucidates the problem the dyads above present to the halls of the

academy and society: “The greatest problem we face is . . . that of reconciling . . . the demands of

science with other, more traditional, values.  This has been labeled the problem of the ‘Two Cultures.’ 

What is the relation between so-called scientific facts on the one hand and humanistic, religious, and

other, nonscientific values on the other hand?”  Madison believes we must “deliberately confront the

problem of the Two Cultures and determine for ourselves the proper place of science within human

life as a whole, within, that is, the wider realm of creative, cultural values”262 or we will find society

ever more deeply mired within a swamp of competitive confusion.

The complex tension within the contemporary world referenced above holds true both within

the academy (through the two cultures of the sciences and humanities) as well as society at large

(through the reality of the uneasy coexistence of modernism and postmodernism).  Understandings of

freedom and time effectively serve to highlight the complexity.  For example, the differences

concerning freedom and time in the contemporary world have led for the passage of time to be

loosely associated with the positive words “forward” and “upward,” a progressive building up upon

the foundation of the past which is “beneath” and “behind” us through the use of more efficient

methods (faster computers, for example).263  Correspondingly, our freedom increases relative to the

adscititious objective possibilities science and technology provides for us (e.g., in new medical

technologies made available through a technologized healthcare system that works “quickly”),

261 Berger, Psychotherapy as Praxis, 7, 90; and Gary Brent Madison, Understanding: A
Phenomenological-Pragmatic Analysis (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1982), 13.

262 Madison, Understanding: A Phenomenological-Pragmatic Analysis, 10.
263 We often “picture progress as indicating that the characteristics of something are proceeding

forward or upward over time,” Dennis Knight Heffner, Unlimited Progress: The Grand Delusion of the Modern
World (Bloomington, IN: iUniverse, 2010), 16.  Furthermore, “modernity projects an illusion of always moving
forward and rendering the past irrelevant,” Arthur Asseraf, “What’s So New about News? The Interesting Thing
about News Has Never Been its Truth or Falsehood but How it Explodes Our Sense of Onrushing Time,” at
https://aeon.co/essays/news-has-never-been-pristine-always-entangled-in-time (accessed May 23, 2017).  See
also, Irun R. Cohen, Tending Adam’s Garden: Evolving the Cognitive Immune Self (London, UK: Academic Press,
2000), 47-49.  “The primacy in Western science of the push has emerged from the idea of progress. . . . [T]he
concept of progress assumes that things are heading to new vistas . . . .  The idea of progress,” or “that time
progresses in one direction, as a fleeting arrow rather than as a cycling wheel, is a revolution in human thought 
that first appeared along with a monotheistic concept of history,” which, when “married [to] the concept of . . .
Greek logic,” “Western science was born of that union,” ibid., 48-49.
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through the efficiency that speed provides, relative to the passage of time on the clock or calender.264 

The ability to do “more” quickly represents an increase of freedom to do more in general, or more of

what one wishes to do–freedom is, in part, the ability to do more.  To illustrate this point through a

common device such as a computer, an increase in speed, ever striving toward that instantaneous

“timeless” speed, demonstrates greater freedom to use the computer to do more of what one wishes

to do, rather than be constrained by “slowness” to experience boredom,265 which is perceived as a

denial of our freedom.  In other words, the contemporary world promotes the idea that progress is

some sort of ‘forward movement’ toward ‘the timeless instant’ (instantaneousness) of action, or some

sort of timeless objective ideals that exist ‘beyond’ time.

Indeed, our world today, dominated as it is by science and technology in the public sphere,

celebrates more and more the growth of an instantaneous or “timeless time,”266 where even “social

time has” taken “the appearance of timeless time,” where the “traditional arrangement of different

264 “As technologies, science and progress developed within a narrow horizon of function and
comfort,” Volney Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities: Comparing Culture and Science (New York, NY:
Colombia University Press, 2010), 59.

265 As Heidegger observes, there appears to be an intimate relation between boredom and time. 
Martin Heidegger, The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: World, Finitude, Solitude, tr. William McNeill and
Nicholas Walker (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1995), 80.  “Boredom, Langeweile–whatever its
ultimate essence may be–shows, particularly in our German word, an almost obvious relation to time, a way in
which we stand with respect to time, a feeling of time.  Boredom and the question of boredom thus lead us to the
problem of time,” ibid.  In an ironic twist, however, Heidegger also asserts that if achieved, timeless time or the
attainment of instantaneous immediacy in what we seek would also lead to boredom.  See Heidegger,
Contributions to Philosophy (Of the Event), 122-123.  “‘Science’ pursues the securing of a state of knowledge
entirely free of need, and it thereby also always remains, in the era of a complete lack of questioning, what is
‘most modern.’  All purposes and gains are fixed, all means are at hand, all benefits can be consummated; the
only task is to overcome differences in the degree of refinement and to procure for the results the greatest
possible scope of their easiest utilization.  The hidden goal, to which all this and other things are hastening
without surmising–or being able to surmise–the smallest part of it, is the state of complete boredom in the
domain of the most proper achievements,” ibid., 122-123.  In other words, in the current context, what it
appears Heidegger is suggesting is that if time passes too slowly, we become bored, yet, conversely, were time
accelerated to an instantaneous timeless time, then boredom would also ensue because we would have
everything instantly with no time for appreciation.  The key here is understanding time in a human way.

266 Nicholas Gane and David Beer, New Media: The Key Concepts (New York, NY: Berg Publishers, 2008),
20-21.  Gane and Beer explain that “timeless time is an accelerated time that is unique to the new media age.  It
is a computerized time created by machines that operate and communicate with each other at speeds far
beyond the sensory perceptions of their users.  In more general terms, timeless time refers to a regime of
instant communication and information exchange in which there is little time for reflection and perhaps
critique. . . .  This world of timeless time is accompanied by the emergence of a space of flows in which ‘localities
become disembodied from their cultural, historical, geographical meaning, and reintegrated into functional
networks, or into image collages,’” ibid.
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time patterns matter less and less.”267  As such, “due to the intensifying transmission of information

via computer and satellite communication, the relationship between time and movement across space

has changed.  Duration has been compressed to zero.  The intensive electronic present is no longer

part of chronological time.  Real-time has to be conceptualized as chronoscopic time.”268

Part of the significance of this new development is that some “proponents of the 24/7 economy”

are of the “opinion that day and night rhythms, as much as the weekly and seasonal patterns, will

transform into one homogeneous global pattern.”  Through this new pattern, economic powers will

lead in “the implementation of abstract time within a regime that has become internalized as a

hegemonic metric.”269  In other words, progress in science effectively eliminates or mitigates the

traditional experience and meaning of time (and freedom) in every way–not just theoretically, but

technologically and socially, such as with online social networking venues like Facebook.270  In what

267 Luchien Karsten, Globalization and Time (New York, NY: Routledge, 2013), 359.
268 Karsten, Globalization and Time, 359.
269 Karsten, Globalization and Time, 359-360.
270 For a specific example, on Facebook, a popular social networking site, “researchers concluded that

Facebook-related stimuli can lead to an underestimate of time [elapsed] compared to general internet use, but
that both lead to a distortion of time,” Mark Prigg, “Why We Fall Into a ‘Facebook Hole’: Researchers Say Our
Perception of Time is ALTERED When We Go Online,” at http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-42010
18/Face-really-alter-perception-time.html (accessed February 7, 2017), addition mine.  In a complementary
note, the designers of the Facebook ‘like’ and ‘swipe down to update’ features regret intentionally designing
them to be addictive in time-wasting ways.  See Paul Lewis, “‘Our Minds Can be Hijacked’: The Tech Insiders
Who Fear a Smartphone Dystopia,” at https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/oct/05/smartphone
-addiction-silicon-valley-dystopia (accessed October 6, 2017).  Why this is particularly important is that the
post-postmodern or digimodern milieu conditions the context within which education takes place today.  See,
for example, Carl A. Raschke, The Digital Revolution and the Coming of the Postmodern University (New York, NY:
Routledge Falmer, 2003); David M. Berry, and Anders Fagerjord, Digital Humanities: Knowledge and Critique in a
Digital Age (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2017); and Juha Suoranta and Tere Vadén, Wikiworld (New York, NY:
Pluto Press, 2010).  Suoranta and Vadén observe that “Heidegger thought that the ultimate danger of technology
does not lie in its possible breakdowns (nuclear disaster, climate change, and so on) but rather in the fact that
technology does not fail but works smoothly and faultlessly in its own hermetic realm, making us think of
ourselves as resources,” leading to the fear that the “‘teaching machines’” of a technologized educational system
“enhanced with information technology will work seamlessly together with technological rationality so that all
emancipatory potential is finally lost,” that is, technocratic rationality undermines authentic human freedom
and democratic values, ibid., 9.  For some works outlining this pessimistic tone, see James Bridle, New Dark Age:
Technology and the End of the Future (Brooklyn, NY: Verso, 2018); John Michael Greer, Dark Age America:
Climate Change, Cultural Collapse, and the Hard Future Ahead (Gabriola Island, BC: New Society Publishers,
2016); Maggie Jackson, Distracted: The Erosion of Attention and the Coming Dark Age (Amherst, NY: Prometheus
Books, 2008); and Jane Jacobs, Dark Age Ahead (New York, NY: Random House, 2004).  For more on the overall
situation concerning technology and the future, see Adam Greenfield, Radical Technologies: The Design of
Everyday Life (Brooklyn, NY: Verso, 2018); and the Heideggerian philosopher Federico Campagna, Technic and
Magic: The Reconstruction of Reality (London, UK: Bloomsbury, 2018).  For an article that addresses the
challenge of turning knowledge into something more meaningful than merely accepting advances in technology,
see Leena Pylkkö, “Back to Content: Nelson Goodman as Philosophical Basis for Multiliteracy,” in Qualitative and
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may be an apt comparison, then, the digital world of the internet creates its own “digital relativity”271

that places the cyberworld in a distinct relationship with and within itself apart from the world–that

is, digital spaces are able to interact almost simultaneously (theoretically unimpeded from always

operating at the maximum speed of causation), while at the same time, various sub-communities

emerge in the cyberworld that are separated from each other’s spheres of influence, yet which are still

(mirroring quantum phenomena) effectively (though not technically) non-locally connected. 

Alternately explained, digital communities compete for relatively independent digitally but not

literally connected spheres of connectivity,272 while simultaneously separating from others who are

connected only within their own respective digital spheres, while both such group types are yet

further (and possibly farther) separated from those who still live “off the grid” around the planet.273 

Relatedly, in different ways for those on or off the grid in such a world, humans face the prospects of

being defined digitally, which has far reaching consequences.274

By contrast, in the humanities, progress or time has been described as a temporal “spiral that

starts from a center, rising or diving to higher degrees of reflection, but always revolving around that

nucleus.  In humanistic knowledge there is no progress but difference, a sort of Moses’ bush

perennially burning without being consumed.”275  Here Scripture seems to affirm and side with the

humanities, in that “the two cultures have opposing attitudes: logic abhors the paradoxes, art

pampers them.”276  Concerning freedom in the humanities, contrary to the sciences where freedom is

Quantitative Methods in Libraries Vol. 4 (2014), 909-916.
271 Antonio León-Sánchez, Digital Relativity–A Digital Reinterpretation of the Special Theory of Relativity

(Madrid, Spain: Bubok, 2013).
272 James Vincent, “Former Facebook Exec Says Social Media is Ripping Apart Society,” at https://www.

theverge.com/2017/12/11/16761016/former-facebook-exec-ripping-apart-society (accessed December 11,
2017.

273 Matthew Boyd Goldie, The Idea of the Antipodes: Place, People, and Voices (New York, NY: Routledge,
2010), 167-168.

274 Kevin Kelly, “God is the Machine,” in Wired (December 1, 2002), at https://www.wired.com/
2002/12/holytech/ (accessed August 8, 2017).  See also, Yuval Noah Harari, Homo Deus: A Brief History of
Tomorrow (London, UK: Harvill Secker, 2016); and Michael Eldred, Turing’s Cyberworld of Timelessly Copulating
Bit-strings (Arte-fact.org, 2014).

275 Ciriaco Morón Arroyo, The Humanities in the Age of Technology (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2002), 108.

276 Piergiorgio Odifreddi, “And the Eternal Zeno Springs to Mind,” in The Two Cultures: Shared
Problems, 48.
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relative to the objective status of that which we are relating to, namely our power, wealth, and

health–one finds in the humanities that the freedom of “human thinking is founded on the miracle of

the great nought, the no-thing,”277 the absence of anything.  It is the world of creative poetical self-

reflection.  And, at the same time, for the humanities it is precisely one’s relationship to this no-thing

that constitutes genuine temporal living.278

What is of particular interest, then, is that collectively, these contrasting pictures present the

paradox of two coexisting but incompatible perspectives that are dominant in today’s world, in that it

is the humanities that emphasize the perspective of the passage of time (life-lived-as-a-whole), yet

progress is here exchanged for the difference found through a circular or spiral movement, and

focused upon self-reflection through an introspection of our past and an anticipation of the future to

understand the depths and limitations of our freedom more fully.279  Conversely, in the standard

277 Arroyo, The Humanities in the Age of Technology, 154.
278 According to Scott Campbell, Heidegger “explains that factical life temporalizes as a crash (Strurz)

through the nothingness.  This means that the temporality of factical life is such that it is hidden within different
modes of life’s objectivity.  By objectifying itself, life denies or says ‘no’ to its temporality.  As such, factical life’s
temporality is negatived; it is hidden.  It becomes clear from this analysis that nothingness is related to factical
life. . . .  As such it indicates the Being of factical life, that is, the Being of Dasein, in that Heidegger understands
Being to be not a being or thing, but rather no-thing.  No-thingness, in this sense, is, as the later Heidegger makes
clear, the withdrawn illumination of Being within beings,” Scott M. Campbell, The Early Heidegger’s Philosophy of
Life: Facticity, Being, and Language (Bronx, NY: Fordham University Press, 2012), 9-10.  Campbell adds that “the
factical experience of life was meant to apply equally well to science, religion, or any of the humanities,” ibid.,
50.

279 “This anticipatory running forward into the most extreme possibility of myself, which I am not yet,
but will be, means to be futural.  I myself am my future by virtue of this anticipatory running forward.  I am not
in the future but rather am myself futural.  Being guilty is nothing other than carrying the past around with
oneself, for being guilty is a kind of being past.  In this state of being guilty, we can see how one holds onto the
past and how along with this human Dasein, through its actions, comes authentically into the present.  In being
resolved, Dasein is its future, in being guilty it is its past, and in acting it comes into the present.  The being-there
of Dasein is nothing other than being-time.  Time is not something that I encounter out there in the world, but is
what I myself am.  In running forward anticipatorily, being guilty, and acting, time itself is there for us.  Time
characterizes the whole of Dasein.  At any particular time, Dasein is not only in the moment but rather is itself
within the entire span of its possibilities and its past.  It is remarkable how, in acting in the direction of the
future, the past comes alive and the present vanishes.  Those who act authentically live from out of the future
and also can live from out of the past; the present takes care of itself.  Time constitutes the whole of my Dasein
and also defines my own being at every moment.  Human life does not happen in time but rather is time itself,”
Martin Heidegger, “Wilhem Dilthey’s Research and the Struggle for a Historical Worldview,” tr. Charles
Bambach, in Supplements: From the Earliest Essays to Being and Time and Beyond, ed. John van Buren (Albany,
NY: State University of New York Press, 2002), 169.  See also, David Couzens Hoy, The Time of Our Lives: A
Critical History of Temporality (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2009), 23.  Hoy explains that, for Heidegger, “‘in
each case Dasein itself is time,’” and “the phrase ‘in each case’ suggests that time is relative to each particular
Dasein.  This clarification leads to a further problem, however, insofar as it implies that there are as many
different times as there are lives.  This claim would be hard to reconcile with the standard Kantian intuition that
time is one,” ibid., 23.
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conception of the sciences, it is the timeless mathematical formulas applied to nature, viewed

deterministically as an unalterable chain of cause and effect,280 that construct new technologies which

count as progress and the expansion of freedoms, particularly in the external realm of power, wealth,

and health.  Furthermore, experientially, our lives become lived within an understanding of time that

emphasizes the “timeless present”281 as what actually matters, as we are encouraged to “live in the

moment”282 in the contemporary world of innumerable experiential possibilities, regardless of, or

separated from, our pasts and futures, and our actual historical futures are oriented toward merely

expanding our access to the freedoms granted us by power, wealth, and health.

It was, as noted above, Heidegger, the “father of postmodernism,”283 who arguably first

articulated and thus most clearly initiated the official divide and ensuing competition among

philosophers between the two academic cultures of the (modern) sciences and (postmodern)

humanities which was described and critiqued a few decades later by Snow.  The content of Snow’s

critique is important, as it directly addresses freedom and time.  Snow claimed scientists should take

the lead in any new third culture because only “scientists have the future in their bones” and their

280 Arroyo, The Humanities in the Age of Technology, 196.  “Finding the cause-effect relationship. . . is
the key feature of the scientific method.  All types of classification that do not help to predict the behavior of
things are not scientific.  Technology is founded on the possibility of that prediction on the basis of laws
discovered through the cause-effect relationship,” ibid.

281 This is reflected in different ways philosophically and historically.  Historically, the concept of the
timeless present builds upon the early Greek philosophers Pythagoras, Parmenides, and the later platonist
Plotinus, where a temporal “now” intersects with the eternal “now” in which the “timeless present” resides, as I
will discuss later.  Giannis Stamatellos, Plotinus and the Presocratics: A Philosophical Study of Presocratic
Influences in Plotinus’ Enneads (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2007), 112.  Stamatellos
explains that “for Plotinus every act of intelligence is timeless. . . .  The ‘real being’ involves eternity and not time,
therefore the intelligible nature is characterized by the lack of any temporal tenses,” ibid.  As such, any notion of
progress would be the engagement of our minds with that which is timeless; knowing, understanding, and
implementing the “timeless” is equal to “advancing” progress, because it is a movement toward what is “truth.” 
From a more modern “spiritual” perspective, as Caroline Myss observes, “the closer you get to your true self, the
more you live in eternity; the more you live in the timeless present, which includes thought of the past, the
present, and the future, all occurring in the timeless now.  So think about the past and future all you want: Just
watch them arise in the present,” Caroline Myss, Entering the Castle: An Inner Path to God and Your Soul (New
York, NY: Free Press, 2007), xviii.

282 Harvie Ferguson observes that it seems “contemporary life is wholly [lived] in the present.  Now we
live ‘for the moment’ and are provided with innumerable ways of intensifying the instantaneous ‘now’ of
something that is taking place.  The excitement of roller-coaster rides, bungee jumping, being drunk, gambling,
eroticism, sport, news, performances of all sorts, thunderstorms, beauty and all other ‘saturated’ phenomena is
just that they overwhelm the living moment with content in such a way as to mark it as occurring ‘right now,’”
Harvie Ferguson, Self-Identity and Everyday Life (New York, NY: Routledge, 2009), 165.

283 Anthony Pagden, The Enlightenment: And Why it Still Matters (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press,
2013), 327.
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technology is “the only hope of the poor.”284  Snow believed that “man doesn’t live by bread alone,” but

also by “scientific revolution,”285 and hence scientists are the only ones who can bring to the poor the

bread of freedom.  The historians Colin Hempstead and William Worthington affirm that “the primary

ethical justification of modern technology across the [20th] century was the conquest of nature . . . as

the pursuit of freedom.”  This view was emphasized and “reiterated . . . by C. P. Snow (1959)” in the

middle of the century, who sought through the pursuit of technology the “realization of material

welfare and human freedom.”286

Naturally, those from the humanities or humane sciences were among those most displeased by

Snow’s belief that scientists should lead the way toward the mediation of the ultimate interests of

mankind and the technology that the sciences may bring.  As Hempstead and Worthington, in their

continuing critique, observed, “during the second half of the century, however, the new technological

world itself came to be recognized as requiring its own adaptations.  Freedoms were not themselves

always free,”287 but rather the freedoms technology may grant society can burden society as well (e.g.,

nuclear discoveries enabling the control of tremendous energy that can become weaponized and

284 Snow, The Two Cultures, 11 (emphasis mine), 25.
285 Snow, The Two Cultures, 78.  For an updated account of the significance surrounding Snow’s claims

within contemporary society, see Allan C. Ornstein, Excellence Vs. Equality: Can Society Achieve Both Goals? (New
York, NY: Routledge, 2016), 14-19.

286 Colin Hempstead and William Worthington, “Technology and Ethics,” in Encyclopedia of 20th-Century
Technology Vol. 2, eds. C. Hempstead and W. Worthington (New York, NY: Routledge, 2004), 785.  Irving
Horowitz affirms that “the love affair of policy-makers, academic pundits, and hard-core positivists with the
world of science” came about because “in the nineteenth century, science was as identified with progress as
bacon is with eggs.  This optimism has given way to a pandemic mistrust of science by all sorts of elites.  Popular
displeasure became transparently evident in the waning decades of the twentieth century.  Mistrust of science
has only deepened in the first years of the new millennium.  The ease with which scientific products are
converted into destructive weaponry only partially accounts for the new skepticism about conventional claims. 
Unanticipated negative human consequences of actual discoveries in areas ranging from genetic engineering to
wireless communication are at least as important an element in popular concerns.  Nonetheless, professional
assertions about the benefits of science continue unabated. . . . [All this is particularly important to understand
within the historic context that] social reformers have been quick to follow suit [in praising science].  Marx
envisioned doing for society what Newton had done for physics, what Darwin had done for biology, and what
Mendeleyev had sought to achieve in his Periodic Table for chemistry: providing a blueprint for the social
universe.  The early history of socialism, like capitalism before it, was tied directly to the rise of science as a
purposive goal, a Western way of life, and not simply a series of formal operations.  Indeed, this utopian vision
of science as a blueprint for society lasted deep into the twentieth century.  Scientism displaced science as a
working code for radical analysis,” Irving Louis Horowitz, “Two Cultures of Science: The Limits of Positivism
Revisited,” in Journal of Policy History Vol. 16 # 4 (2004), 332-347; 332-333.

287 Hempstead and Worthington, “Technology and Ethics,” 785.

102



general technological abuse of nature creating ecological disasters being merely the most obvious

examples288).

Others from the humanities, like the economist Ernst Schumacher, were among those most

displeased by Snow’s belief that scientists should lead the way toward the mediation of the ultimate

interests of mankind and the technology that the sciences may bring.  As he put it, “What do I miss, as

a human being, if I have never heard of the Second Law of Thermodynamics?  The answer is:

Nothing.”289  His comments reflect the sentiments of many others, such as Albert Levi, who similarly

noted that Roger Scruton, a philosopher of art, was “unhappy with Snow’s moralism.”  Rather, “in

contrast to Snow, Scruton believes that our contemporary situation has greater need of the

humanities than ever before and that they alone can keep us in touch with a world from which science

. . . has banished all traces of personal meaning.”  It is, rather, “art [that better] serves [as] . . . the

expression of human freedom.”290  Not only secular scholars in the humanities such as Scruton, but

religionists, like noted Christian apologist Clive S. Lewis, who was at Cambridge University near Snow,

evidently “saw a great threat in the misuse of natural science, with its triumphalist appeal to

288 For example, see the work of Majia Nadesan, Crisis Communication, Liberal Democracy, and
Ecological Sustainability: The Threat of Financial and Energy Complexes in the Twenty-First Century (New York,
NY: Lexington Books, 2016).

289 Ernst Friedrich Schumacher, Small is Beautiful: Economics as if People Mattered (New York, NY:
HarperCollins, 2010), 92.  Schumacher explains that “[British] Lord Snow tells us that when educated people
deplore the ‘illiteracy of scientists’ he sometimes asks ‘How many of them could describe the Second Law of
Thermodynamics?’  The response, he reports, is usually cold and negative.  ‘Yet,’ he says, ‘I was asking
something which is about the scientific equivalent of: Have you read a work of Shakespeare’s?’  Such a statement
challenges the entire basis of our civilisation.  What matters is the tool-box of ideas with which, by which,
through which, we experience and interpret the world.  The Second Law of Thermodynamics is nothing more
than a working hypothesis suitable for various types of scientific research.  On the other hand–a work by
Shakespeare: teeming with the most vital ideas about the inner development of man, showing the whole
grandeur and misery of human existence.  How could these two things be equivalent?  What do I miss, as a
human being, if I have never heard of the Second Law of Thermodynamics?  The answer is: Nothing.  And what
do I miss by not knowing Shakespeare?  Unless I get my understanding from another source, I simply miss my
life.  Shall we tell our children that one thing is as good as another–here a bit of knowledge of physics, and there
a bit of knowledge of literature?  If we do so, the sins of the fathers will be visited upon the children unto the
third and fourth generation,” ibid., 91-92.

290 Levi and Smith, Art Education, 170.

103



mathematics and experimentation, one in which human freedom and accountability might be cast

aside as outdated illusions.”291

The concept of time, in its pragmatic sense, and in its relationship to freedom, is also an issue for

the sciences and humanities.  The psychiatrist Volney Gay succinctly pinpoints the problem for

scientists when he explains:

The difference between the humanities and the sciences appears in the way each subject is
taught.  In the natural sciences instructors use current textbooks that they assume contain
the best of previous scientific efforts.  Because the sciences advance, more or less in a linear
way, the latest is usually best.  This is never said about humanistic disciplines like
philosophy or literary criticism. . . .  B. F. Skinner, the most famous American psychologist
of the late twentieth century, lamented [this] . . . in Beyond Freedom and Dignity (1971). 
There he complained that humanists and even psychologists continued to read Plato and
other ancients “as if they threw light on human behavior.”292

Gay continues, “Heidegger illustrates the problem of progress in the humanities.  For at the center of

Heidegger’s thought is the rejection of the idea of progress, especially in its twentieth-century guise in

which technology and the march of science dominate consciousness.”293  Indeed, “it is clear that

Heidegger does not judge ‘mere advancement of [scientific] knowledge’ as the highest goal of the

university.”294  Gay, as one who admits to having “cast my lot with the scientists,”295 finds this “a tragic

error.”296

291 Mary Stewart Van Leeuwen, A Sword between the Sexes?: C. S. Lewis and the Gender Debates (Grand
Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2010), 43.  Leeuwen notes that Snow hoped for social scientists to help bridge the gap
between the humanities and natural sciences, “but Lewis was skeptical. . . [and] saw practitioners of the social
sciences mainly as shallow thinkers and the lackeys of technologically minded natural scientists,” ibid.  C. S.
Lewis’ distaste for the ethical overreach of scientists is obvious in some of his fictional works, such as in C. S.
Lewis, That Hideous Strength (New York, NY: Scribner, 1996).

292 Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities, 54.
293 Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities, 54.
294 Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities, 60.
295 Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities, 52.
296 Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities, 60.  Gay elaborates by explaining, “it is easy to say what

counts as progress in some endeavors: an economy progresses when it produces more wealth and better jobs,
when the standard of living goes up and child mortality goes down.  A science progresses when its theories
explain more, with fewer anomalies, and it enhance our ability to control phenomena of interest.  Medical
sciences progresses when it helps increase the quality of life and eliminates a disease like polio.  In all these
cases we feel justified in using the word progress because we can cite agreed-upon measures of success. 
Poverty, ignorance of natural laws, diseases and scourges are bad; diminishing them counts as good,” ibid., 53. 
Contrastingly, “it is much more difficult to say what counts as progress in those parts of life assigned to the
humanities.  In these areas, such as art, religion, education, and philosophy, what counts as success is not so
clear.  For example, looking back over the history of European painting, experts may agree that Impressionism
differs form Modernism (which succeeded it) and both differ from Post-modernism (the most recent), but
counting the last as progress is not affirmed universally,” ibid., 53-54.
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In contrast, however, while some acknowledge that “science” is a “powerful engine for

progress,”297 this should not be taken to mean that there is no such thing as progress in the

humanities, even if “progress in the areas of the humanities is often difficult to perceive with

certainty, document objectively, and quantitate or measure.”298  It may appear true that “science looks

forward while many philosophers look backward,”299 but Dennis Heffner believes this to be an exhibit

of wisdom.  Heffner believes we should be alarmed that “scientific progress has” “‘infected’ society so

much that it has contributed to, colored, and maybe even distorted perceptions of progress in the

humanities.”300  Heffner warns that the “grand . . . delusion of unlimited progress” that dominates

throughout the technologized modern world is “pervasive, persistent, and profound,” but ultimately

ungrounded.301  Rather, history has shown most philosophical problems to be of a nature that endure

through time, thus this should temper our optimism about the unlimited progress the scientific-

technological world appears to offer us.302  Despite everything that science has given the world that

could be described as progress, it has never found a way to integratively reconcile itself with the more

traditional philosophical problems that relate to “ethics, morality,” and political “governance.”303 

297 Heffner, Unlimited Progress: The Grand Delusion of the Modern World, 13.
298 Heffner, Unlimited Progress: The Grand Delusion of the Modern World, 6.
299 Neuman, Reviving the Living: Meaning Making in Living Systems, xvi.
300 Heffner, Unlimited Progress: The Grand Delusion of the Modern World, 6.  Heffner adds, “that

progress is limited in science and technology, this limitation has import for the humanities and of course for
political attitudes.  Arguments for tempering irrational exuberance about progress in the scientific sphere
implies a need for mitigating overenthusiastic ideas of progress in the humanities since ideas of progress in the
latter have been influenced so much by progress in the sciences,” ibid., 6-7.

301 Heffner, Unlimited Progress: The Grand Delusion of the Modern World, xii.
302 Put simply, “technology doesn’t solve humanity’s problems.  It was always naïve to think so.

Technology is an enabler, but humanity has to deal with humanity’s problems. I think we’re both over-reliant on
technology as a way to solve things and probably, at this moment, over-indexing on technology as a source of all
problems, too,” Sundar Pichai, as cited in David Gelles, “Sundar Pichai of Google: ‘Technology Doesn’t Solve
Humanity’s Problems,’” at https://www.nytimes.com/2018/11/08/business/sundar-pichai-google-corner
-office.html? (accessed November 8, 2018).

303 Heffner, Unlimited Progress: The Grand Delusion of the Modern World, 99.  The issue of morality is
central, of course, to the issues that any religionists or theologians might be interested in understanding, and
will be returned to below insofar as it relates to freedom and time.  For more on the “problem” of morality and
ethics in philosophy and science, see the essays in Tamler Sommers, ed., A Very Bad Wizard: Morality Behind the
Curtain 2nd ed. (New York, NY: Routledge, 2016); and James Davison Hunter and Paul Nedelisky, Science and the
Good: The Tragic Quest for the Foundations of Morality (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2018).  Hunter
and Nedelisky explain that, in reality, the scientific quest for the foundations of morality “has been
fundamentally redirected.  The science of morality is no longer about discovering how we ought to live–though
it is still often presented as such.  Rather, it is now concerned with exploiting scientific and technological know-
how in order to achieve practical goals grounded in whatever social consensus we can justify.  The science of
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Viewed in such a way, technology, in every new generation, brings with it the potentiality for

contributions that may be called good and evil, or freedom and enslavement, that lay beyond the

intentions and power of our choices–most humans are hapless victims and helplessly passive

beneficiaries of technology’s own intrinsic and internalized telos or end goal.304  Whether, however,

technology contains an ultimately neutral, good, or evil telos constitutes part of the core of the debate

between the two cultures.305  As will be detailed more below in chapter 4, although Heidegger

technically remains neutral toward science and technology per se, he also provocatively suggests that

the intrinsic metaphysics undergirding technology is actually inclined toward evil by its nature, as it

morality, then, has evolved into an engineering project rooted in morally arbitrary goals,” ibid., 197.  Their view
reaches toward, but still does not quite penetrate, into Heidegger’s even more negative assessment that no
matter what moral goals we have, the excessive use of science will distort them, making humans a means to an
end, rather than a highlighting humanity as the end in itself.

304 From a Heideggerian perspective on this point, see Richard Rojcewicz, Gods and Technology: A
Reading of Heidegger (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2006), 142-152.  Interestingly, Theodore
J. Kaczynski, the “Unabomber” who attacked U.S. government buildings, shared a similar more radicalized view
concerning the relationship of technology to philosophy.  See Theodore J. Kaczynski, with an introduction by
David Skrbina, Technological Slavery: The Collected Writings of Theodore J. Kaczynski (Port Townsend, WA: Feral
House, 2010).  For more practical observations, see Hossein Bidgoli, ed., The Handbook of Technology
Management, Supply Chain Management, Marketing and Advertising, and Global Management Vol. 2 (Hoboken, NJ:
John Wiley & Sons, 2010), 283; Brian Brown, Paul Crawford, and Carolyn Hicks, Evidence-Based Research:
Dilemmas and Debates in Health Care (Berkshire, UK: Open University Press, 2003), 159; Stefanie Paluch, Remote
Service Technology Perception and its Impact on Customer-Provider Relationships: An Empirical Exploratory Study
in a B-to-B-Setting (Doctoral Thesis, TU Dortmund University, 2011), 74; Jakki Mohr, Sanjit Sengupta, and
Stanley Slater, Marketing of High-Technology Products and Innovations 3rd ed. (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice
Hall, 2010), 262.  Concerning the young in particular, see Wided Batat, “An Adolescent-centric Approach to
Consumer Vulnerability,” in Consumer Vulnerability: Conditions, Contexts and Characteristics, eds. Kathy
Hamilton, Susan Dunnett and Maria Piacentini (New York, NY: Routledge, 2016), 109-111.

Of course, some might suggest that the uses and ends of, or the telos within, technology do not lay
beyond our choices, but merely seem inevitable by humans who have access to “unlimited” technology.  See
Douglas Sloan, “Preface: Toward an Education for a Living World,” in Education for Peace and Disarmament:
Toward a Living World, ed. Douglas Sloan (New York, NY: Teachers College Press, 1983), 1-14.

305 See, for example, Jeremy Locke, The End of All Evil (www.endofevil.com, 2006), 83, 91; and Daniel
Burrus, “Is Technology Good or Evil?,” at https://www.huffingtonpost.com/daniel-burrus/is-technology-
good-or-evi_b_ 1826270.html (accessed August 24, 2012).  See also, Rollo May, Freedom and Destiny (New York,
NY: Norton, 1999), 143, 167, 174, 196, 226; and Gil Germain, Thinking About Technology: How the Technological
Mind Misreads Reality (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2017), 76-82.  Germain observes that “the assertion that
there is a path to the truth–the scientific path–is deeply embedded in contemporary Western culture.  It is
replayed in the distinction between myth and reason” that Plato explored, ibid, 82.  Furthermore, “thinking
about technology alters perception and it is in the realm of perception that freedom resides,” ibid., xii.

All this is related, in some manner, to the predictions made by those suggesting Artificial Intelligence
will displace humans, as depicted in the popular Matrix and Terminator films.  For more, see Patrick Caughill,
“Artificial Intelligence Is Our Future.  But Will It Save Or Destroy Humanity?,” at https://futurism.com/
artificial-intelligence-is-our-future-but-will-it-save-or-destroy-humanity/ (accessed September 29, 2017); and
Hannah Osborne, “Stephen Hawking AI Warning: Artificial Intelligence Could Destroy Civilization,” at
http://www.newsweek.com/stephen-hawking-artificial-intelligence-warning-destroy-civilization-703630
(accessed November 7, 2017).
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denies freedom because of the boundless domains it seeks to dominate, which inevitably includes the

human being itself.306  Accordingly, while it cannot be denied that the rise in technology has raised the

overall standard of living of countless billions, arguably the very same technological advances have

not only coincided with, but also caused, the rapid rise of global wealth disparities, which causes

great social unrest and has helped encourage the displacement of humanities’ oriented careers.307

The positions expressed above present a direct contrast between how freedom is understood in

its primary sense within the sciences and humanities, respectively.  Is freedom better expressed

through an inward reflection on human existence, including that freedom of choice which is

manifested through personalized artistic expression?308  Or is freedom best expressed through the

progress of technology that enables more humans to exist more comfortably and do more things,309

sometimes risking grave consequences for the environment,310 while also hazarding impinging upon

the freedoms of others outside those in the spheres of power?311

306 Brett Frischmann and Evan Selinger, Re-Engineering Humanity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 2018).  Frischmann and Selinger suggest that it is possible we are moving toward “a world
where engineered determinism governs,” which “is a world where fully predictable and programmable people
perform rather than live their lives.  Such a world would be tragic,” ibid., 244, xi.

307 The very same technologies that raise the standards of living for so many at the same time enable
the simultaneous merged centralization and global expansion of mega-corporations which generate very
wealthy people at the top, which in turn creates animosity between this new mega-rich class and ‘all the rest,’ as
they fight over power and who should have the wealth that has been generated.  Of course, how certain mega-
corporations and their technology damage the ecosystem is yet another consequence of the rapid rise of
technology.  For more, see Matt Taibbi, The Divide: American Injustice in the Age of the Wealth Gap (New York,
NY: Random House, 2014).

308 Within the frame of reference of the Humanities as articulated by Heidegger, Aubrey Neal explains:
The later Heidegger’s obsession with language, elaborated upon throughout his writings that often took “lavish
etymological liberties,” fail as scholarship.  Yet at the same time they nevertheless, “as a genre of moral poetry
unique to Heidegger and his time,” “succeed admirably.”  Neal continues, “Heidegger believed the modern moral
life was betrayed by modern language,” because “modern language prevents us from ‘seeing’ history,” and “he
wants to ‘see’ history with a moral knowledge of what history ‘should’ be,” Aubrey Neal, How Skeptics Do Ethics:
A Brief History of the Late Modern Linguistic Turn (Calgary, Alberta, Canada: University of Calgary Press, 2007),
216.

309 Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities, 59.
310 See, for example, Charles S. Brown and Ted Toadvine, eds., Eco-Phenomenology: Back to the Earth

Itself (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2003).  An irony here is that it is often the scientistic Left
that advances the Green or environmentalist movement, yet it is their same scientistic impulse which created
the opportunities of abusing nature through technology in the first place.

311 “One of the most fundamental traits of modernization is a vast movement from fate to choice in
human affairs . . . .  The paradox here is that modern technology also supplies the means by which powerful
institutions can control the lives of individuals.  Thus the totalitarian state is made possible by modern
technology.  The great drama of modernity is this dynamic tension between liberation and re-enslavement,”
Raymond Aron, History, Truth, Liberty: Selected Writings of Raymond Aron, ed. F. Draus (Chicago, IL: The
University of Chicago Press, 1965), 349.  Alternately put, “since technology has a logic of its own, it inevitably
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The Two Cultures and Religion: Where is the Real Debate?

To explain the tension above another way, it may be helpful to ask it again from a traditional

religious perspective: how can humanity better free itself?  None other than Joseph Ratzinger (Pope

Benedict XVI) has reminded us that “the era we call modern times . . . has been determined from the

beginning by the theme of freedom,” and by the “striving for new forms of freedom.”312  The question

then, becomes, is freedom best found through science and technology or literature and the arts? 

From a biblical (which is also literature and as such a part of the humanities) point of view, bread

does grant one freedom to live another day, and better technology is one way to make more bread. 

But what freedom (2 Cor 3:17) does the truth of the bread of life grant us (John 6:47-51; Deut 8:3,

Matt 4:4, Matt 14:13-21, Mark 6:30-44, Luke 9:10-17, John 6:1-15)?  Are these freedoms in opposition

or tension, or if not, which should have priority?  And what is their conceptual interrelationship,

especially on matters of perfection in morality?

Indeed, and the issue is surely subtle, the whole notion of spiritual progress as a goal is brought

into a new light by the above conundrum.  Is spiritual progress a movement forward (advancement in

our understanding of doctrines and the machinery of church ministries and ecclesiastical structures

and policies, on both smaller and larger scales, like with the scientists, or a circular movement inward

has unanticipated and unintended effects.  Historically, the same technologies that liberate often enslave, and
sometimes even do both simultaneously,” Mark C. Taylor, Speed Limits: Where Time Went and Why We Have So
Little Left (London, UK: Yale University Press, 2014), 291; and Judy Wajcman, Pressed for Time: The Acceleration
of Life in Digital Capitalism (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2015), 175.  Wajcman observes that
some feel “‘we are enslaved by speed,’” ibid., 175, and the ability “to choose how to spend your time is central to
an individual’s sense of freedom,” ibid., 62.  The dualism inherent in this enslavement can be contrasted with the
paradoxical liberation speed can bring. An interesting example, from many potential ones, drawn from
technology would be this: “undoubtedly, in the early twentieth century, the car represented freedom for many
and, arguably, had a greater impact on women than on men.  Notably the automobile appeared at the same time
that women were striving for freedom in the home and in politics.  At first, women were almost exclusively
passengers.  It was the electric automobile that gave upper-middle-class women the freedom to leave home and
break free of the control of their husbands,” ibid., 53.  She notes a similar thing occurred for African Americans,
ibid., 54.  Conversely, the impact of smartphones has increased the speed of communications to the point that
now workers “are much more likely to be required to read and respond to work-related e-mails when not at
work,” thus re-enslaving us to the speed which at first liberated us, ibid., 141.

312 As cited in Kenneth L. Grasso and Robert P. Hunt, “Introduction,” in Catholicism and Religious
Freedom: Contemporary Reflections on Vatican II’s Declaration on Religious Liberty, eds. Kenneth L. Grasso and
Robert P. Hunt (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2006), xvi.
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toward the heart (repentance and actually voluntarily living lives oriented by selfless love),313 akin to

what artists and poets might describe?  If both, then this study has an increased significance, because

they too are often seen to be in tension if not outright conflict, especially when individuals relate to

the corporate body and engage in scientific endeavors to advance policy reforms to advance either

utilitarian (secular) freedom or moral freedom, for both the one and the many–religious ethical

convictions merely replicate the tensions surrounding the scientific methodological impulse in the

humanities and third culture social sciences.  This is so whether it is freedom in relation to

materiality, belief, or activity, for those from certain nationalities and regions, religions, ethnicities, or

genders.314

Michael Polanyi, a Christian scientist who later focused on more philosophical themes, correctly

observed the surface cause of the competition between the two cultures in the increasingly

secularized academy in the 20th century, in that as many philosophers were so impressed by the

positive achievements in the physical sciences in the 19th and 20th centuries, such as the

mathematization of physics, “they decided to liquidate philosophy altogether and divide up its

subject-matter among different sciences.  A number of new sciences which took man or human affairs

as their subject, were formed at the time and appeared to serve this purpose.  Psychology and

Sociology were acclaimed as the principal legatees in this sharing out of the substance of philosophy. 

313 This would reflect some of the issues relating to the “social gospel” and “moral gospel.”  For more,
see Michael F. Younker, “The American Socio-Political Spider Web and the Rise of Global Christianity,” in the
Journal of the Adventist Theological Society Vol. 25 #1 (2014), 148.  Of course, both the social and moral gospels
could be said to possess both more scientific and artistic elements, depending on how morality and sociality are
conceived–hence, the problem of the two cultures is yet again replicated in each of them.  In this case, the
extreme Left and extreme Right both lean more scientific concerning their specific areas of focus, while leaning
more toward the humanities in areas they do not emphasize.  Were they to merge, the consequences would be
fascinating.

314 For example, the issue of women’s spiritual equality in Christian leadership is also explicitly bound
up within the issue of freedom.  Note Kevin DeYoung, Freedom and Boundaries: A Pastoral Primer on the Role of
Women in the Church (Enumclaw, WA: Pleasant Word, 2006); E. Jane Dempsey Douglass, Women, Freedom, and
Calvin (Philadelphia, PA: The Westminster Press, 1985), 9; Janette Hassey, No Time For Silence (CBE, 1986); and
Letty M. Russell, Household of Freedom: Authority in Feminist Theology (Philadelphia, PA: The Westminster
Press, 1987).  To concisely illustrate how freedom may intersect with women in the church is as follows.  Those
that see the role of leaders (in perhaps both the church and society) as reserved for men similarly see the role
the woman as reserved for the home and child-rearing.  This is due to their very natures, it is claimed.  Thus, a
man and woman are only ‘free’ if they are true to their God-designed natures, and fulfilling their intended roles. 
Ironically, as society moved toward a “two-earner” standard for the middle class, this forced (or enslaved)
women to work outside the home (see n. 495), and thus they are no longer free to choose to be a ‘house-wife,’
even as they are often free today in many church denominations to choose to be a leader.
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This philosophy-to-end-all-philosophy may be designated, if somewhat loosely, as Positivism.”315  Of

course, this impulse directly challenged and affected religious studies and seminaries as well, starting

in the 19th century, the consequences of which would be far reaching.316

Also importantly, although many might correctly point out that the original positivism

movement ran its course during the early 20th century, the existence of the New Atheism movement of

the 21st century suggests it has not died easily–it has merely morphed into scientism,317 a more

315 Michael Polanyi, The Logic of Liberty (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1951), 9-10.  See
also, Rudolf Steiner, Nature’s Open Secret: Introductions to Goethe’s Scientific Writings (Hillside House, UK: Rudolf
Steiner Press, 2000).

316 For the situation in many schools in America, see Younglae Kim, Broken Knowledge: The Sway of the
Scientific and Scholarly Ideal at Union Theological Seminary in New York, 1887-1926 (Lanham, MD: University
Press of America, 1997).  Kim explains that the rise of science “changed the definition of higher learning.  The
goal of higher education, which used to be identified with the mastering of the classics in the old-time college,
became the advancement of knowledge in scientific and practical subjects in order to keep up with the
industrializing society after the Civil War,” ibid., 4.  However, this also meant that as “science, mostly natural
science, moved into the center stage of higher learning,” “‘science became a religiously significant vocation’ in
the mid- and late nineteenth century which played the role of verification of other knowledge” outside the strict
domain of natural science.  Many of “the intellectuals who shared this conviction drew on Protestantism’s
traditional commitment to correct belief, but placed more emphasis on this commitment exactly while
responding to the epistemological transformations wrought by the successful programs of modern philological,
historical, and natural sciences.  What it meant to ‘know’ narrowed considerably under the influence of these
programs.’  ‘Knowledge,’ which used to be a means to moral and spiritual ends, had become a commodity to be
utilized for practical purposes.  In order to maintain scientific objectivity and technical applicability, a special
and focused knowledge of a specific area was required rather than a generalist approach to everything in an
ever more complicated social condition.  ‘Professionalism and utilitarianism’ took over places that used to be
occupied by common sense and absolute ethics,” ibid., 4-5.  The ultimate consequence worth observing here is
that “with this new current epitomized as ‘the scientific-scholarly ideal of the new university,’ theological
seminaries, particularly, which has been in the context of or in connection with colleges or universities, were
very susceptible to or even enthusiastic about the demands for the new propensity in higher learning,” ibid., 5. 
In many cases, however, the result was that by “holding fast to the scientific and scholarly ideal of the new
university,” many seminaries “took the lively step of exodus from the authoritarian church which seemed to
make theology obsolete and irrelevant in the modern society,” and their new emphasis on science led directly to
the ‘death of God’ theology in the 1960's, ibid., 8.  Kim believes that “the seminary reform in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries intensified the tendency of the loss of distinctiveness of theological study while
uncritically accommodating the ideal of the newly established ‘scientific and scholarly’ university,” ibid., 9; see
also, David A. Hollinger, “Justification by Verification: The Scientific Challenge to the Moral Authority of
Christianity in Modern America,” in Religion and Twentieth-Century American Intellectual Life, ed. Michael James
Lacey (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 119.  Ultimately, from the American perspective, after
the Civil War, “the highest hopes for the church’s new engagement with American higher education depended
on those college and university faculty members who had come under the influence of the theological
renaissance [of the 1930's]. . . .  By the end of the 1960's, however, nearly all these undertakings were in deep
trouble, and the hopes that had attended them were fading, if not already dead,” Douglas Sloan, Faith and
Knowledge: Mainline Protestantism and American Higher Education (Louisville, KT: Westminster John Knox
Press, 1994), 179.

317 See the works of Stephen LeDrew, The Evolution of Atheism: The Politics of a Modern Movement
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2016); Michael Ruse, Darwinism As Religion: What Literature Tells Us
about Evolution (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2017); Jackson Lears, “Afterward: One of the Therapeutic
Culture’s Most Persuasive Critics Considers the Historical Category Anew,” in Rethinking Therapeutic Culture,
eds. Timothy Aubry and Trysh Travis (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2015), 214; and C. Marvin
Pate, From Plato to Jesus: What Does Philosophy Have to Do with Theology? (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel, 2011),

110



complex and pervasive movement than some suppose,318 and giants of the past, like the Christian

scientist Newton, are now enlisted as allies of atheism.319  Perhaps expectedly, it must be noted that

139.  Jackson Lears explains that “the extraordinary revival of mechanistic positivism, seen in everything from
pop-evolutionary thought to the New Atheism and the cult of neuroscience, has made it clear that scientism is
the appropriate ideology for our neoliberal moment. . . .  Scientism is a revival of the nineteenth-century
positivist faith that a reified science has discovered (or is about to discover) all the important truths about
human life.  Precise measurement and rigorous calculation, from this view, are the basis for finally settling all
the old metaphysical and moral controversies, explaining consciousness and choice, replacing ambiguity with
certainty.  The most problematic applications of scientism have usually arisen in the behavioral sciences, where
the varieties and perversities of experience have often been reduced to quantitative data that are alleged to
reveal an enduring ‘human nature,’” Lears, “Afterward: One of the Therapeutic Culture’s Most Persuasive Critics
Considers the Historical Category Anew,” 214.  Alternately put, “Scientism is the belief, or the ideal, that there
are no genuine explanations other than those of the natural sciences.  Positively stated, scientism is the ideal
that the explanations of science be in principle complete, not needing supplementation by philosophy or
theology.  This ideal provides a strong incentive to deny the existence of causes except those with which natural
science can deal, namely, natural causes,” David Ray Griffin, God and Religion in the Postmodern World: Essays in
Postmodern Theology (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1989), 75.  In this regard, “clashes
between” the two cultures are often assumed by scientists today to be falsely resolved through the
multiplication of scientistic complexification–indeed, “it is just this which is happening today.  Systems theory,
for example, distinguishes three types of system: (a) living systems, (b), mental systems, and (c) social systems. 
All three of these are described using the same terminology.  That which a century ago would have been a naive
demonstration of positivism is today a model of the refinement of a theoretical concept,” Giga Zedania, “Beyond
the Two Cultures: Foreword,” in Gigi Tevzadze, Evolution of Social Behavior to Homo and After, tr. P. J. Hillery
(Tbilisi, Georgia: Ilia State University Press, 2013), xvi-xvii.

318 Some, such as Arthur Buehler, argue that “scientific materialism is so inculcated in our modern
western worldview (even among people who consider themselves very religious) that its paramount influence
is hardly ever recognized.  Often called scientism, the dogma of scientific materialism has become in its extreme
form, to use Religious Studies vocabulary, scientific fundamentalism. . . .  It emerged in the nineteenth century
and is still the dominant paradigm in the academy if not Euro-American culture in general.  We are trained as
scholars in the postmodern academy to approach our studies without any religious dogmatism but this training
has not given us an equal ability to discern between open-ended rational inquiry and the unconscious
dogmatism of scientism. . . .  The scientific-materialist paradigm is [also] still the underlying mainstream
perspective in twenty-first-century humanities,” Arthur F. Buehler, “Researching Sufism in the Twenty-First
Century: Expanding the Context of Inquiry,” in The Bloomsbury Companion to Islamic Studies, ed. Clinton Bennett
(New York, NY: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013), 95.  Similarly, Michael Lerner believes that “scientism has so
deeply sunk into the consciousness of most people in the society who have ever undergone the ‘mind treatment’
that is dumped onto children by the public school systems and massively reinforced by the media, that by the
time they are adults they swear loyalty to the dominant religion of scientism in their personal lives, their lives in
the workplace or profession, and in their public statements about what they believe and profess,” as cited by
Tom Clark, “The Specter of Scientism,” at http://www.naturalism.org/philosophy/new-age/the-specter-of-
scientism (accessed February 11, 2018).

319 Although Newton was a theist, many questions abound about his orthodoxy (he was anti-
trinitarian) and the overall consequences of his beliefs.  Accordingly, some have claimed that “although he was a
believer, Newton and his contemporaries help demonstrate what disbelief–or, in his case, limited belief–can
contribute to science.  His rejection of some of the more mystical and intrusive conceptions of God was probably
necessary in order to give the sun and the planets leave to abide by equations.  Newton’s physics, the point is,
benefitted from the rejection of some religious belief. . . .  Science usually does.  Its progress, we might say, is
‘defined’ by the diminution of God. . . .   And the tendency of scientists–Newton among them–to push aside
assumptions they considered irrational or unhelpful certainly helped.  Newton’s ability to leave God entirely out
of the first edition of Principia Mathematica greatly helped.”  As such, “Newton, the scientist, probably was
responsible for subtracting–denouncing–among the most important of God’s qualities: his daily responsibility
for the workings of the heavens,” Mitchell Stephens, Imagine There’s No Heaven: How Atheism Helped Created the
Modern World (New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 2014), 91, 90.  See also, Angela Tilby, Soul: God, Self and New
Cosmology (New York, NY: Knopf Doubleday, 2010).
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scientistic atheists oppose Heidegger vigorously,320 and scientism has even impacted Catholic

thinkers in profound ways, as the influence of academic philosophy in society has struggled to locate

any relevancy alongside the declining role of the humanities in general.321  Scientism is, arguably, and

unconsciously to many, the dominant force in the entire Western academy322 today, and there appears

320 Alex Rosenberg explains that “Heidegger is scientism turned upside down.”  “So, should scientism
worry?  Certainly not about Heidegger’s version [of reality],” which posits “that subjectivity is the most
important fact about us, that science can’t explain it, and that we therefore have to reject science as the correct
description of reality” as we “build our picture of reality up from the nature of subjective experience.”  Rather,
“almost everything he wrote is just laughably wrong when it’s intelligible at all,” Alex Rosenberg, The Atheist’s
Guide to Reality: Enjoying Life Without Illusions (New York, NY: W. W. Norton & Company, 2011), 231. 
Heideggerians, of course, are opposed to scientism, see, for example, Frederick A. Olafson, Naturalism and the
Human Condition: Against Scientism (New York, NY: Routledge, 2001).

321 As noted by the Catholic philosopher John J. Conley, “Churched Philosophy,” at http://www.
americamagazine.org/issue/churched-philosophy (accessed October 17, 2016).  “Contemporary philosophy has
a problem.  No one outside the philosophical tribe seems to be listening.  The most abstract of the humanities,
philosophy grows ever more marginal,” ibid.  Conley also importantly and interestingly insists that,
nevertheless, as “Pope Emeritus Benedict repeatedly reminded his listeners that the church’s Hellenic
philosophical impetus cannot be sliced off from an illusory pristine Gospel. . . .  Augustine’s Platonism and
Aquinas’s Aristotelianism model the synthetic passage through both Athens and Jerusalem that each Christian
generation must undertake.  For all their ecclesiastical contributions, the social sciences simply cannot engage
the properly philosophical questions of the nature of truth or the destiny of the human soul.  The universalist
tenor of [traditional] philosophical discourse also permits the church to find common ground with more secular
social-justice agents impervious to faith-based appeals to Scripture or tradition,” ibid.  Whether one agrees with
Conley’s conclusions or not, his comments reflect critical issues that must be addressed, especially concerning
the platonic origin of the original humanities, which impacts upon philosophy’s influence, purpose, and content,
especially in areas like social justice.  Heidegger’s understanding of the humanities contrasts sharply with
Conley’s.

322 See the discussion in Charles R. Bambach, Heidegger, Dilthey, and the Crisis of Historicism (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 1995), 27-29.  Speaking broadly, “scientism functions as a useful term to describe
those movements within philosophy and the natural and human sciences which identify reliable knowledge
with the idea of science itself,” and understood as such, scientism has come to dominate the academy.  “It is not
a stretch to suggest that our modern age really is, in some important senses, the age of science.  Success at
manipulating the world, as technology provides, strengthens our sense that science is showing us what really is
the case in the world we inhabit. . . .  Scientism is an enframing of life and world that has generated such
enthusiasm and enjoyed such popularity that it often receives unquestioned acceptance by scholars and by the
public.  Partly because scientism has become the new orthodoxy, understanding the implications of enframing
ourselves and our world in the way scientistic thinkers do is a matter of great significance and consequence,”
Richard N. Williams, “Introduction,” in Scientism: The New Orthodoxy, eds. Richard N. Williams and Daniel N.
Robinson (London, UK: Bloomsbury, 2015), 2.  This is not to say, however, that there aren’t significant segments
of the academy and society that resist this, as the existence of the two cultures testifies.

112



no signs of this subsiding anytime soon.323  They have seized control of the wheel that guides the

broader third culture.324

Notably, Polanyi’s observations echoed many of Heidegger’s, who had earlier bemoaned that in

the rising age of the scientific worldview the human was becoming a mere mathematical-biophysical

machine.325  Thus, the stage was set for the human, and his inner feeling of non-mathematically-

323 See William W. Cobern, “Worldview, Science, and the Understanding of Nature,” in the Scientific
Literacy and Cultural Studies Project (ScholarWorks at WMU, 2005), available at http://scholarworks.wmich.edu
/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1021&context=science_slcsp; Bruce Thornton, “The Dangerous Rise of Scientism,”
at https://www.hoover.org/research/dangerous-rise-scientism (accessed June 8, 2016); Thomas Burnett,
“What is Scientism?,” at https://www.aaas.org/page/what-scientism (accessed February 11, 2018); and Steve
McIntosh, Evolution’s Purpose: An Integral Interpretation of the Scientific Story of Our Origins (New York, NY:
Select Books, 2012), 35-36, 120-132, 166-169.  An irony worth observing at this point is that this is the primary
reason why older traditional theological-metaphysical inquiry is shunned in mainstream secular culture–the
older Platonic dualism between a timeless mathematical realm and a transitory-temporal realm has been
reduced into a single conflated deterministic-temporal realm, one that doesn’t need any “metaphysics” except
mathematics.  Yet, at the same time, Heidegger has also been accused of criticizing metaphysics–yet his reasons
in doing so were very different–he considered the classical method an attempt to find God or salvation, which
he thought ridiculous.  See, for example, Martin Heidegger, Ontology–The Hermeneutics of Facticity, tr. John van
Buren (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1999), 16.  Heidegger laments that in his day it seemed as
though “the great industry of philosophy . . . is geared merely to ensuring that one will not come too late for the
‘resurrection of metaphysics’ which–so one has heard–is now beginning, where one knows only the single care
of helping oneself and others to a friendship with the loving God which is as cheap as possible, as convenient as
possible, and as profitably direct as possible into the bargain inasmuch as it is transacted through an intuition of
essences,” ibid.

324 Karl Giberson, “Scientific Fundamentalism and Its Cultural Impact,” at https://biologos.org/
uploads/projects/Giberson_white_paper.pdf (accessed January 28, 2019).  Giberson notes that “the gospel of
scientific fundamentalism” “is remarkably analogous to its arch enemy, biblical fundamentalism” in tone, ibid. 
“The scientific fundamentalists are being called new atheists although there is nothing new about them. They
preach a common and familiar sermon from the shared scripture of science: the world religions are collections
of false superstitions, not merely wrong, but foolish and dangerous. They lead us to shoot abortion doctors, fly
planes into buildings, persecute homosexuals, and squander natural resources. They make us racist,
homophobic and sexually uptight,” ibid.

325 Martin Heidegger, Four Seminars, tr. Andrew Mitchell and François Raffoul (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 2003), 55.  Heidegger was recounted to share later in his life, “modern experimental
physics constantly searches for the laws of motion, just as Aristotle had.  This would be the meaning of the
fundamental universal formula, insofar as all the possibilities of movement in their infinite variety could be
deduced.  Heidegger now asks what the discovery of this formula would mean for physics.  The answer runs: the
end of physics.  Such an end would entirely alter the human situation,” ibid.  Later Heidegger observed, “here,
more disturbing than the conquest of space, there appears the transformation of biology into biophysics.  This
means that the human can be produced according to a definite plan just like any other technological object.  In
this context, nothing is more natural than to ask whether science will be able to stop in time.  Such a stop is
nevertheless fundamentally impossible,” ibid.  All this, of course, merely follows upon the heels of Heidegger’s
earlier work, when he contended that “What is the fundamental trait of modern metaphysics?  Modern
metaphysics is determined by the fact that the entirety of the traditional problematic comes under the aspect of
a new science, which is represented by mathematical natural science,” Heidegger, The Fundamental Concepts of
Metaphysics: World, Finitude, Solitude, 54.  Again, in critiquing the work of Kant, Heidegger explains,
“mathematical natural science gives an indication of this fundamental conditional connection between ontic
experience and ontological knowledge.  However, its function for the laying of the ground for metaphysics
exhausts itself therein, for the reference to this conditional connection is not yet the solution to the problem.  It
is rather only a statement of the direction in which it, to be understood in its more fundamental universality,
must first be sought.  Whether it can be found only there, and whether it can be found at all, i.e., whether the

113



calculative or “scientific” freedom,326 to rebel, by leaping into the post-modern.327  Or, as Michael Mack

explains, language and “literature engages with a realm beyond numbers.  It is the sphere of feeling

that cannot be measured.  This immeasurable aspect of our life nevertheless constitutes a substantial

part of the human mind and we cannot wish it away as C. P. Snow has famously done.”328

Thus, from the perspective of one in the humanities, Yuval Levin noted that “Snow believed the

future of a society would be determined by the character and quality of its scientific education.  But in

fact, the future came to be determined by a society’s sensitivity to human freedom and dignity, and to

individual rights–that is, by the character of its politics.”329  As Levin further observed, “Snow accused

the ‘traditional culture’ [and its literary caretakers] of overlooking the significance of science, and in

part he was right.  But he was guilty of precisely the equal and opposite oversight.  He failed to

appreciate the significance of politics, not only for the general future of the West, but also for the

particular future of science.  The two cultures are in fact deeply dependent on one another.”330  Yet,

idea of a Metaphysica Specialis in general can be projected in accordance with the concept of positive (scientific)
knowledge–precisely this should first be determined,” Martin Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics
5th edition, tr. Richard Taft (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1997), 7.  Overall, then, Stefano Franchi
and Güven Güzeldere accurately summarize Heidegger’s motivation to separate philosophy, and with it, the
humanities, from the sciences when they observe that “the spectacular advances in the exact sciences” would
“act . . . as the ‘liquidator’ of the humanities in general and more specifically of philosophy” itself, Stefano Franchi
and Güven Güzeldere, “Machinations of the Mind: Cybernetics and Artificial Intelligence from Automata to
Cyborgs,” in Mechanical Bodies, Computational Minds: Artificial Intelligence from Automata to Cyborgs, eds.
Franchi and Güzeldere (Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2005), 119.  See also, Tamar
Sharon, Human Nature in an Age of Biotechnology: The Case for Mediated Posthumanism (New York, NY: Springer,
2014), 140; and Joseph Weizenbaum, “Limits in the Use of Computer Technology: Need for a Man-Centered
Science,” in Toward the Recovery of Wholeness: Knowledge, Education, and Human Values, ed. Douglas Sloan (New
York NY: Teachers College Press, 1984), 149-158.

326 The Heideggerian psychologist Louis Berger expresses concerns that “seriously raise the possibility
that any theory of the usual [scientific] type . . . may in some fundamental way be inadequate and inappropriate
for a psychoanalytic approach to the study of man,” even though the majority of psychologists continue to
search for such theories, Louis S. Berger, Issues in Psychoanalysis and Psychology: Annotated Collected
Papers (Victoria, BC: Trafford Publishing, 2002), 7.

327 “Yet, if this is madness, there is method in it, for Heidegger himself points out that if the question
really is how to break out of the constrictions of the prevailing metaphysical tradition, then we cannot argue our
way out, since all the forms of argument we could possibly use are familiar to the tradition.  We cannot argue
our way out, we can only leap–and it is entirely consistent with the discontinuity introduced by such [quantum?]
leaps that we land in strange and unfamiliar surroundings.  On the far side of the leap, the world looks
different,” George Pattison, The Later Heidegger (New York, NY: Routledge, 2000), 17 (addition mine).

328 Mack, Philosophy and Literature in Times of Crisis, 20.  One need only think of the challenges faced in
sports, such as baseball, where mathematics and statistics play a key role.  Yet, as important as statistics are,
they do not encompass the entirety or purpose of why people choose to play and watch the game.

329 Yuval Levin, Imagining the Future: Science and American Democracy (New York, NY: Encounter
Books, 2008), 47.

330 Levin, Imagining the Future, 47.
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despite Levin’s acknowledgment of their connectedness, their apparent mutual dependance belies a

very uneasy relationship, a philosophical problem that has deeply impacted the place of religion and

theology within the philosophical conflict which has generated the two cultures.  As Immanuel

Wallerstein explained, the “division of knowledge of the two cultures came to mean as well creating a

high barrier between the search for the true and the search for the good and the beautiful,”331 which

places religion, and theology, as disciplines that also seek after both the true and the good and

beautiful, into a place filled with contentious tension–as religionists agree there are tensions but

disagree upon where the tensions really lie.  In the following section I will explain why this is so in

more detail, as the consequences of the two cultures’ war for the study of religion and theology are

significant, even while relatively infrequently acknowledged.332

The Science and Religion Dialogue: A Dead End?

The significance of the developments behind the emergence of the two cultures of the

humanities and the sciences, and also their apparently symbiotic failings in the eyes of some

philosophers,333 cannot be overstated for an understanding of the role of religious studies in the

331 Immanuel Wallerstein, World-Systems Analysis: An Introduction (Durham, NC: Duke University
Press, 2004), 3.

332 Furthermore, some of the more prominent individuals to acknowledge the issue, such as Alister
McGrath, offer a “solution” that merely preserves the tension.  That is, he simply affirms “orthodox” Christianity
as historically enduring and thus intrinsically legitimated, and seeks scientific evidence that is compatible with
it.  Alister E. McGrath, Scientific Theology: Nature (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2006), 33-36.  Many find such an
approach wholly inadequate.  McGrath’s mild “concern” against those worried about “the danger of basing the
dialogue between the natural sciences and Christianity on a transient revision of a classical theological position”
using the traditional platonic tools closes many postmodern doors, and as such, his “position . . . that the classic
Christian formulations of faith are perfectly adequate to function as the basis of a scientific theology” that would
resolve the clash of the two cultures appears short-sighted at best, given the classic orthodox position helped
create the problem in the first place, ibid., 41-42, 214.

333 Many have come to believe that “twentieth-century modernism is committed to the separation of
what C. P. Snow called ‘the two cultures’ of science and the humanities,” a separation doomed to failure, Robert
F. Garnett, Jr., “Rhetoric and Postmodernism in Economics,” in The Elgar Companion to Economics and
Philosophy, eds. John Bryan Davis, Alain Marciano, and Jochen Runde (Glos, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing, 2004),
234.  Michael Mack, as noted above, suggests a reason for the failure while insightfully linking the two cultures
into the divide between modernism and postmodernism: “strikingly, the divide between two cultures, between
nature and society, between science and politics is constitutive of modernity’s consciousness. . . .  We have never
been modern for the reason that the modern purification project–premised as it is on the radical separation
between nature and society–has actually never been put to practice nor could it have ever been realized . . .
because these nominally separated spheres are actually similarly constituted and in need of mediation.  The
project of modernity obfuscates or even denies the existence of subjectivity and the invisible. . . .  Modernity
could be defined as the unconscious of the invisible, as the unconscious of affect.”

However, “postmodernism recognizes that there is something wrong with the modern insistence on
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academy during the 19th and 20th centuries.  Although the present contours of the tension were first

intimated by the theistic scientist and “father” of the scientific method, Francis Bacon (1561-1626),334

it was toward the end of the 19th century when John Draper and Andrew White first openly declared

that a state of war existed between science and religion, though notably for them it more meant

science and the Church.335  Ever since that time, these two co-existing domains, which both claim to

provide an authentic or accurate understanding of what we can know about reality, have presented

an increasingly challenging dualism to harmonize before both the public and the world of scholarship.

One of the foundational problems that motivates this study is that since the time of Heidegger

and Snow, perhaps the most important question to emerge in exchanges between proponents of

science as an agnostic enterprise (often proposed by those who view methodological naturalism as

closely related to ontological naturalism336 but clearly distinguishable from, although still related to,

scientific or scientistic methodologicalism), and proponents of religion, has been whether philosophy,

and especially theology and religion, best belong within the culture of the sciences or humanities.  Of

course, many from those in the ‘culture of religion,’ which Snow had placed within the humanities,

claimed, perhaps naïvely, that properly understood, religion reconciled or harmonized the two

objectivity and visibility, but it abstains from further commitments that would investigate modernity’s
unconsciousness. . . .  ‘Postmodernism is a symptom, not a fresh solution.  It lives under the modern Constitution,
but it no longer believes in the guarantees the Constitution offers,’” Mack, Philosophy and Literature in Times of
Crisis, 19-20.  Or, alternately put, “in postmodernism, the ultimate consequence of modernism is recognized and
played out. . . .  Postmodernism basically entails the realization that modernism’s objectification of the subject is
but the first term of an infinite regress,” Rosen, Dimensions of Apeiron: A Topological Phenomenology of Space,
Time, and Individuation, 196.  For an example of post-moderns who live under the “modern Constitution” but
refuse to acknowledge modernity’s unconscious, one could point toward naïve Heideggerians who refuse to
engage contemporary physics philosophically, choosing instead to preserve the two cultures, which has helped
spawned the ambiguities present in the post-postmodern condition.

334 Edward Grant, A History of Natural Philosophy: From the Ancient World to the Nineteenth Century
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 296, 306; Steven Matthews, Theology and Science in the
Thought of Francis Bacon (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2007), 110; and Perez Zagorin, Francis Bacon (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1998), 49.

335 John William Draper, History of the Conflict Between Religion and Science (New York, NY: D.
Appleton, 1897, 1874), and Andrew Dickson White, History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in
Christendom, 2 vols. (New York, NY: D. Appleton, 1922, 1896).

336 “Methodological naturalism is a methodological commitment to employing in inquiry only the
norms and methods of inquiry of the empirical sciences together with their logico-mathematical auxiliaries. 
This, the claim is, is the only way we legitimately and securely can fix belief,” Kai Nielsen, Naturalism and
Religion (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2001), 136.  For more on scientistic naturalism, see J. P. Moreland
and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 2003), 307-367.  For the meaning of ontological naturalism, see Earl Stanley B. Fronda, Wittegenstein’s
(Misunderstood) Religious Thought (Boston, MA: Brill, 2010), 135 n. 3, which will be discussed further below.
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cultures’ differences.337  As Lloyd Sandelands recently opined, optimistically, “in God, the ‘two

cultures’ of science and humanities identified by Snow (1959) are reconciled.”338  Nevertheless,

despite such positive and simplistic assertions such as the above from Sandelands, the divide in the

broader academic and popular communities continues to grow,339 not dissipate, and religionists

themselves have divided as well, with religious modernists favoring the sciences340 and religious

postmodernists favoring the humanities,341 as they realized the depth and implications of the issues

separating the two cultures.  Why religionists have themselves become divided between the sciences

and humanities is of critical importance, and warrants further examination (of course, related

337 In even as popular a venue as LIFE magazine an editorial opined in 1962: “both ‘cultures’–science
and humanities–seem in growing need of a superior guide, a transcendent religious reconciliation,” LIFE
magazine, “Two Cultures Harmonized Under God,” (April 20, 1962), 4.

338 Lloyd E. Sandelands, An Anthropological Defense of God (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction
Publishers, 2007), 93 n. 2.

339 This is affirmed by the contemporary scientist-theologian Alister McGrath.  “Little seems to have
changed since 1959 [when Snow shared his lecture].  The debate continues, and raises the question as to
whether there is any possibility of reversing–or at least eroding–the divorce between the natural sciences and
humanities.  Might there be a basis for a unitary foundation for human knowledge, while avoiding the rationalist
imperialism of the Enlightenment, so rightly derided and critiqued by its opponents,” questions McGrath,
Scientific Theology: Nature, 33-34.

340 For recent examples, see Brian S. Bull, “Why are Science and Religion Still Fighting?” in
Understanding Genesis: Contemporary Adventist Perspectives, eds. Brian Bull, Fritz Guy & Ervin Taylor (Riverside,
CA: Adventist Today Foundation, 2006), 23-34; Brian S. Bull and Fritz Guy, “Then A Miracle Occurs,” ibid., 53-69;
and Owen J. Flanagan, The Problem of the Soul: Two Visions of Mind and How to Reconcile Them (New York, NY:
Basic Books, 2003).

341 This is true to differing degrees with different individuals, many of whom are somewhat dualistic in
how they emphasize the humanities and sciences, given the state of development of the natural sciences
operative within their historical contexts.  Note that the humanities can be construed broadly at times, including
platonically–just because someone reserves a special role for the “humanities” in religious discourse does not
mean they do or do not also conform to the standard scientific suppositions of their day.  Overall, Protestantism
as a movement has maintained a consistent dualism within its philosophy in this regard.  From such a wider
perspective, one could claim, with Steven Ozment, that the “humanities became for Protestant theologians what
Aristotelian philosophy had been to late medieval theologians–the favored handmaiden of theology; the
rhetorical arts served the more basic task of communicating true doctrine,” Steven Ozment, The Age of Reform
1250-1550: An Intellectual and Religious History of Late Medieval and Reformation Europe (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1980), 315.  More specifically, beyond the original Protestants like Martin Luther and John
Calvin, one could trace an emphasis in the humanities through the works of Friedrich Schleiermacher, Paul
Tillich, Reinhold Niebuhr, H. Richard Niebuhr, and C. S. Lewis, and also the ‘secular’ theologians, building off of
the “death of god” movement instigated through the work of the philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche, such as Paul
van Buren, Harvey Cox, Thomas Altizer, and William Hamilton.  See, in particular, Sloan, Faith and Knowledge,
111-149; Sverre Raffnsøe, Philosophy of the Anthropocene: The Human Turn (Hampshire, UK: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2016); and Colin E. Gunton, Revelation and Reason: Prolegomena to Systematic Theology, ed. P. H.
Brazier (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2008), 160-161.
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pragmatic and political concerns are also surely important factors–but perhaps these are related to a

core philosophical concern).342

The Emergence of the Real Conflict and the Ongoing Crisis in the Third Culture:
An Opportunity for Religion to Find a Place?

Probably the most popular recent proposals of the possible relationship between the two

domains of natural science and religion has been Ian Barbour’s four options: 1) conflict, 2)

independence, 3) dialogue, and 4) integration.343  In this schema, the former two are more naturally

paired together, as are the latter two.  Without question there have been advocates for each of these

general alternatives in recent times.  Not surprisingly, within religious circles, efforts at dialogue and

integration have been the preferred options to maintain an elevated status for the significance of

religion, such as has been sought by prominent figures like John Polkinghorne, Philip Clayton,344 and

others supported by the Templeton Foundation.  However, this fact encourages an interesting result. 

Owing to the broadly secular nature of the mainstream world of scientific research and scholarship in

the 21st century, which has shown relatively little interest in the interaction between science and

342 For example, given that the sciences and technology have eclipsed the arts and humanities in
overall popularly perceived usefulness to society, an air of elitism has developed amongst science departments
in the universities.  In such a climate, the humanities are often denigrated.  In response, the humanities have
sought to carve out a space for themselves, by creating their own type of intellectual elitism, separating
themselves by “inaccessible discourse” which has made them “seem part of an excluding agenda” rather than an
inclusive one, whether religious or otherwise.  Contrastingly, the elites within the sciences promote their elitism
precisely by engaging the public, and showing “that their research outcomes have public benefit,” and that they
desire to promote “the public understanding of science,” Jan Parker, “Speaking Out in a Digital World:
Humanities Values, Humanities Processes,” in Humanities in the Twenty-First Century: Beyond Utility and
Markets, eds. Eleonora Belfiore and Anna Upchurch (Hampshire, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 47.

343 Ian G. Barbour, Religion and Science: Historical and Contemporary Issues (New York, NY:
HarperCollins, 1997), 77-105; see also his further articulation of these options in Ian G. Barbour, When Science
Meets Religion: Enemies, Strangers, or Partners? (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2000).

344 For example, note the scientist and theologian John Polkinghorne, Science and Religion in Quest of
Truth (London, UK: Yale University Press, 2011), 22, where he shares that “dialogue . . . is the premise on which
the enquiry pursued in this book is based,” which leads him toward the possibility of integration, ibid.  Similarly,
Philip Clayton observes that “it is a strange paradox.  Much evidence suggests that a genuinely integrative
theology does not and perhaps cannot exist in our day and age.  Yet the need for an open-ended dialogue
between contemporary philosophy and science and the Christian tradition is greater than ever,” Clayton,
Adventures in the Spirit: God, World, Divine Action, vii.
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religion through either dialogue or integration, openly religious scholars have often been limited to

pursuing their quest exclusively within sympathetic religious audiences.345

In other words, the general outcome has been that despite the best efforts of many

contemporary religionists to engage the world of science and scientists, religionists generally remain

funneled by the mainstream secular academy into the first and second relational options, that of

conflict or independence.  For example, the agnostic paleontologist and philosopher of science

Stephen Jay Gould, a contemporary of Barbour, popularized and encouraged such independence

through his support of the two non-overlapping magisteria of science (“the age of rocks”) and religion

(“the rock of ages”).346  For Gould, religion, and Christianity in particular, encourages conclusions

(particularly its central claims concerning an afterlife, God, and the imago dei inspiring human

exceptionalism, and ethics347) that are either not part of natural science’s magisterium or are not

345 The reasons for the above situation are complex, but important to understand.  Put simply, dialogue
and integration are themselves dependent on a secular scholarly world that has created an atmosphere that
sees science and religion as either independent or in conflict; there would not be any need for dialogue and
integration if conflict or independence were not first assumed, which the secularized academy knows very well. 
The foundation of this problem rests upon the fact that the concepts and methodology of “science” are
presupposed as a medium of communication for all four options.  This means the success or utility of dialogue
and integration are dependent upon the advances from a scholarly world originating independent or conflicting
presuppositions and conclusions.  A circularly question begging situation, leaving dialogue and integration
meaningless if conflict or independence were not somehow assumed in the first place.  Accordingly, secularists
see no reason to engage religion; the possibility of dialogue and integration are the fantasies of religionists.  See
also, Heidi A. Campbell and Heather Looy, eds., A Science and Religion Primer (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 2009), 11.  They share, disapprovingly, that there appears to be a “widespread myth that science and
religion are antagonistic, or at best unrelated, ways of viewing the world,” ibid.  However, Campbell and Looy,
like Polkinghorne and Clayton, insist that “science and religion have always been inextricably intertwined, and
recent years have seen a surge toward open, explicit dialogue and research on their relationships,” pointing
toward the third and fourth options of Barbour’s, dialogue and integration, as the most common for committed
theists, ibid.  However, for an illustration of how conflict or independence often win out over explicit efforts at
dialogue and integration, note Francis Collins, The Language of God: A Scientist Presents Evidence for Belief (New
York, NY: Free Press, 2006).  In this book, Collins essentially argues that blind Darwinian evolution is compatible
with theism–and one of the key pieces of evidence he relies on is ‘junk DNA.’  Collins made this attempt to
bridge his theism with science for the sake of conforming to the prevailing scientific consensus.  However,
Collins is aggressively critiqued for this ‘bridging’ effort by many fellow theistic scientists who prefer Intelligent
Design over Darwinism, and who argue that there actually isn’t much ‘junk DNA’ after all.  See, for example, Jay
Richards, ed., God and Evolution (Seattle, WA: Discovery Institute, 2010).  Here multiple scientists argue that
theists like Collins do a disservice to theism, especially Christianity, in their efforts to harmonize mainstream
science with religion.  The battle then turns to whether or not the ID movement is scientific, a matter very much
unresolved.

346 Stephen Jay Gould, Rocks of Ages: Science and Religion in the Fullness of Life (New York, NY:
Ballantine Publishing Group, 1999), 5-6.  See also, Stephen Jay Gould, The Hedgehog, the Fox, and the Magister’s
Pox: Mending the Gap between Science and the Humanities (New York, NY: Harmony Books, 2003).

347 Warren D. Allmon, “The Structure of Gould: Happenstance, Humanism, History, and the Unity of His
View of Life,” in Stephen Jay Gould: Reflections on His View of Life, eds. Warren D. Allmon, Patricia H. Kelley, and
Robert M. Ross (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2009), 38-39.
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verifiable (owing to inconclusive and incomplete data), leaving religion and religionists generally

irrelevant to scientists operating their craft within the natural world through methodological

naturalism.  Gould’s call to ‘let religion be,’ taken so boldly by an atheist, represents one of the

strongest overtures of ‘friendship’ given by an atheist in acknowledgment of the failures of scientism’s

overreach–yet it should be realized that this friendship comes with a price.348

Within such a situation as what Gould has encouraged, rather than any explicit conflict

becoming prominent, the independence between the sciences and religion becomes the most

prominent feature of the relationship, and many religionists and scientists have accepted this reality

as the best that can be pragmatically achieved.  What’s important about this is that the many apparent

non-overlapping aspects (e.g., free-will, the nature of the afterlife, etc.) of the differing domains of

science and religion encourages most religionists to assume either a naïve harmony between standard

operational scientific methodology and religion or, in fewer cases, a total apathy that leads to the

irrelevance of any discussion of their interaction or relationship.  Within the broader circles of

religionists this situation ultimately only encourages more ‘endless’ conversations seeking dialogue

and integration by religionists with fellow believing scientists that are typically ignored by their

atheist and agnostic colleagues, or, less frequently, but more radically as just noted, it generates an

openly antagonistic stance of accepting the conflict or outright independence leading to the complete

348 Essentially, it could be suggested, or it appears, that Gould has, not necessarily maliciously, ‘tricked’
some religionists into feeling accepted at the table of dialogue or discourse, but at the same time, Gould has
encouraged religionists to often unconsciously become comfortable with accepting the central tenet of the
scientific worldview–that is, that “supernatural explanations and concepts” have no place at the table of
scientists, science, and scientific explanations, which cements into place a permanent dualism between science
and religion.  One of the additional consequences of this is that religionists have often fallen prey to attempts to
reconcile science and religion at a superficial level, based upon a particular understanding of the current
scientific worldview controlled by scientists like Gould.  As such, religionists expose themselves to the
possibility that if “the scientific worldview shifts, the connection may well be lost,” Thomas J. McFarlane, “The
Non-dual Root of Science and Religion,” in The Rose+Croix Journal Vol. 10 (2014), 44.  That is, today, religionists
are often caught trying to reconcile their views with a prior presuppositional acceptance of standard
science–regardless of what scientific interpretations may say in the near future, or how science itself may
change in the future, or an awareness of alternative views of science in the present.  Thus, for example, typically
many “conservatives” try to scientifically prove a recent creation, while “liberals” try to prove biblical theology is
compatible with whatever basic conclusions the scientific community makes about earth history and time.  In
both cases, conservative or liberal religionists are arguing for a concordance between standard scientific
methodology and their interpretations of Scripture because they are not critically exploring alternative views of
appropriate conclusions from scientific evidence in relationship to textual evidence.
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irrelevance of the entire discussion.349  For example, theistic evolutionists often cause the worst

problems from a sociological perspective, antagonizing religious conservatives while likewise

generating no serious respect from most atheist scientists, who then see religionists as mere

compromisers introducing irrelevant additional concepts.

Obviously, if the focus is on “non-overlapping” areas, independence is often accepted without

much of a fight from either side, although this likewise cements into place, often unconsciously to

religionists, “the humanities” onto the side of religion within debates between science and religion,

which lowers the reputation, value, and status of religion in the eyes of the scientistic Western

academy and its many atheists and agnostics.  Unfortunately, however, the net result of such a stance

of non-overlapping domains appears to, as history shows, merely ‘kick the can down the road’ until

developments in the religious humanities and sciences again force a conflict (especially in explicitly

overlapping areas, which are continually reevaluated, such as protology and eschatology), and such

conflicts almost inevitably involve dimensions of how freedom and time should relate to society, that

is, the conflicts emerge most sharply through the third cultures of psychology and psychiatry,

economics, and the socio-political sciences, as will be explored below.

This happens because there are significant ramifications involved with becoming too

comfortable with Gould’s suggestion of non-overlapping magisteria.  This is because most scholars

are well aware that, at least at a surface reading or interpretation of the Bible and of nature, there are

obvious significant conflicts between the biblical text and the conclusions of the community of

349 This holds true for multiple understandings of “science” and “religion” as the dominant features
underlying worldviews.  For example, a rigid mechanistic view of nature alongside an idealization of the
Platonic ‘beauty of mathematics’ can be equated with the design argument for a Creator, whereas a
“neoplatonic-magical-spiritualist tradition, which was the main opponent of the mechanical philosophy in the
seventeenth-century battle of the worldviews, can, as a religious and scientific naturalism, be regarded as a
premodern precursor to the postmodern naturalistic worldview developed by [the mathematician Alfred North]
Whitehead,” a process philosopher.  David Ray Griffin, Religion and Scientific Naturalism: Overcoming the
Conflicts (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2000), 19.  The point is, in either a platonic or neo-
platonic form, religionists can be encouraged to “let science be” just as atheist scientists wish, when some of
them openly offer to “let religion be” at peace in an effort to preserve the autonomy and influence of science and
the scientific community and its worldview.  Heidegger himself partly acquiesced to this demand of the
scientists, stating that “philosophy is neither for nor against science but instead leaves it to its own craving to
find profit in securing ever more efficiently and quickly ever more useful results and thus in anchoring ever
more firmly the dependence of needs and wants in the respected result and in its surpassing,” Heidegger,
Contributions to Philosophy (Of the Event), 122.
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scientists, and adhering firmly to a stance of mere independence between science and religion will not

long suffice.  It is at this point that philosophical reflection on the relationship between science and

religion becomes paramount and necessary.  As the Catholic philosopher John Haught attempts to

explain for those who aim to see harmony between science and religion, while critiquing religionists

who are harsh critics of science:

It may not be science but scientism that is the enemy of religion.  The implicit conflation of
science with scientism, [religious supporters of science] will argue, is what lies at the root
of most modern opposition by scientists to religion.  Without usually being aware of it,
[religious] scientific skeptics have uncritically fused the scientific method with scientism, a
belief system that assumes, without any scientific demonstration, that science is the only
appropriate way of looking at things.  And so it is little wonder that [religiously-minded
scientific skeptics] quite ingenuously conclude that science opposes religion.  [This] . . .
method of contrast, however, prohibits the conflation of scientific method with any belief
system, be it religious or secular, since sooner or later such a facile sort of union leads to
unnecessary conflict.350

Interestingly, and to cut to the heart of the matter, what Haught’s position clearly suggests is that

methodologically, agnostic naturalism and biblical naturalism (and also theology!) shouldn’t really be

any different operationally and even conceptually.351  It is only their presuppositions and conclusions,

which affect their choice of content from the available scientific, biblical, historical, and archaeological

data, that are sometimes radically different.  In other words, the (theistic or atheistic) scientist and

biblical historian/theologian may agree that the accurate conclusions of “honest” scientists and

historians/theologians concerning the data of the natural world will arrive at the same (or

350 John F. Haught, Science and Religion: From Conflict to Conversation (Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press,
1995), 17.  Haught further explains the implications of the above for those who see harmony between science
and religion, in that “for this reason [religious opponents of science] . . . cannot join forces with [any] . . . defense
of traditional religious culture against the evils of ‘science.’  For, as far as they [including Haught] are concerned,
it is not really science, . . . but scientism that emptied modern culture of its religious depth.  We must clearly and
consistently distinguish science from scientism. . . . [We must not acquiesce] in the conflation of science and
scientism that skeptics call by the innocuous name ‘science,’ and this failure to be clear about the distinction is
what causes . . . misdirected rage,” ibid., 17.  See also, John F. Haught, Science and Faith: A New Introduction
(Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 2012).

351 Though not holding Haught’s specific conclusions, the recent creationist Ken Ham would similarly
insist, “both evolutionists and biblical creationists can practice good operational science–in fact, biblical
creationists really have a far better foundation for it (a basis for the laws of logic and the laws of nature as a
result of creation, not random processes),” Ken Ham, Six Days: The Age of the Earth and the Decline of the Church
(Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2013), 61.  As Ham further complains, a popular atheistic evolutionist like Bill
Nye “continually attempts to claim that a Christian’s historical science will stop people from doing operational
science–but this is nonsense!,” ibid., 62.  See also, Jason Lisle, Discerning Truth: Exposing Errors in Evolutionary
Arguments (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2010), 21; and Derrick McCarson, Origins: An In-Depth Study of
Genesis 1-11 (Bloomington, IN: CrossBooks, 2012), 32.
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compatible, in the case of absent or missing evidence) conclusions for overlapping questions of

biblical significance (e.g., support or lack thereof for some specific geological evidence of a flood

event, either local or global,352 and archaeological evidence for or against a Davidic dynasty and

kingdom353) if there is in fact only one real reality of “objects” to interpret through the scientific

methodology–Haught’s point is precisely that the “scientific method” isn’t the problem.354

352 For an example of outspoken advocates of a global flood, see Ken Ham and Bodie Hodge, A Flood of
Evidence: 40 Reasons Noah and the Ark Still Matter (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2016).  See also, Leonard
Brand and Arthur Chadwick, Faith, Reason, & Earth History: A Paradigm of Earth and Biological Origins by
Intelligent Design 3rd ed. (Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 2016); and Harold G. Coffin, Robert H.
Brown, and L. James Gibson, Origin by Design rev. ed. (Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald, 2005).

353 For examples of critics of Scripture’s account, see Michael Nathanson, Between Myth & Mandate:
Geopolitics, Pseudohistory & the Hebrew Bible (Bloomington, IN: AuthorHouse, 2014), 287; and Emanuel Pfoh,
The Emergence of Israel in Ancient Palestine: Historical and Anthropological Perspectives (New York, NY:
Routledge, 2009), 16-19.  For a defense by those holder a higher view of the biblical account, see Iain William
Provan, V. Philips Long, and Tremper Longman III, A Biblical History of Israel (Louisville, KT: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2003), esp. 193-238.  For a broad commentary on the above fields, including archaeology, and how
they relate to philosophy, see Tim Ingold, Making: Anthropology, Archaeology, Art and Architecture (New York,
NY: Routledge, 2013).

354 Haught argues for a relationship built on “contact,” which preserves, “without in any way
interfering with scientists’ own proper methods,” a “religious faith [which] can flourish alongside of science in
such a way as to co-produce with it a joint meaning that is more illuminating than either can provide on its
own,” Haught, Science and Religion: From Conflict to Conversation, 18.  Of course, what the given scientist’s views
on biblical presuppositionalism are will make a difference in what harmony would be expected on an issue like
Noachian flood geology.  As such, the proper nature of what biblical hermeneutics is in itself and truly accurate
natural science are of paramount importance if harmony is to be expected, returning the issue into a circularity
of hermeneutical method and primacy, as will be discussed more below.  In the present context, it might be
merely noted that all forms of Christianity, be they conservative Protestantism, liberal Protestantism, and both
modern conservative and liberal Catholicism, claim to support science, and claim science supports them–both in
the evidential conclusions of the scientific communities they respect, and also methodologically, which is the key
point.  For examples within Protestantism, see Peter Harrison, The Bible, Protestantism, and the Rise of Natural
Science (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1998); and Leslie A. Muray, Liberal Protestantism and
Science (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2008).  Critically, Muray correctly shares “what distinguishes the Age
of Science are not just the great scientific discoveries of that era” “but, perhaps even more importantly, the rise
of inductive scientific reasoning.  This rationality was not the kind of premodern deductive reasoning that
assumed certain things to be true and then reasoned why that was so.  Rather, it created hypotheses, tested
them, and then drew conclusions based on the evidence.  In the broader philosophical and cultural arena, the
emphasis on this kind of reasoning led to a sense that it was legitimate to question authority, in fact to question
everything–whether it be the divine right of kings, the authority of the Bible, of the Pope, or of the church,
Roman Catholic or Protestant,” ibid., 7-8.  The point, then, at present, is that the consensus appears to suggest
that “contrary perhaps to what one would have expected, a more fully biblical world view has, since the
sixteenth century, favoured the rise of modern science and of the world picture connected with it.  The model of
the world as an organism was replaced by that of the world as a mechanism; the whole development from
Copernicus to Newton has rightly been called the mechanization of the world picture,” Hooykaas, Religion and
the Rise of Modern Science, 13.  Nevertheless, Hooykaas importantly admits that “of course, the machine model
offers no adequate picture.  The maker of a machine is under severe restrictions by the character of the
materials, whereas the creator creates his materials himself; once it has been made, a machine has a certain
independence, but the God of the biblical authors never abandons his work, as this would mean its reduction
into nothingness.  The image of a god-mechanician, then, is subordinate to that of a god-creator, but it is not at
odds with it, as is the image of a god begetting the universe.  Thus the idea of a world-machine, though not to be
found in the Bible, fits in better with its spirit than the idea of a world-organism,” ibid., 15.  On the contrary, it
was none other than Francis Bacon who suggested that “what nature really is cannot be adequately expressed
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Thus, while the methodological naturalism that is advocated for by those biased against

Scripture may not seem desirable for religionists, according to Haught, religionists must also keep in

mind that scientific methodologicalism355 isn’t the problem.  There will be eventual harmony because

the harmony is founded upon a presupposition that assumes the scientific method is valid356 for both

by the simile of a ‘machine’, and who God really is cannot be aptly represented by the term ‘mechanician’.  It
cannot be done even by reducing natural science to mathematics and by calling God, ‘for want of a wide word’, a
great mathematician,” ibid., 16.

355 On its own, of course, most (incorrectly, for the Heideggerian) believe “methodology does not
involve a direct claim about reality, and so a methodological stance should not be judged ‘right’ or ‘wrong.’ 
Instead, it is a matter of being useful or not,” Richard H. Jones, Reductionism: Analysis and the Fullness of Reality
(London, UK: Associated University Presses, 2000), 143.  Contrastingly, methodologicalism refers to the belief
that proper methodology solves all problems–scientific methodologicalism thus naturally assumes that whether
it is nature or Scripture (including both its language and historical-scientific claims), the scientific approach by
virtue of its intrinsic method will resolve either domain’s problems.  In this sense, both the historical-
grammatical and historical-critical methodologies appeal to an identical ‘scientific’ method, as does scientific
methodological naturalism.

It may be apropos here to observe that two of the chief philosophers of science during the 20th century,
Karl Popper and Thomas Kuhn, famously debated the nature of science and the scientific method, both in
person, but more so through their writings.  In brief, Popper argued that science is based upon hypotheses that
must be tested and affirmed or falsified–the concept of ‘falsification’ features prominently in his work.  Sound
evidence which doesn’t fit with the hypothesis must logically cause the given hypothesis to be rejected.  Any
hypothesis which cannot be affirmed through the challenge of falsification is not scientific.  However, it must
also be pointed out that no or very vew hypotheses can ever be said to be fully proven.  Over time, the body of
evidence that is consistent with a successful hypothesis accumulates to the extent that it becomes regarded as a
theory, for example the theory of relativity or theory of anthropological evolution.  Most ‘positivists’ concerning
the progress and utility of science favor Popper’s approach.

Alternatively, Kuhn suggested that the concept of ‘normal science’ covers those situations where
scientists work on various topics within a central paradigm.  In contrast to Popper, Kuhn’s view was that the
results of experiments that do not conform to a prevailing paradigm should be considered incorrect or errors on
the part of the researchers rather than findings which damage the consensus view.  However, as the conflicting
evidence increases, a crisis point may arrive where a new consensus view is arrived at, and such a turning point
generates a paradigm shift.  This usually happens fairly rapidly.  Kuhn suggests this punctuated progress of
knowledge best reflects the reality that scientists are humans and humans possess both conscious and
unconscious biases.  Of course, Kuhn’s view also advances the suggestion that the majority opinion should rule
until it is not the majority opinion.  There is a great burden of proof on minority or dissenting opinions. 
Nevertheless, the view of paradigm shift hinge moments accounting for how science ‘lurches’ forward won wide
support, and Kuhn is the more cited and read of the two.

In sum, Popper’s view is considered more in harmony with how “science” works in practice–that is,
methodologically.  Kuhn’s perspectives are more philosophical and delve into the sociological realities of
operative science over time.  Neither one, however, really questions daily operative science or the scientific
method per se.  For more, see Steve Fuller, Kuhn Vs. Popper: The Struggle for the Soul of Science (Chichester, West
Sussex: Columbia University Press, 2004).  What Fuller points out is that, in many ways, the debate between
Popper and Kuhn represented the two cultures war, with Kuhn the “American Heidegger,” ibid., 110.  In an irony
of history, Kuhn’s ideas won the popular debate against Popper’s ideas, but the world of operative science still
works very much along the veins of Popper’s ideas–that is, the two cultures still persist in force.  See also, Karl
Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (New York, NY: Routledge, 2002); and Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions.

356 The background context for this tension resides in the fact that within Christianity there is
disagreement about the nature of nature, and its relationship with modern science and its popularly received
conclusions.  The fact is, many Christian intellectuals who now support variants of theistic evolution also claim
the conclusions of scientists in their support; note the popular work by Mark A. Noll, The Scandal of the
Evangelical Mind (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), and the response by Carl Trueman, The Real Scandal of
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biblical history (archaeology) and natural history (geology, paleontology, anthropology),357 as well as

the Evangelical Mind (Chicago, IL: Moody Publishers, 2011).  As Peter Harrison explains, “in educated circles,
religious resistance to science has a bad name. The most conspicuous contemporary manifestation of such
resistance–young earth creationism–is associated with religious fundamentalism, right-wing politics,
irrationalism, and ignorance,” Peter Harrison, “Is Science-Religion Conflict Always a Bad Thing? Some
Augustinian Considerations,” at https://biologos.org/blogs/archive/is-science-religion-conflict-always-a-bad
-thing-some-augustinian-considerations (accessed March 16, 2015).  Harrison continues, “prominent instances
of science-religion conflict–contemporary and historical–play a central role in our present discussions of science
and religion.  Those who dismiss religion regard these instances of conflict as emblematic of the irrationalism of
faith; those in many prominent Christian groups use them to support the generalization that such conflict
undermines the credibility of religion and gives succor to its opponents.  For this reason, the default position
amongst this latter group is an advocacy of peaceful relations between science and religion.  This is
accomplished by proposing either that science and religion occupy separate spheres or, more commonly, that
science and religion offer complementary or even overlapping perspectives on the world,” ibid.  Representing a
more nuanced position, Harrison admits that certain conflicts may be acceptable, but “creation science and the
Galileo affair offer examples in which the relevant science seems undeniably correct,” ibid.  Thus, the more
scientifically astute Christians will be theistic evolutionists.  Such groups include “contemporary Catholicism,
Anglicanism, Lutheranism, and most Reformed Churches.”  Importantly, however, Harrison continues, “these
groups have a recognizable identity in science-religion discussions and have been labeled, often in pejorative
terms, as ‘accommodationists’ or ‘neo-harmonizers.’  Among these groups we see two approaches to the issue. 
One position, what I shall call the ‘strong irenic position,’ is that conflict between science and religion is, in
principle, not possible.”  “The strong irenic position assumes that both science and religion are, in some sense,
truth tracking, which is to say that both seek to provide access to truth.  It follows that conflict between science
and religion is impossible because there is only one ultimate truth about things, and if both science and religion
are accessing this truth, conflict between them is not possible.  One traditional way in which this stance has been
expressed is the motif of the ‘two books’–the book of nature and the book of Scripture.  Since both ‘books’ have
been authored by God, they cannot be in conflict with each other.”  In contrast, “the alternative view, what I will
call a ‘weak irenic position,’ holds that concord between science and religion has certainly been true for much of
Western history, but that the peace between science and religion is more a matter of contingent historical
circumstances.  It is not that conflict is impossible for some set of principled reasons; it is just that the content of
science for much of history past has just happened not to conflict with religion.”  Favoring the weak irenic
position, Harrison suggests that “the fact is that science sometimes gets things wrong.  This seems undeniable
from what we know from the history of science.  Prudence suggests keeping a respectable distance between
science and Christianity.  In the specific case of evolution it cannot be doubted that the basic idea of descent
with modification is well founded.  But it is not a demonstrative truth; nor does it follow that every aspect of the
theory is well founded, particularly those that remain the subject of debate within the field itself.  It is also
important to distinguish well-established theories from what are claimed to be their broader religious and
philosophical implications, which may be considerably speculative,” ibid.  Of course, not all will agree with
Harrison’s ‘weak irenic’ position, or his more specific conclusions about evolution and the theory of descent.  In
other words, Harrison has offered no philosophical solution to the tension, merely let it be as it may, and sort
the details out later.

357 See, for example, Leonard Brand with David C. Jarnes, Beginnings: Are Science and Scripture
Partners in the Search for Origins? (Nampa, ID: Pacific Press, 2006), 7.  Brand explains, making reference to
Gould’s two magisteria of science and religion, that “I believe science and religion are complementary and not
exclusive of each other.  This doesn’t mean that we can easily resolve conflicts between the two.  Neither
scientific results nor the words of Scripture tell lies.  However, sometimes we read something between the lines
that isn’t really there,” ibid., 7-8.  In limiting the discussion between science and religion to one concerning the
history of the earth and the life on it, however, Brand has, at least here, dismissed any acknowledgment of the
humanities proper, and the strictly metaphysical questions therein, such as the nature of the integration of
morality into science, and the nature of free-will, and the problems that science may encounter as it seeks to
understand them.  In other words, I don’t disagree with Brand that “in recent centuries, scientific
interpretations have contradicted biblical interpretations, and in some of these conflicts, the scientific side has
prevailed.  Some people have concluded that this outcome has demonstrated the validity of Gould’s approach. 
In this book, I will examine the suspicion that this trend has gone too far and that people have, without sufficient
reflection, limited religion–Scripture–to only the realm of ‘ultimate meaning and moral value,’” ibid., 7.  The
concern I am highlighting is that the method of science, regardless of any presuppositions about methodological
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theology and metaphysics.358  Although the above supposition seems reasonable, as will be seen

below, it seems Haught’s intentions historically have and will inevitably fail–the question is, why? 

The answer is complicated by the essence of what science is and can accomplish in relation to what it

is the humanities seeks to uncover and understand.  The key here is that religionists may be attuned

to complaining about methodological naturalism as it is used by openly antagonistic atheists, but

most of them don’t complain about scientific methodologicalism and its limits.  In this, they leave

open unconsciously the possible conflation of methodological naturalism with ontological

naturalism,359 while ignoring the scientific or scientistic methodologicalism already operative in much

of religion and theology.

The point at present is, while the above thesis by Haught may prove acceptably or reasonably

true given further or future standard scientific evidence (that is, evidence accepted by a broad

consensus) and “correct” Scriptural interpretation, about, for example, Creation or a global Noachian

flood,360 in some areas the issues become even more controversial by their very nature.  For but one

naturalism or the Scriptural testimony, causes a problem for the humanities in itself as well as the classic natural
sciences.  I do not mean to suggest that Brand would deny what I have just described–indeed, colleagues of his
acknowledge the shortcomings and limitations of science, such as Ariel A. Roth, Origins: Linking Science and
Scripture (Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald, 1998), 26-30, 285-297; and Ariel A. Roth, Science Discovers God:
Seven Convincing Lines of Evidence for His Existence (Hagerstown, MD: Autumn House with Review & Herald,
2008), 190-209.  Nevertheless, the presentation of the issues as such by both scholars leaves the humanities
adrift in methodological uncertainty that they have not explored–what methods are appropriate to the
humanities and metaphysics that are not a mere mirror of the method of science?

358 Any “discovery made by” the “method” of “methodological naturalism” “is secondary to” the
“commitment” to the method, Todd P. Loftin, “A Mixed Approach to the Science Curriculum,” in Journal for the
Philosophical Study of Education Vol. 1 (Bloomington, IN: AuthorHouse, 2012), 72.

359 In defense of this distinction, Robert Pennock claims that the methodological naturalist is only
committed to one thing, “a method of inquiry,” Robert T. Pennock, Tower of Babel: The Evidence Against the New
Creationism (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1999), 190.  As such, methodological naturalism is to be
distinguished from ontological naturalism, the latter of which would preclude supernaturalism.  Pennock even
further suggests that “science” is not “materialist and deterministic,” but remains open to indeterministic causal
processes–though not all scientists nor religionists would agree, depending on their own presuppositions, ibid.,
190.  Along these lines, Earl Fronda explains, “it is crucial not to confuse methodological naturalism with
ontological naturalism: the former is a method of inquiry, while the latter is a belief about the constitution of
reality.  Methodological naturalism does not necessarily have anything to do with (pre) judging what could
possibly exist and what could not, or what can possibly happen and what cannot, while ontological naturalism
has everything to do with all of that. . . . Ontological naturalism is an anti-thesis to supernaturalism, as such the
former is partly defined by its polar opposition to the latter.  But methodological naturalism can conceivably
have nothing to do with supernaturalism at all; supernaturalism is just too irrelevant to be placed within the
purview of its consideration,” Fronda, Wittegenstein’s (Misunderstood) Religious Thought, 135-136 n. 3.

360 To help illuminate the two culture’s conflict here, it is noteworthy that a world class Hebrew
scholar, James Barr, who does not accept the Genesis 1-11 account as true, nevertheless accepts, as a humanities
scholar, the fact that the author(s) of Genesis intended Gen 1-11 to be read literally and historically as depicting
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popular example, the Intelligent Design (ID) movement,361 which seeks to establish the legitimacy of

a six day creation and global flood.  See the discussion by John D. Morris, The Young Earth: The Real History of
the Earth–Past, Present, and Future (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2007), 30.  Conversely, John Walton and
Tremper Longman III sense the need to argue, from the humanities alone, that Genesis 1-11 presents a
worldview compatible with the long ages supposed in modern science, as he realizes, absent his argument, that
those such as Barr are essentially correct.  “It is our conclusion that Genesis 6-8 describes a worldwide, not a
local flood.  This conclusion leaves us with what at first read, at least from our twenty-first-century Western
perspective, is an error or at least a contradiction.  The Bible describes a worldwide flood, yet absolutely no
geological evidence supports a worldwide flood.  While some people believe that this means that science must
be wrong if the Bible is right, we believe that if science is right, then it leads us to a better interpretation of the
biblical material,” John H. Walton and Tremper Longman III, The Lost World of the Flood: Mythology, Theology,
and the Deluge Debate (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2018), 49.  What is remarkable about the above is
that Walton likewise claims that his work does not focus “on scientific issues because I am not a scientist, and
those issues are complex.”  Rather, he simply asserts that “we do not find human origins stories in Genesis 2 that
make scientific claims.  That does not mean that modern scientific theories are therefore correct by default–it
just means that we can consider scientific claims on their own merit rather than dismissing them because they
contradict biblical claims,” John H. Walton, with N. T. Wright, The Lost World of Adam and Eve: Genesis 2-3 and
the Human Origins Debate (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2015), 181.  For interpreters of Scripture, this
places the debate solely within the humanities in an ironic way apart from science, as the scientific evidence is
essentially ‘settled.’  The only thing left to do is figure out what ‘creative’ interpretation of Scripture corresponds
with the general body of scientific evidence.  Of course, their claim, as non-scientists, that “absolutely no
geological evidence” exists for a global flood is an obvious overstatement inviting challenges.  See, for example,
Mike Oard, Flood by Design: Receding Water Shapes the Earth’s Surface (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2011). 
See also, John H. Walton, The Lost World of Genesis One: Ancient Cosmology and the Origins Debate (Downers
Grove, IL: IVP Press, 2009), 56-57, and the critique of his ideas about Hebrew cosmology by Randall W. Younker
and Richard M. Davidson, “The Myth of the Solid Heavenly Dome: Another Look at the Hebrew Raqia,” in
Andrews University Seminary Studies #1 (2011), 125-147.

361 The debate over whether or not the ID (Intelligent Design) movement is scientific rages on in some
circles, though it seems to have lost steam in the overall academy–but it critically depends upon how science
itself is defined, an equally unresolved issue within the two cultures’ conflict.  Nevertheless, for obvious reasons,
most proponents of ID wish to be seen as promoting good “science.”  See, for example, Ingo Brigandt, “Intelligent
Design and the Nature of Science: Philosophical and Pedagogical Points,” in The Philosophy of Biology: A
Companion for Educators, ed. Kostas Kampourakis (New York, NY: Springer, 2013), 228; and Scott F. Gilbert,
“Evolutionary Developmental Biology and Intelligent Design,” in Biological Evolution: Facts and Theories: A
Critical Appraisal 150 Years After ‘The Origin of Species’, eds. Gennaro Auletta, Marc Leclerc, and Rafael A.
Martínez (Roma: Gregorian & Biblical Press, 2011), 691-700. For a sample of other prominent supporters of a
“scientific” ID, see, for example, Stephen Sills, The Basis for Christianity (Los Angeles, CA: Stephen Sills, 2016);
William A. Demski, Intelligent Design: The Bridge Between Science & Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1999); Stephen C. Meyer, Signature in the Cell: DNA and the Evidence for Intelligent Design (New York, NY:
HarperCollins, 2009); and Michael J. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical Challenge to Evolution (New
York, NY: Touchstone, 1998).  For some general responses by critics, first by theists, see Kathryn Applegate and
J. B. Stump, eds. How I Changed My Mind About Evolution: Evangelicals Reflect on Faith and Science (Oxford, UK:
Lion Hudson with BioLogos, 2016); Kenneth R. Miller, Only a Theory: Evolution and the Battle for America’s Soul
(London, UK: Penguin Books, 2008); Kenneth R. Miller, Finding Darwin’s God: A Scientist’s Search for Common
Ground Between God and Evolution (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 1999); and Richard F. Carlson and Tremper
Longman III, who address issues in Genesis, with Science, Creation and the Bible: Reconciling Rival Theories of
Origins (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2010).  For broader critiques by atheists or agnostics against ID,
see Niall Shanks, God, The Devil, and Darwin: A Critique of Intelligent Design Theory (Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press, 2004); Matt Young and Taner Edis, eds. Why Intelligent Design Fails: A Scientific Critique of the
New Creationism (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2006); Lenny Flank, Deception by Design: The
Intelligent Design Movement in America (St. Petersburg, FL: Red and Black Publishers, 2007); Andrew J. Petto
and Laurie R. Godfrey, eds. Scientists Confront Intelligent Design and Creationism (New York, NY: W. W. Norton &
Company, 2007); Albert DeBenedictis, Evolution or Creation?: A Comparison of the Arguments, 3rd ed.
(Bloomington, IN: Xlibris Corporation, 2014), 51; and Paul F. Lurquin and Linda Stone, Evolution and Religious
Creation Myths: How Scientists Respond (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2007), 137.  A common
complaint, in general, is that the Intelligent Design movement is not scientific in the first place, as it is not
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irreducible complexity within microbiology to support (designer) theism in contrast to atheistic

evolutionary Darwinism,362 operates under the same general parameters and goals.  Namely, it seeks

to line up what it sees as a ‘taller’ pile of standard scientific evidence, or ‘chips’ on its side of the poker

table, hoping to eventually call the atheist side’s bluff of possessing superior evidence and force, in the

least, the begrudging acquiescence of atheists to acknowledge each perspective’s scientific grounding,

if one side is unable to emerge the clear victor.  For another equally controversial example, that has

also entered into the mainstream science and religion debates, one can peruse the debates concerning

the science used in presentations of anthropogenic and natural climate change.363

Collectively, the above common examples from the debates between scientists and religionists

represent the general situation that the “science and religion” discussions face before the public and

even amongst many scholars.  It is a reductionistic debate dominated by a competition between a

testable, so many consider it pseudo-science, or an ironic appeal to the humanities that is sometimes
unacknowledged by creationists.  See specifically, Larry A. Witham, Where Darwin Meets the Bible: Creationists
and Evolutionists in America (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2002), 129; and Gilbert LaFreniere, The
Decline of Nature: Environmental History and the Western Worldview (Corvallis, OR: Oak Savanna Publishing,
2012), xiii.  Compare with the creationist Mike Manea as he suggests that creationists must alter their approach
to articulate a new scientific creationism, “A Better Way to Fight Evolution: Part 1: Science’s Naturalistic Bias,” at
https://thecompassmagazine.com/blog/a-better-way-to-fight-evolution-part-1-sciences- naturalistic-bias
(October 28, 2015); and note also the work on temporality which critiques classical science in cosmology by
Unger and Smolin, The Singular Universe and the Reality of Time, 42.

362 Interestingly, Darwinism is also arguably mechanistic.  In contrast to many who claim it highlights
randomness (or freedom) in nature as part of its process, Marjorie Haight suggests this is not the case, and that
Darwinism is still entrenched within a classical mechanistic paradigm.  See David F. Haight and Marjorie A.
Haight, The Scandal of Reason: Or Shadow of God (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2004), 353 n. 20.

363 The point I wish to raise by mentioning climate science is in relation to the above issues concerning
how Christians argue for intelligent design and geological evidence favoring a global flood–mainstream
Christians do not,  nor does anyone else, typically wish to be seen as supporting a non-scientific humanities-
oriented hermeneutic of reality to support their suppositions.  They want to be seen as scientific.  In like
manner, some religionists have recently been caught up in the debates about the scientific evidence for climate
change.  Here, again, the debate is not thought to be between the sciences and humanities, but is an argument
about who has the better science.  See, for example, Tim Ball, The Deliberate Corruption of Climate Science (Mount
Vernon, WA: Stairway Press, 2013) versus Andrew Dessler, Introduction to Modern Climate Change, 2nd

ed. (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2016).  For more, see Christopher Booker, The Real Global
Warming Disaster: Is the Obsession with ‘Climate Change’ Turning Out to be the Most Costly Scientific Blunder in
History? (New York, NY: Continuum, 2009); Mark Steyn, ed., “A Disgrace to the Profession” (Woodsville, NH:
Stockade Books, 2015); Lawrence Solomon, The Deniers: The World-renowned Scientists who Stood Up Against
Global Warming Hysteria, Political Persecution, and Fraud (USA: Richard Vigilante, 2010); Ernest Kinnie, Modern
Science in Crisis: Best to be Aware of the Influences on Scientists that Affect the Validity of Their Work (USA:
Pronoun, 2017); Martin Lack, The Denial of Science: Analysing Climate Change Scepticism in the UK (Bloomington,
IN: AuthorHouse, 2013); and James Lawrence Powell, The Inquisition of Climate Science (New York, NY:
Columbia University Press, 2011).  For explicit treatments of the topic that discuss religion, and also integrate
issues from the humanities, see James Wanliss, Resisting the Green Dragon: Dominion, Not Death (Burke, VA:
Cornwall Alliance, 2010) versus Michael S. Northcott, A Political Theology of Climate Change (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2013).
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specific scientifically delineated presuppositional biblical history versus the secular scientifically

dominated study of anthropological, archaeological, and geological history.  In pragmatic terms, it has

also become in recent decades an unending dialogue or conversation because both sides are

convinced they have enough or sufficient “scientific” data favoring them, regardless of the nuances

and differences in their respective conclusions.  In other words, most of the traditional “science and

religion” debates assume the nature and relevance of science as a methodological given (note that

science is often seen, incorrectly, as indistinguishable from methodological naturalism as the schema

of method), and, as such, atheistic science and religion essentially become two competing scientific

endeavors because the “objects” they believe they investigate are a priori scientized.364  Each seeks to

‘out science’ their competitor through a better assemblage of ‘objective facts’ supporting a given

assumption from or interpretation of methodologically scientized nature or methodologically scientized

Scripture.365

364 Drori, “Rationalizing Global Consciousness: Scientized Education as the Foundation of Organization,
Citizenship, and Personhood,” 93.  Drori explains that “scientization is the penetration of science-like logics and
scientific-like practices into everyday life in general and into the everyday life of education in particular,” ibid.,
93.  In the present application, it is the turning of ‘something’ into something apprehendable by science-likeness,
that somehow had been resistant to this likeness, to make it ‘easier’ to understand.  It is thus a mode and
method of reductionism and objectificationism.

365 It is important to note that the popular “historical-grammatical” approach to biblical hermeneutics
that is used by many “conservative” scholars is, in practice or effect, actually conditioned by scientific (and
hence mathematical/ platonic/timeless) presuppositions–specifically it operates under certain scientific
presuppositions about the nature of the ontology of language–that is, in the method language is also scientized. 
Through such a method, biblical “inerrantists” have tried “to [scientifically] prove the validity and truthfulness of
the Bible based on certain scientific, historical, grammatical, demonstrable, and rationalist categories,” R. Daniel
Shaw and Charles E. Van Engen, Communicating God’s Word in a Complex World (New York, NY: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2003), 35 (addition mine).  Note, in particular, the work by Tiago Arrais, “The Influence of Macro-
Hermeneutical Assumptions Upon Biblical Interpretation: A Brief Evaluation of the Historical Grammatical
Method,” in Scripture and Philosophy: Essays Honoring the Work and Vision of Fernando Luis Canale, eds. Tiago
Arrais, Kenneth Bergland, and Michael F. Younker (Berrien Springs, MI: Adventist Theological Society
Publications, 2016), 295-319; 310, 312 n. 77, 316-317.  See also, Douglas J. Moo and Andrew David Naselli, The
Problem of the New Testament’s Use of the Old Testament,” in The Enduring Authority of the Christian Scriptures,
ed. D. A. Carson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2016), 704-706; Paul Seely, “The Subordination of Scripture to
Human Reason at Old Princeton,” in Interdisciplinary Perspectives on the Authority of Scripture: Historical,
Biblical, and Theoretical Perspectives, ed. Carlos R. Bovell (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2011), 32; Carlos R. Bovell,
Rehabilitating Inerrancy in a Culture of Fear (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2012), 23-44; and Tim Reddish, Science
and Christianity: Foundations and Frameworks for Moving Forward in Faith (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2016), 28. 
Curiously, as many would dispute Reddish’s conflation of historical-criticism with the historical-grammatical
method–see the explanation in Douglas W. Kennard, A Critical Realist’s Theological Method: Returning the Bible
and Biblical Theology to be the Framer for Theology and Science (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2013), 211–but
concisely serving my point, even if it is a confusion of concepts for some, Reddish asserts that “with the Age of
Reason came what is referred to as the historical-critical method, which is still very influential today.  The
Enlightenment rejected traditional sources of authority, such as Scripture, monarchy, and the church, and
replaced them with the use of reason and the scientific method.  Consequently historical-grammatical criticism
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Overall, what’s important to observe is that philosophical, and hence methodological, reasoning

within the above situation concerning the relationship between science and religion often devolves

into the mere utilization of the scientific method (as the presupposed perfected balance of rationalism

and empiricism366) to describe the relationship of objects in their various domains, however radically,

even categorically, different these domains may be, for example, ancient pottery, literary texts, or

geochemical data.  Put simply, proper reasoning typically understands and exclusively utilizes

“science” as “the organization of objectively verifiable sense experience” (‘sense experience’ here

understood, of course, as our detached or Cartesian use of sight, sound, touch, and taste).  The general

treats the Bible like any other book of antiquity.  This approach was–and is–enhanced by the study of linguistics,
ancient languages and literature, together with history, archaeology, and other related academic disciplines. 
Since this method has no theological commitment to orthodoxy, Scripture is not regarded as divinely authored. 
Indeed, such a claim is deemed an irrelevance in studying the text.  This new paradigm was therefore seen as an
unprejudiced, or ‘scientific,’ approach to study historical works. . . .  Moreover, this approach examined the
historical, cultural, social, and political context of each biblical book . . . [as well as] geographical locations [that
might offer more] insights [to] . . . the modern reader,” ibid., 28-29.  Reddish continues, through the
Enlightenment, “the human authors were given greater freedom and responsibility in the way that they
collected and presented their material.  Consequently, the assumed uniformity of God’s revelation throughout
the whole of the Bible was also challenged,” ibid., 29.  It is noteworthy to compare Tim Reddish with David Paul
Parris, Reading the Bible with the Giants: How 2000 Years of Biblical Interpretation Can Shed New Light on Old
Texts (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2015), 91-92 (additions mine).  Parris explains that “during the
Enlightenment, with the rise of the modern scientific method and its claims to objectivity by means of
repeatable methodology, the humanities came under increasing pressure in the universities.  How could fields
like theology, history, or music validate their truth claims?  One of the solutions put forward and widely
accepted was that by emulating the sciences the humanities could employ some form of methodology so that
they too could make objective truth claims in their research.

“In the field of biblical studies this has filtered down to us in various forms of the historical-
grammatical method, whereby the interpreter attempts to discern the original author’s intentions by means of a
historical methodology, along with a detailed grammatical analysis of the text.  The work of E. D. Hirsch Jr. has
been popular among evangelical theologians for buttressing this approach.  Like any hermeneutical approach,
this model has its strengths and weaknesses. . . .  The Platonic ideal that a text . . . possesses one, timeless,
unchanging meaning stands behind this method’s goal to recover the author’s intentions.  It is a static
conceptualization of meaning,” ibid, 92.  For yet another recent example of a scholar (more correctly than many
realize) conflating the historical-critical and historical-grammatical methods, see Shawn B. Redford,
Missiological Hermeneutics: Biblical Interpretation for the Global Church (Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications,
2012), 86 n. 3., 117.  Redford refers to the “scientific historical-grammatical method,” ibid., 117, and shares that
“the official name for the historical-critical method would be the historical-grammatical method,” ibid., 86 n. 3.  
For more on understanding the context of philosophical hermeneutics in relationship to the issues surrounding
“science” and the historical-grammatical method, see Gary B. Madison, The Hermeneutics of Postmodernity:
Figures and Themes (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1988); and Tomasz Kalaga, Literary
Hermeneutics: From Methodology to Ontology (Newcastle upon Tyne, UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2015),
esp. 53-56. 

366 The consensus view is that, historically, “it was not until science emerged in the 16th century that
rationalism and empiricism were wed and sensory information provided that which was reasoned about. 
Science therefore minimized the extremes of both rationalism and empiricism,” Hergenhahn, An Introduction to
the History of Psychology, 34.  Or, rather, for the humanities, science cemented into place two false alternatives
from the same Greek sources as the grounding place for a third false or philosophically incomplete yet
remarkably useful synthesis–science.  However, the catastrophe of this failure, in the eyes of Heideggerians, is
seldom realized.
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consensus is that “what makes a discipline science is neither the object studied nor the method [in the

sense of microscopes, customer surveys, or Hebrew and Greek lexicons and etymological analysis]

used but the systematic pursuit of knowledge and its organized presentation.”367  What has been lost,

then, in recent discussions between the sciences and religion is just what role the contemporary

postmodern humanities really have within them,368 which has left the theological world distracted

and misguided in its pursuit of other issues, whether legitimate or not in some cases, that may seem

more naturally a part of the humanities.369  Put another way, science presumes a certain ontology,

367 As explained by Augustine Perumalil, Critical Issues in the Philosophy of Science and Religion
(Kashmere Gate, Delhi: Indian Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 2006), 1 (emphasis mine).  Perumalil
recognizes different kinds of objects and realizes science will function differently for physics than from some
other area of study, but in the end, he still assumes some common understanding of “systematic” which
resembles the mathematical; c.f. Robert Rosen, Essays on Life Itself, 63.  Perumalil represents the common
attitude, and thus can’t escape the rationalist-empiricist duality centered upon mathematization.  Nevertheless,
as Perumalil further attempts to explain, “Both science and philosophy are cognitive enterprises seeking to
acquire objective knowledge, knowledge that is free from personal preferences and biases. [Natural] science
pertains to the knowledge of the physical world. . . .  Science relies on verification before accepting truths about
facts.  Its aim is to uncover the regularities in nature and describe them in the form of scientific laws, so that
they can be used for explaining past events and predicting and controlling future events.”  “Philosophy, on the
other hand, is a logical discipline which relies on critical and systematic reflection.  Instead of the experimental
method, philosophers exercise their rational faculty for the discovery of truth. . . .  While science reduces
everything to certain mathematical formulas, and makes a skeleton out of the rich and complex reality,
philosophy enfleshes and enlivens empirical reality by adding to it meaning, significance, and qualitative
interpretation.”  However, “despite these differences in aim, approach, point of view, method and formal object,
the intimate relationship between philosophy and science cannot be ignored.  Since science in its broad sense
refers to any systematic study, philosophy is a science in this broader sense,” Perumalil, Critical Issues in
Philosophy of Science and Religion, 22-23, see also 6 (emphasis mine).  Perumalil’s view, of course, subtly
contrasts contradictorily with Martin Heidegger’s perspective.  Note, Wilson, “Placing Bergmann,” in Ontology
and Analysis: Essays and Recollections about Gustav Bergmann.  Wilson explains that for Heidegger, “science
seeks objectivity. . . .  The [objective] pattern explored is one of change, yet it is a general pattern, universal, and
therefore timeless change brought to a standstill,” ibid., 238.  Heidegger consistently critiqued this perspective,
thus, “Heidegger has challenged any philosophy that uses the system of ‘mathematical logic’ as a tool in
ontology,” ibid., 236.

368 For a clear example of one who fails to appreciate the depths of postmodernism, see the otherwise
good study by Peter Harrison, The Territories of Science and Religion (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago
Press, 2015).  Harrison acknowledges the significance of Snow’s contribution, ibid., 167.  Harrison also observes
that, in some ways, the conflict is actually philosophical in nature, ibid., 167-173, but he fails to discuss the
actual philosophical issues postmodernism brought to the table.  See also, Colin Dickey, “Two-Way Monologue:
How to Get Past Science vs. Religion,” at https://lareviewofbooks.org/article/two-way-monologue-how-to-get-
past-science-vs-religion#! (accessed August 1, 2015).

369 “Throughout the 1970's, 1980's, and continuing to the present, various contextualized theologies
such as liberation theology, black theology, Latin American theology, feminist theology, womanist theology and
Asian theology have increased.  Their theologies appear to be moving in every direction each for its own sake,
with the exclusive interests of overcoming Western-white-male-centered theology, on the one hand, and
destroying the barriers between cultures and among religions, on the other hand.  Meanwhile, the issues on the
limitation of modern scientific ways of knowing in perceiving subjective [humanities’ oriented] reality/religious
matters and the recovery of subjective-objective-qualitative knowing through the cultivation of genuine
theological knowing and knowledge remain unaddressed.  Therefore, current theological efforts, even with good
intentions, can hardly hit the target of the problem in theology,” Kim, Broken Knowledge, 8-9 (addition mine).

The irony here is that these various ethnic (‘white’ or ‘black’) or gender based theologies may indeed
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based upon a certain understanding of onticity, which preconditions any epistemology that follows;

conversely, the postmodern humanities begin by questioning reality at the ontic and ontological

levels, which then forces a more critical approach towards the epistemologies one employs.

The purpose of this present contemporary overview is not to take sides in who might or should

win the war of “objective scientific facts” on overlapping matters of interest to secular scientists and

religionists, but rather to point toward a deeper conflict between them.  The real, growing, and

unresolved problem within the above situation owes itself not merely to the lack of resolution

between religionists and secularists concerning overlapping scientific questions about earth and

human history.  Rather, the real problem lies in the fact that both of Barbour’s latter two options of

dialogue or integration for the resolution of the conflict between science and religion appear to be

merely a mask for the deeper philosophical conflict370 between the sciences and humanities, the two

lay claim to the Heideggerian “story creation” method–reality is a story, and stories do matter.  But if these
efforts are undertaken in isolation from a more inclusive philosophical perspective, they may fall short of
usefulness.  In any case, for example, Tina Chanter observes that “Heidegger’s ontological approach . . .
foreshadowed certain gestures that have been taken up and developed in various strains of feminist thought
and race theory.  Heidegger’s rethinking of history is perhaps the privileged example of this tendency,” Tina
Chanter, Time, Death, and the Feminine: Levinas with Heidegger (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2001),
76.  See also, Paul C. Taylor, Race: A Philosophical Introduction 2nd ed. (Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2013), 153;
Charles W. Mills, Blackness Visible: Essays on Philosophy and Race (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 1998), xiv;
Alessandra Raengo, Critical Race Theory and Bamboozled (New York, NY: Bloomsbury, 2016), 55-56; Jinaki
Abdullah, “Bismillah–Message to the Blackman Revisited: Being and Power,” in Africana Islamic Studies, eds.
James L. Conyers Jr., and Abul Pitre (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2016), 59-60; and Neil Roberts, “Fanon,
Frantz (1925-1961),” in the Encyclopedia of Political Theory, ed. Mark Bevir (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, 2010), 492-494.

370 The tacit existence of this tension concerning dialogue and integration is, perhaps, most obvious
when comparing the philosophies of John Polkinghorne and Lydia Jaeger, two Christian scientist-theologians.  

On the one hand, Polkinghorne adopts a view of natural science that would be sympathetic to Bernard
d’Espagnat, namely, one supporting a ‘veiled reality’ for the location of the spiritual realm.  See John C.
Polkinghorne, Science and the Trinity: The Christian Encounter with Reality (London, UK: Yale University Press,
2004), 76-77; John C. Polkinghorne, One World: The Interaction of Science and Theology (West Conshohocken,
PA: Templeton Foundation Press, 2007), 24-25; and d’Espagnat, On Physics and Philosophy, 376-381.  Notably,
d’Espagnat’s conclusion is that “what science deals with is, to repeat, empirical reality, to which the notion of a
‘veil’ does not apply,” ibid., 378, but d’Espagnat defines Being, which is of especial interest to the humanities, by
suggesting that it cannot be reduced “to material components,” and thus it is “impossible to believe
consciousness to be just a product of matter, that is, of empirical reality.”  As such, “Being” is where “the
archetypes of some of our feelings, great longing, love, etc.,” are located, that is, they are “hidden there,” ibid.,
463.  In summary, d’Espagnat separates the humanities and ‘metaphysics’ from science, while suggesting they
nevertheless are somehow connected in a fully integrative and dialogue friendly way.

On the other hand, Lydia Jaeger supports a view, as her critics note, that posits no room for any
physical evidence of a metaphysical reality.  “The scientific world view articulated by Jaeger and a host of others
is that science will slowly reveal, hidden within the all-too-apparent mess, a truer and more fundamental reality
that is beautiful, clean and entirely orderly.  This tidy image of nature is governed thoroughly by laws:
essentially those of high theory physics.  Physics, then, ends up as the ultimate arbiter of reality, her sparse laws
pervading and ordering the natural world.  This familiar image of nature dates at least to the scientific
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cultures conflict that has been previously described above.371  Although not directly engaged in typical

science and religion discussions, Gary Van Den Heuvel concisely pinpoints this issue in a pointedly

succinct comment: “One might offer up simple answers to why the [Platonic-Cartesian] dualism

picture holds so stubborn.  Modernists and [some] post-modernists, evolutionists and creationists, all

continue to operate under the same false assumptions.  Assumptions left unquestioned, unnoted.”  He

continues, “Jonah Lehrer mused at the end of his . . . book” about “C. P. Snow’s famous claim there are

‘two cultures–art and science.’  Lehrer wrote that Snow’s hope for a third culture . . . is ‘now a genuine

revolution and remains influential.  For all of our advances, the image of an orderly, deterministic, clockwork
universe, with its roots in a particular vision of monarchical divine governance, has been surprisingly enduring. .
. .  [However, an] abundance of recent scholarship in Science Studies constitutes a quiet revolution in terms of
the received view of natural order.  This scholarship is not about the standard philosophical question of realism
and anti-realism in science.  The questions at hand are more precisely about dominion–how far the reach of
physics’ laws extends (or any laws for that matter)–and autocracy–whether physics reigns supreme and by
herself, or is one part of a more motley assembly of sciences.  The studies mentioned above suggest that physics
is not even an autocrat in her own domain, much less autocratic across all of nature.  The answer that physics
might be just one among many sciences is a revolution in terms of our thinking about the relationship among
the sciences and about the order of nature,” Nancy Cartwright and Eric Martin, “Queen Physics: How Much of the
Globe is Painted Red?,” in God and the Scientist: Exploring the Work of John Polkinghorne, eds. Fraser Watts and
Christopher C. Knight (New York, NY: Routledge, 2012), 71-72.

371 What is interesting about the above debate between the ideas of Polkinghorne and Jaeger is that it
illustrates the “two cultures” debate already exists within the science and religion discussions, but in a
sometimes masked or unacknowledged form.  As Polkinghorne observes, the debate between Bohm and
d’Espagnat is part of the “science wars” which are really, already, about the role of the “humanities” in some
form or another; see Polkinghorne, Science and the Trinity: The Christian Encounter with Reality, 76-77; and
Polkinghorne, Science and Religion in Quest of Truth, 37-38.  For more on how and why the Copenhagen view of
quantum mechanics represents the residue of the humanities and its place in the conflict of the “two cultures,”
see Fjelland, “The ‘Copenhagen Interpretation’ of Quantum Mechanics and Phenomenology, 53-66.  Fjelland
summarizes by explaining that “both phenomenology and (the Copenhagen interpretation of) quantum
mechanics are regarded as ‘subjectivist’ [by the traditional and reductionistic mainstream interpretation of
science] and therefore anti-science.  Hence it is no accident that they are both under fire in the ‘science wars,’”
ibid., 63-64.  It is, ironically, the “science wars” that preserve the crisis in liberal theology.  See Russell Re
Manning, “On Revising Natural Theology: John Polkinghorne and the False Modesty of Liberal Theology,” in God
and the Scientist: Exploring the Work of John Polkinghorne, 197-215.  Manning correctly perceives that “liberal
theology is in a situation of crisis,” as it is “assailed by scientistic naturalisms on the one hand and various
theological dogmatisms on the other,” ibid., 197.  As such, the attempted alliance “between Christian faith and
modern knowledge” is threatened as “either party is increasingly being squeezed and risks collapsing into
either simply a theological baptism of scientific naturalism or a de facto theological positivism,” ibid., 198.

The critical insight here is that in the case of Polkinghorne, his method of dialogue and integration
preserves the conceptual disjuncture between the ineffable (quantum) realm and standard empirical science,
following d’Espagnat, that leaves the “science wars” intact while likewise repressing the humanities beneath the
sciences.  Furthermore, and importantly, Polkinghorne has not truly merged them or resolved their overlapping
concerns on protology and eschatology; see Polkinghorne, Science and Religion in Quest of Truth, 59, 106-107. 
Conversely, Jaeger has likewise, in her own efforts at dialogue and integration, merely assumed Haught’s basic
thesis that eventually good standard science will harmonize with good exegesis–while also, in her case in
particular, dismissing the idea that quantum physics can illuminate metaphysics in fresh ways, and thus she has
dismissed the value of the humanities and Heidegger outright given her a priori presuppositions and
assumptions about the ‘infinite’ domain of science.  See Lydia Jaeger, What the Heaven’s Declare: Science in the
Light of Creation, tr. Jonathan Vaughan (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2012), 59, 77.
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cultural movement.’  Lehrer lamented, however, the shortcomings of this movement [dominated by

scientists] and wrote of the need of a fourth culture.  He continued, ‘But before we can get a fourth

culture, our two existing cultures must modify their habits.”372  Importantly, he concludes, “our need

for a new way of seeing is greater than our need for more [scientific] facts.”373

The point above is that too often dialogue and integration between science and religion assume

the form of some sort of pragmatic nullification of the problem between science and religion by

replacing the problematic conclusions with an emphasis on the ever renewed methodological

harmony in their disparate inquiries, a scientistic methodological harmony that is presupposed will

‘someday’ in the distant hazy future attain satisfactory conclusions for science and religion through

dialogue and integration.374  However, given this doesn’t seem to be working, and furthermore

appears to lead into some very intractable problems, the question then becomes, should religion or

theology simply be an alternative application of science, obeying it methodologically375 in virtually

372 Gary Van Den Heuvel, Wealth of Shenanigans: The Tactile Underbelly of Concept (Morrisville, NC:
Lulu Press, 2016), 182-183 (addition mine).

373 Heuvel, Wealth of Shenanigans: The Tactile Underbelly of Concept, 184, addition mine (the original is
in bold print).

374 This lack of methodological critique is readily apparent in some of the most recent works
addressing science and religion.  For example, the two cultures, Heidegger, continental philosophy, and
postmodernism are barely mentioned in the recent summary work with Paul Copan, Tremper Longman III,
Christopher L. Reese, and Michael Strauss, eds. Dictionary of Christianity and Science: The Definitive Reference for
the Intersection of Christian Faith and Contemporary Science (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2017).

375 For example, some claim that “modernism” and the scientific auspices it alone provides grants a
philosophical framework that allows for the single metanarrative of Christianity or any other religion, and as
such Christians should side with modernistic science insofar as it wars against the relativistic postmodern
humanities.  See the explanations in, for example, Erick Tonning, Modernism and Christianity (New York, NY:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2014); and John P. Bequette, Christian Humanism: Creation, Redemption, and Reintegration
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2007), 1-6.  Matei Calinescu explains, “however different, the
modern projects are all premised on a finalistic vision of universal history, and in this sense Christianity . . . is
constitutively modern.  All the major ‘stories of emancipation’ of modernity are essentially secularized
variations on the Christian paradigm,” Matei Calinescu, “On Postmodernism (1986),” in Modernism: Critical
Concepts in Literary and Cultural Studies (Vol. IV 1985-1991), ed. Tim Middleton (New York, NY: Routledge,
2003), 81.  Note also, Ervin Taylor, “Creation, Evolution, and Theology: The Role of Method in Theological
Accommodation [Review]/Fernando Canale,” in Andrews University Seminary Studies Vol, 46, # 1 (2008), 88. 
Conversely, as Iain Thomson explains, postmodernism is not, despite claims suggesting otherwise, a rejection of
any metanarrative.  Rather, the contributions of Heidegger were designed to explain how any narrative was
possible at all!  Without the humanities, there is no story or (individual) stories.  Rather, “the uncoupling of
scientific progress from the advancement of human freedom” is a rejection of a specific “metanarrative” that
Heidegger found contradictory with human nature itself, namely, that “scientific progress” is actually always
progress that unfetters humanity, Thomson, Heidegger, Art, and Postmodernity, 131-132.
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every respect?  Or should religion find its place as a more hermeneutically oriented humanity, or

neither, or both, if the latter is even possible?

  Indeed, at this point, it is of critical importance to emphasize that biblical hermeneutics,376

itself, is also already entwined within the two cultures’ conflict377 for every manner of topic within its

376 Although I believe that the present study does have significant implications for biblical
hermeneutics, I cannot enter into this debate in any detail here.  For a sample of works I consider particularly
insightful and representative of the current issues, see Canale, The Cognitive Principle of Christian Theology: A
Hermeneutical Study of the Revelation and Inspiration of the Bible; Gerhard Maier, Biblical Hermeneutics, tr.
Robert W. Yarbrough (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 1994); Walter C. Kaiser and Moisés Silva, An Introduction
to Biblical Hermeneutics: The Search for Meaning (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1994); Kevin J. Vanhoozer, Is
There a Meaning in This Text? The Bible, the Reader, and the Morality of Literary Knowledge (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 1998); Kevin J. Vanhoozer, The Drama of Doctrine: A Canonical-linguistic Approach to Christian
Theology (Louisville, KT: Westminster John Knox Press, 2005); Grant R. Osborne, The Hermeneutical Spiral: A
Comprehensive Introduction to Biblical Interpretation (Downers Grove, IL: IVP, 2006); Anthony C. Thiselton, The
Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical Description (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1980);
Robert L. Thomas, Evangelical Hermeneutics: The New Versus the Old (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel, 2002); and Mark
Alan Bowald, Rendering the Word in Theological Hermeneutics: Mapping Divine and Human Agency (New York,
NY: Routledge, 2016).

377 That the hermeneutics of Scripture one employs must also bow the knee to a philosophical critique
of the nature of philosophical reasoning utilized in a given hermeneutical method is, perhaps, the most critical
insight one may glean from the current crisis for biblical Christians.  Scriptural hermeneutics cannot avoid
philosophy.  One cannot naïvely interpret Scripture without already employing a philosophical method and
assumptions about the nature of ontology and epistemology, assumptions that may be difficult to extract from
Scripture itself.  The point here is that such a critique has often been ignored.  Gary Madison, however,
insightfully points out that “one of the major ongoing debates in hermeneutics [in general]” is one in which “two
divergent and irreconcilable tendencies” are manifested, namely those developed within the contrasting works
of E. D. Hirsch and Heidegger’s student H. G. Gadamer.  Madison explains that “the principal difference between
these two leading theorists is that whereas Gadamer seeks to defend what is proper to the humanities against
encroachment by the ideal of ‘scientific’ knowledge and to this end attacks the concept of ‘method,’ arguing that
method, as it is understood in the positive sciences, has no role whatsoever to play in the humanities, Hirsch,
inspired by logical positivism, argues that there is or should be no significant difference between the empirical
sciences and the humanities and that the hypothetical-deductive method as advocated by positivist-style
philosophers of science is as applicable in the matter of literary textual interpretation as it is in the physical
sciences.  The main thrust of Hirsch’s criticism of Gadamer is that his position opens the door to arbitrariness
and cannot therefore serve to make the métier of the interpreter a serious, respectable business.”  Madison
continues, “this conflict is an extremely fundamental one, in that it involves two irreconcilably different theories
of understanding and interpretation.  It is a conflict between what could be called positivistic hermeneutics and
phenomenological hermeneutics,” Madison, The Hermeneutics of Postmodernity: Figures and Themes, 25-26. 
Madison attempts to argue for a complex middle position which is often rejected by both sides.

At this point, it may be important to emphasize that the “subject-object” relationship, which has been
the crux of much discussion concerning Heideggerian or postmodern hermeneutics, is fatally flawed on one
major point.  In the context of this study concerning the correct interpretation of the natural sciences, as Haas
explains, in harmony with Pylkkö, “if quantum theory demonstrates that the sciences stand between the natural
and human world in such a way that they form a part of everything they investigate, the usual distinction
between subject and object, inner and outer world, body and soul–like the Cartesian difference between res
extensa and res cogitans that Heidegger ‘destructures’ in Being and Time–cannot be maintained,” Haas, The Irony
of Heidegger, 151-152.  What follows from this is that the content of knowledge can be neither classical (where
the object determines the content), nor modern (where the subject determines the content), nor postmodern
(where subject and object both contribute to the content).  For an overly reductionistic and flawed presentation
of these ideas, see Canale, The Cognitive Principle of Christian Theology: A Hermeneutical Study of the Revelation
and Inspiration of the Bible, 46, 74-86.  The reason that all three methods fail is because what constitutes a
subject and object in the world can’t be properly destructured as Heidegger and Canale proceeded to do,
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domain, not excluding theological concepts and history as well as in matters pertaining to natural and

human history.  However, for many still unaware of this, hermeneutical reasoning within the current

situation surrounding biblical exegesis typically merely involves shifts in presuppositions about

where the best place to begin one’s scientific journey should be, and what preliminary “conclusions”

we should expect along the way to make our poker chip pile of evidence appear higher and more

persuasive–to force one to look at all the “scientific” evidence we’ve “won” to our side, whether

through bluffing or otherwise.  It becomes, in essence, a battle between a scientistic-methodological

naturalism and a scientistic-methodological Scripturalism.

Yet, it cannot be ignored that the escalating tensions described above between the sciences and

the humanities precursors a deeper debate now taking place within hermeneutics.  This new debate

integrally impacts upon the interpretation of Scripture and everything else, and its foundation has

been building for some time and is still developing, but often subconsciously to the public eye.  The

substance of this debate reshapes the conflict between science and religion, because the nature of the

“human mind” seemingly presents unique challenges not found in normal natural science, as

because such subjects and objects don’t exist in the first place to contribute to something called ‘knowledge.’  If
there are no subjects and objects, as conceived traditionally by any one of the three major models, then
knowledge can’t be the result of some relationship between them, whether classical, modern, or postmodern.

Yet, more specifically, the critical error of Canale is to suppose that there are “facts of revelation-
inspiration” that are anywhere near analogous to the “facts” of science which he supports as “real and certain.” 
Canale, The Cognitive Principle of Christian Theology: A Hermeneutical Study of the Revelation and Inspiration of
the Bible, 46.  The position advocated by both Bohm and Pylkkö, as will be analyzed below, dismisses both of
these assumptions (assuming Scripture is constituted by language, i.e., is literature, the same would hold true for
Scripture), however, they do so in different ways.  Put succinctly, then, Canale has made in Scriptural
hermeneutics a similar error to the one that Heidegger made of the natural sciences, at least according to the
thinking of those like Bohm and Pylkkö.  Namely, Heidegger left natural science alone, as endowed with
indisputable ‘mathematical facts of nature,’ whereas Canale left Scripture alone, as endowed with indisputable
‘facts’ of some unspecified sort concerning language.  However, language, which constitutes Scripture, is not so
easily treated as a body of “timeless” objective facts to merely be interpreted as having historical significance, as
Canale has done.  Language itself must be, in the least, historically situated to be historically interpreted–extra-
biblical work is necessary for interpreting Scripture that involves ambiguous elements.

Pragmatically, one consequence of rejecting the received biblical text/language as the conveyer of
some platonic-timeless body of linguistic meaning is that while it may be true that the received text is “accurate
enough,” it is still possible that the meanings of specific words and the historical-cultural contexts behind them
have been lost.  In other words, the Bible has not passed down to us some trans-temporal (platonic-timeless)
body of meanings–the succeeding generations of copyists and translations have not brought the original cultural
contexts with them, fully.  Rather, only further archaeological evidence (archaeology is the “third biblical
language”) may shed light on the meanings behind the texts.  This removes the classical “scientific method” from
the equation, however, because sometimes valuable discoveries are not subject to the whim of the
searcher–there are no falsifiable hypotheses that can be made–rather, such insights may be completely subject
to the whims of “random chance” discoveries.
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commonly interpreted.  Any serious attempts at the latter two of Barbour’s options, namely dialogue

or integration, through a presupposed scientific harmony, appear to ultimately succumb to the

pressures of one of the first two options that favor conflict or independence.  The breaking point is

that many in the humanities simply reject the notion that the scientific method has universal validity

in all disciplines, especially over matters of the mind, human cultures, and languages (where the

boundaries are much debated), which is also where religion often enters the scene.  Indeed, religion’s

involvement in the issues becomes particularly complex when connected to various third cultures,

specifically historical,378 psychological,379 and sociological380 inquiries, which also exist and are

378 Some claim that “no historian is, or can be, truly impartial or truly scientific, in the sense that a
chemist or a physicist or a biologist can be impartial and scientific.  Every historian is not only conditioned by,
but dominated by his own fate, and none has ever been able to surmount that fate,” Henry Steele Commager, “Is
There a ‘Philosophy of History?,’” in Mind Science and History, eds. Howard Evans Kiefer and Milton Karl Munitz
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1970), 306; and Richard Taylor, “Can There Be a Science of
Human Behavior? (A Response),” ibid., 35.  Ernst Breisach similarly explains that many believe “causal laws
could not be the primary concern of historians, who wish as keenly to know what Caesar did as why he did it. 
‘In short, the value of history is not scientific.  Its true value is educational’” or humane, Ernst Breisach,
Historiography: Ancient, Medieval, and Modern 3rd ed. (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2007), 286. 
Note also, for how theology interacts with this discussion, Jacques Maritain, On the Philosophy of History (South
Bend, IN: Aeterna Press, 2015); and G. Ernest Wright, God Who Acts: Biblical Theology as Recital (London, UK:
SCM Press, 1952), 117.  Wright explains that a God who truly enters our earthly space and time is intrinsic to
many Jewish theologians and the Hebrew Bible.  Wright suggests the need to return to a view of a “temporal”
God and a theology that uses the “categories drawn from the Bible itself, instead of from propositional
dogmatics” and that takes the “historical movement and interaction of the Bible” with divinity seriously, ibid.,
115-116.  See also, Paul R. House, Old Testament Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 34. 
God’s historicality and acts in history are the ground of the Jewish interpretation of the Hebrew Scriptures
according to both Wright and House.  Note also, Arrais, A Study on the Influence of Philosophical Presuppositions
Relating to the Notion of the God-human Relation Upon the Interpretation of Exodus.  The challenge of reconciling
the Scriptural account of human and natural history with science remains, of course, a critical component of
what it is Scripture and history challenge the believer to believe.

379 For example, when the Holy Spirit is invoked as a deterministic or causal factor for human
behavior, such as with Calvinism.  See Gay, Progress and Values in the Humanities: Comparing Culture and Science,
51-52.  “Metapsychology is the attempt to give a scientific grounding to human experience. . . .  Christian authors
who cite the Holy Spirit as a causal influence in human lives are engaged in metapsychology” or, in actuality, a
non-scientific parapsychology, ibid., 51.  Such efforts amount to the defense of “religious beliefs against the
encroachment of scientific discoveries about the mind,” ibid., 52.  Gay believes such Christian metapsychologists
articulate “a goal for psychology that it cannot reach,” namely that by examining our “inner experience in finer
and finer detail,” we can discover “new information at every level,” through our “faith in the infinite depth of
personality.”  Gay rejects such a view, declaring himself one who has “cast” his “lot with the scientists.”  Gay
admits to being impressed that for some “five hundred years now, one form of general inquiry, what is known as
the scientific method, has produced advances in understanding not produced by any other method,” ibid., 51-52. 
Gay’s conclusion is striking.  If such metapsychological beliefs remained allied with religion, and “religion and
science are always with us, then there will always be at least two competing ways to view human beings,” ibid.,
112.  See also, Frank A. Gerbode and John Durkin, Beyond Psychology: An Introduction to Metapsychology (Loving
Healing Press, 2013).  For the role of parapsychology in reshaping a worldview, see Joseph M. Felser, The Way
Back to Paradise: Restoring the Balance Between Magic and Reason (Charlottesville, VA: Hampton Roads, 2005);
and Madison, Understanding: A Phenomenological-Pragmatic Analysis, 70-114.  A popular theologian Ellen G.
White expressed it as following: “One of the great evils which has attended the quest of knowledge, the
investigations of science, is that those who engage in these researches too often lose sight of the divine
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foundational within the interpretation of Scripture.  This conflict over the domain of the validity of the

scientific method exists (whether acknowledged or not) for all devout religionists who believe in the

privacy and sanctity of the heart and a “personal relationship” with Jesus Christ through the Holy

Spirit,381 yet in general are convicted that the natural world, however infinitely complex, remains

thoroughly accessible through scientific and mathematical methods.382

character of pure and unadulterated religion.  The worldly-wise have attempted to explain upon scientific
principles the influence of the Spirit of God upon the heart.  The least advance in this direction will lead the soul
into the mazes of skepticism.  The religion of the Bible is simply the mystery of godliness; no human mind can
fully understand it, and it is utterly incomprehensible to the unregenerate heart,” Ellen G. White, Testimonies for
the Church Vol. 4 (Mountain View, CA: Pacific Press, 1948), 585.  Elsewhere White shares, “some may say, ‘If we
believe the Bible, why does not the Lord work miracles for us?’  He will, if we will let Him.  When a human mind
is allowed to come under the control of God, that mind will reveal the miracle-working power of God; the power
of the mind in action is like the miracle-working power of God,” Ellen G. White, Spalding and Magan Collection
(Silver Spring, MD: Ellen G. White Estate, Inc., 1985), 240.

380 Where, as has been noted above, a controversy resides concerning the methods of science and the
humanities over the subject matter of religion; i.e., is religious studies a part of the sciences or humanities?  See
again, for example, Wainwright, “Introduction,” in God, Philosophy, and Academic Culture: A Discussion Between
Scholars in the AAR and the APA, 3-12.

381 Noteworthy is that the very idea of a “personal relationship” with Jesus has recently been critiqued. 
See, for example, Jay Boyd, “The Problem with ‘A Personal Relationship with Jesus’” at http://www.hprweb.com
/2014/07/the-problem-with-a-personal-relationship-with-jesus/ (accessed May 4, 2017) and Derek Flood, “A
Personal Relationship with God?” at http://www.huffingtonpost.com/derek-flood/personal-relationship-with-
god_b_914065.html (accessed May 4, 2017).  Both these critics come from the Left side of Christianity which is
siding with the more progressively minded scientists.  Their goal in this context is to ‘socialize’ Christianity upon
quasi-marxist mathematical principles.

382 Concerning the mathematical nature of the natural world, as noted above, Lydia Jaeger is one such
Christian theist who advocates essentially a mathematicalism, and creates a hard dualism, of sorts, between the
heart and nature as a result, supporting a modal-logical or multi-layered reality based loosely on the work of the
philosopher and epistemologist Herman Dooyeweerd, A New Critique of Theoretical Thought: The Necessary
Presuppositions of Philosophy (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 1997), although she differs with him on some
key points.  She claims that although “quantum mechanics introduced the idea of chance at the most basic level
of our physical theories,” “nonetheless, quantum probabilities can still be described by strict mathematical
formulae.  Quantum theory has not left us in a disturbing world of fairly tales, where anything can happen,”
Lydia Jaeger, What the Heaven’s Declare: Science in the Light of Creation, 59; 77.  Jaeger believes that a deep
mathematical “description of Cosmic Order” is possible, Lydia Jaeger, “Cosmic Order and Divine Word,” in
Spiritual Information: 100 Perspectives on Science and Religion, ed. Charles L. Harper, Jr. (West Conshohocken,
PA: Templeton Foundation Press, 2005), 151; see also Lydia Jaeger, Einstein, Polanyi, and the Laws of Nature
(West Conshohocken, PA: Templeton Press, 2010), esp. 180-183, 227.  For a critique of her views, see
Cartwright and Martin, “Queen Physics: How Much of the Globe is Painted Red?,” 71; Younker, “A Dialogue
Between Contemporary Perspectives and Ellen White on Divine Action and Quantum Physics,” 136-137; and J.
B. Stump, Science and Christianity: An Introduction to the Issues (Malden, MA: John Wiley & Sons, 2017), 128;
131.  Stump also interestingly explains that the Eastern tradition of Christianity approached nature differently,
with less emphasis on order.  “God did not create the world fully formed, but it is bursting with potential.  The
fact that the potential is not realized right now is to recognize the created order as ‘fallen.’  Science describes the
current state of creation and the way it works in laws of nature, but these are statements about the way it
behaves in this less-than-mature state.  When something ‘miraculous’ happens (perhaps the origin of life and of
consciousness are possible candidates for this), it might not be explainable according to these provisional
natural laws.  But those are not the laws of the ‘natural’ state that is to come.  Miracles are the breaking through
of the age that is to come,” ibid., 131.  In the Western Christian tradition, however, following the work of William
Ockham and William Perkins, the idea that “once we understand how something works naturally, then it is no
longer necessary or prudent to also appeal to God,” became popular.  Accordingly, in the Western tradition,
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In other words, it may be that the current status of science within religion should be considered

more in parallel to the sciences and humanities as two deeply differing cultures that equally divide

religious adherents.  That is, religionists side equally with either the sciences or humanities, in

differing contexts, for different reasons.383  Furthermore, again, as has long been acknowledged in the

“either God did it or it came about through natural causes” became the standard position for how to explain any
event, creating a harsh dichotomy between the two that continues to challenge us today, ibid., 122.  

Contrastingly, other theologians such as Ellen White simply ‘let be’ the tension between the intellect
and the ‘heart,’ offering no explanation: “Were the men for whom Christ has died devoid of moral nature, or
were the gospel to be submitted to the understanding, to be decided by the intellect alone, men might approach
it as they approach a mathematical problem. But this is not the case. The great truths of salvation are to be
planted in the heart. The science of redemption is as high as heaven, and its value is infinite,” White, Ms69-1897;
and “The gospel does not address the understanding alone.  If it did, we might approach it as we approach the
study of a book dealing with mathematical formulas, which relate to the intellect alone. . . .  The Word of God is
what it claims to be in the sixth chapter of John–the bread of life–for it represents the body and blood of the Son
of God. Its aim is the heart.  It addresses our moral nature, and takes possession of the will,” White, Lt5-1898.

383 Earl Fronda expresses well the general sentiment of religionists that side with the humanities, in
that “it is the [humanistic] religionistic attitude that predisposes one to deem certain phenomena inexplicable in
principle.  This is an attitude that is given to take certain phenomena to be inherently mysterious and to relish in
their mystery.  It takes this attitude to recognize a phenomenon as absolutely inexplicable in purely mundane
terms and as such label it ‘miracle’.  And the direction that this attitude takes is towards the state of being held
in worshipful awe by the mystery.  The mystery itself becomes a source of edification. . . .

“In contrast, the scientistic attitude holds that in principle all phenomena that really occurred can be
explained in terms that are free of any religious or magical overtones.  If this attitude is in any way dismissive of
miracles, it is not necessarily dismissive of the possibility of the occurrence of such and such an inexplicable
phenomenon (like the resurrection of Jesus) but of the attitude, that such a phenomenon is intrinsically
inexplicable (which is what a miracle is supposed to be: an intrinsically inexplicable phenomenon).  Even if the
accounts of Jesus turning water into wine, multiplying loaves of bread, walking on water, even resurrecting,
were proven beyond reasonable doubt to be factual, they would be taken not as eternal mysteries but as
extremely fascinating phenomena that generate puzzles that are extremely tough–but, in principle, not
impossible–to solve.  No phenomenon that had actually occurred is to be taken as inherently mysterious; and if
there is mystery shrouding a phenomenon, it is to be taken as something less an object of relish or a source of
edification than an enigma to be cracked.  They would not at all be termed ‘miracles’.

“From the standpoint of one with the scientistic attitude, the concept ‘miracle’ itself is not only alien to
the scientific discourse, but worse, considering it is a bane to the spirit of progressive science, and as such is an
anathema.  But the spirit of science is by nature predisposed to searching for explanations to anything that
draws human curiosity, and if necessary, break taboos in the process of the search.  The progress of science
depends to a large extent on the assumption that no phenomenon that in fact occurred is beyond scientific
explanation.  It is possible, even in the age of space exploration and nanotechnology, that some scientists would
declare some phenomenon a miracle.  A case of miracle is declared when the scientists concerned have given up
searching for a scientific explanation.  To say that such and such is a miracle is in effect to suggest that such and
such can never ever be taken up scientifically.  Calling a phenomenon that defies all current understanding a
‘miracle’ effectively puts an end to scientific activity.  But scientists who proffer miracles as explanation betray
the spirit of science.  The proffering of miracles is an indication of the failure of scientists qua scientist, not an
indication of the failure of science.”  “One who takes the scientistic attitude to a phenomenon looks at it with
cold, calculating, even brazen, inquisitiveness,” Fronda, Wittgenstein’s (Misunderstood) Religious Thought, 135-
137.  It is interesting to compare the above with Ellen White, a popular theologian: “Science is too limited to
comprehend the atonement; the mysterious and wonderful plan of redemption is so far-reaching that
philosophy cannot explain it; it will ever remain a mystery that the most profound reason cannot fathom.  If it
could be explained by finite wisdom, it would lose its sacredness and dignity.  It is a mystery that One equal with
the eternal Father should so abase himself as to suffer the cruel death of the cross to ransom man; and it is a
mystery that God so loved the world as to permit his Son to make this great sacrifice,” Ellen White, “Man’s
Obligation to God,” in The Signs of the Times April 3 (1884); and Ellen White, The Spirit of Prophecy Volume Four
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two cultures debates between the sciences and humanities, but has often been ignored within the

debates between science and religion, the division is itself centered upon the proper role and domain

of the scientific method and technique.384

It has been variously claimed that only deeper or sub-presuppositional thinking or critical

ontological reflection can escape the above situation385 that forces dialogue and integration into

(1884), 345-346. “To many, scientific research has become a curse; their finite minds are so weak that they lose
their balance.  They cannot harmonize their views of science with Scripture statements, and they think that the
Bible is to be tested by their standard of ‘science falsely so called.’  Thus they err from the faith, and are seduced
by the devil.  Men have endeavored to be wiser than their Creator; human philosophy has attempted to search
out and explain mysteries which will never be revealed, through the eternal ages.  If men would but search and
understand what God has made known of himself and his purposes, they would obtain such a view of the glory,
majesty, and power of Jehovah, that they would realize their own littleness, and would be content with that
which has been revealed for themselves and their children.

“It is a masterpiece of Satan's deceptions to keep the minds of men searching and conjecturing in
regard to that which God has not made known, and which he does not intend that we shall understand.  It was
thus that Lucifer himself was cast out of Heaven. He became dissatisfied because all the secrets of God’s
purposes were not confided to him, and he entirely disregarded that which was revealed concerning his own
work in the lofty position assigned him.  By arousing the same discontent in the angels under his command, he
caused their fall. Now he seeks to imbue the minds of men with the same spirit, and to lead them also to
disregard the direct commands of God,” ibid.

384 To state it again, the perspective that “science, while not the whole of culture, is the most important
part and should determine and give meaning to all the rest” leads to a position that “denies any independent
knowledge value to philosophy or the humanities and, of course, to Revelation and theology,” Robert J. Henle,
“Science and the Humanities,” 3-4.  Henle explains, “Science would, in this new [emerging third] culture,
[displace and] play all the knowledge roles played by philosophy, theology and the humanities in pre-scientific
culture,” ibid., 5.  Gary Madison further observes, “scientific knowledge is nothing more than the expression of a
certain intellectual technique: the scientific method.  This technique has proven useful for certain purposes, but
the failure on our part to realize its inherent limitations has had as its consequence the accelerating reduction of
all cultural values to those of science,” Madison, Understanding: A Phenomenological-Pragmatic Analysis, 11. 
Madison adds that “the problem of the Two Cultures . . . is highly concrete and urgent.  It has . . . a strictly
theoretical aspect to it, for what is ultimately at issue is the proper theoretical way in which to view language,
understanding (truth), and reality,” ibid., 22.

385 See Maurice Merleau-Ponty, “Einstein and the Crisis of Reason,” in Signs, tr. R. C. McCleary
(Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1964), 192-197.  The concepts of “depth” and “flesh” may point
most directly to the major philosophical development and train of thought that is pertinent here.  Building off of
the conceptual framework laid down by Heideggerian insights, they were introduced formally by the
philosopher Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Primacy of Perception: And Other Essays on Phenomenological
Psychology, tr. Carleton Dallery (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1964), 172-173; and Maurice
Merleau-Ponty, The Visible and the Invisible: Followed by Working Notes, tr. Alphonso Lingis (Evanston, IL:
Northwestern University Press, 1968), 143.  “Merleau-Ponty depicts a dynamic depth of the flesh that unfolds in
and through encounters with difference.  The flesh, he explains, is ‘a new type of being,’ pregnant with potential
sense expressions, with an ever expanding horizon of possibility,” Molly Hadley Jensen, “‘Fleshing’ Out an Ethic
of Diversity,” in Merleau-Ponty and Environmental Philosophy: Dwelling on the Landscapes of Thought, ed. Sue L.
Cataldi and William S. Hamrick (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2007), 199.  “By Flesh Merleau-
Ponty intended to indicate something which had no name in traditional Western philosophy. . . .  Flesh, as a
voluminous medium, is a ‘pure’ depth–a depth without any distance on itself,” Sue L. Cataldi, Emotion, Depth, and
Flesh: A Study of Sensitive Space: Reflections on Merleau-Ponty’s Philosophy of Embodiment (Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 1993), 60.  Importantly, however, it must be noted that a “difficulty with this
terminology lies in its inevitable identity with substantive banal flesh, an identity we have constantly to deny
even though it is the basic bodied experience we must always depend on as the basis for our understanding. 
There is a certain irony in the need to disembody, even dematerialize flesh, in order that it help us more fully
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conflict or independence, not merely prior presuppositional decisions about what constitutes a valid

starting point from which to epistemically interpret the objects that scientific reasoning and

methodology considers and measures.  From many of those working from sub-presuppositional

perspectives, science can be understood to have no definable upper or “outer limits,” in that it can

continue forever in some respects, but importantly it is also pointed out that science does have lower

or “inner limits”386 it cannot penetrate or even identify, since “science does not think,”387 as Heidegger

so (in)famously put it.  This has led some, especially those sensitive to the concerns of the humanities

and religion, to point toward the “exhaustion of secular [scientific] reason” which has “led a number

of philosophers and politicians to call for a return to religion,” because, simply put, on the “level of

world view thinking . . . science clashes with religion.”388

What the purpose of the above account of the relations between science and religion, and the

sciences and humanities, has been is to sharpen the focus upon the role and purpose of any “third

culture” concerning the possibility of unity and integration.389  Given the situation above, is the

current “culture of religion” truly capable of serving as the “third culture” Snow alluded to and which

understand our being lived-bodies,” Sam Gill, Dancing Culture Religion (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2012),
121 n. 21.  See also, Rajiv Kaushik, Art, Language and Figure in Merleau-Ponty: Excursions in Hyper-Dialectic
(New York, NY: Bloomsbury, 2013), 11; Komarine Romdenh-Romluc, Merleau-Ponty and Phenomenology of
Perception (New York, NY: Routledge, 2011), 110-113; and Floyd Merrell, Entangling Forms: Within Semiosic
Processes (Göttingen, Germany: Walter de Gruyter, 2010), 41-42.  Alternately, Rosen has sought to “demonstrate
that the concept of depth put forward by Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1964), and of time-space advanced by Martin
Heidegger (1962/1972), respond to the challenge of unification in science by offering a new understanding of
space, time, and dimensionality,” for “Merleau-Ponty’s integration of space and time goes considerably further
than Einstein’s,” Rosen, The Self-Evolving Cosmos, 43, 55.

386 Gary Brent Madison, On Suffering: Philosophical Reflections on What it Means to be Human
(Hamilton, Canada: Les Érables, 2013), 434.

387 Heidegger, What is Called Thinking?, 8, 135.  As a reminder, without doubt such a phrase as
Heidegger’s can “catapult philosophy to a certain source of a higher truth which is not understandable for non-
philosophers, meaning: to make a perfect separation of philosophy from a theoretical treatment of the reality
that surrounds us,” Andrzej Przy³êbski, Sense, Meaning, and Understanding: Towards a Systematic Hermeneutical
Philosophy (Zürich, Switzerland: Lit Verlag, 2013), 49-50.

388 Jens Zimmermann, Humanism and Religion: A Call for the Renewal of Western Culture (New York, NY:
Oxford University Press, 2012), 29.

389 K. Gopalan remarks: “it is unfortunate that in many countries . . . there is a great divide between the
humanities and the sciences–between the arts and the sciences–the so-called ‘two cultures.’” He believes that “it
is time that we go back to that situation [in which there was only one culture]. [The] integration of science and
humanities–science and culture, science and spirituality–seems to be the only means of solving the numerous
problems threatening mankind today,” K. Gopalan, “Challenges of Higher Education in Science and Technology,”
in Education in India, Vol. 2, ed. Shubha Tiwari (New Delhi, India: Atlantic Publishers, 2006), 15.
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Sandelands embraced, harmonizing or “reconciling” the cultures of the sciences and humanities, and

what it would mean if it could?  Would religion merely mediate between the two cultures of the

sciences and humanities, leaving each of them for the most part, respectively, in an isolated or

dualistic peace, or should religion displace the two cultures altogether as a superior culture, whatever

this might mean?390

The above question is pertinent because some believe “there can no more be a scientific culture

than there can be a scientific religion; culture, like religion, addresses the question which science

leaves unanswered: the question what to feel.  The knowledge that it bestows on us is a knowledge

not of facts nor of means but of ends: the most precious knowledge we have.”  Thus, at the end of the

day, a culture’s “meaning lies in the ethical vision that it perpetuates,”391 and science and its technique

has thus far been unable to satisfactorily explain away the humanities and their human need for

something more personal, for feelings, and answers, to what is right or wrong in both individual and

universal circumstances and contexts.

Therefore, the differences between mediating and displacing are significant.  Should theology

and religious studies 1) remain tied to their historical methodological traditions that culminated in

scientific modernism, 2) or should religious studies embrace postmodernism and its methods, 3) or

390 As previously noted above, Søren Brier has observed that already, pragmatically or sociologically,
“we are moving into a Third Culture.”  Furthermore, “we have discovered that science, philosophy, and religion
cannot eliminate metaphysics and that neither can Protestant Christianity.  Today we must work with
metaphysics in a reflective way,” Brier, Cybersemiotics: Why Information Is Not Enough, 142.

391 Roger Scruton, Modern Culture (New York, NY: Continuum, 2005), 17.  “Many people will find the
view that I am advancing preposterous.  It seems too far from our post-modern experience, too much a legacy of
ways of thinking that are no longer available. . . .  In a certain measure I share this scepticism.  Yet I can find no
alternative account that explains either the history of high culture [as manifested in the humanities] or its
power,” ibid. (addition mine).  Scruton suggests that “the two cultures perhaps stem from the same psychic
need–the need for an ethical community into which the self can be absorbed, its transgressions overcome and
forgiven, and its emotions re-made in uncorrupted form.  The community offered by art is only imagined, born
from the currents of sympathy that animate the realm of fictions.  But consolation from imaginary things is not
an imaginary consolation. . . .  The universal religions are precisely those whose deities reside not in idols or
temples [i.e., “real” things] but in texts [which allow imaginative engagement], and the God of Israel makes
explicit in the second commandment that, being defined by a text (the tables of the law), he can tolerate no
‘graven images’.  The text has the universality of thought: it emancipates itself from place and time [or a
metaphysics of “presence” which is actually timelessness] and addresses itself to all who can read or hear” in all
times and places; it is, thus, omni-spatial and temporal, ibid., 19 (latter addition mine).  For more on why the
“indirectness” of a text takes us beyond a metaphysics of presence, see the explanation of “presence” in relation
to Being in Wolfgang Walter Fuchs, Phenomenology and the Metaphysics of Presence: An Essay in the Philosophy of
Edmund Husserl (The Hague, The Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff, 1976), 7-8.
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should religion straddle the line, dualistically using both methods, 4) or can religion emerge from

their tensions and identify its own methods of inquiry and discourse as an independent third culture? 

The problem is in the questions that individuals like Sandelands leave unasked, such as, in what way

does religion, or God, reconcile the two cultures?  And why should secular scientists or those in the

secular humanities accept his claim, and what difference would it make to their respective cultures

and their continually growing tensions in popular society?  What is at stake is the place of religion

within society and academic discourse.

Throughout the rest of this study, the above questions should be kept in mind.  Although it is not

the purpose of this study to answer these questions per se, they are important questions to ask in

relation to this study, because some scientists remain confident that modernistic “western science

will likely outlive postmodernism.  It may already have.”392  For “science and modernism” both have

“deep links with . . . metaphysics, because they both share the notion that the earth and the world . . .

speak their truths to us, not vice versa.”  “Physics and metaphysics share the same stage” “because

both say . . . that an understanding of life comes from watching and listening to the earth.”  Thus,

“modernism,” or the “belief in science, is deeper than postmodernism.”393

Such a viewpoint may be an accurate reflection of the trends in some of the variant and

conflicting forms and results of post-postmodernism, such as digimodernism, which dominates the

information fed to many in the younger generations.  From such a perspective, there is no need for

any harmonization between the sciences and humanities, through either God or any third culture,

which lets the current contradictory understandings of freedom and time remain as an uncomfortable

status quo those favoring the sciences sometimes willfully dismiss, with a tacit assumption that the

primary error rests within the less influential humanities.  Such optimism, however, appears

unfounded as a genuine solution when surveying some of the rest of the recent societal landscape and

other alternate forms of post-postmodernism, such as metamodernism, which is inclined to see the

392 Hendrix, “Fighting Out of Context: Culture Wars Within and Without Science Fiction, from Snow to
Sokal,” 46.  Hendrix’s claim is not far-fetched at all.  Post-postmodernism has arrived, and it brings with it many
continuations of the scientific-modernistic impulse.

393 Bob Davis, Skills Mania: Snake Oil in Our Schools? (Toronto, Canada: Between the Lines, 2000), 175.
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need for further mediation and integration between the two cultures, and which may allow for some

“dialectical tension.”394

Additionally, and also serving as a summary, an important point of clarity must be emphasized

concerning the historical heritage of Christianity and its role in mediation between the two cultures

and the rise of modern scientism, the most pointed rejection of religion.  It was the rationalist nature

of mathematics which inspired the original neo-Platonic “timeless forms” of the humanities-as-

theology found in the Augustinian tradition.  Throughout the ensuing history of Catholic thought, the

sacramentalism within Catholicism also became grounded on rationalist neo-Platonism, thus linking

ethics and soteriology very closely with neo-Platonism.395  The later rise of empirical-deterministic

Platonism (note the ‘depth’ or hierarchical aspect of the “neo” was effectively removed or

394 See, for example, George Newlands, The Transformative Imagination: Rethinking Intercultural
Theology (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2006), viii, 116, 137, 142, 153.

395 To be clear, as it does cause confusion in the literature, neo-Platonists distinguished (correctly or
not) two branches of mathematics in Plato-the first, or purely rationalist application, was to mathematics used
abstractly (numbers and formulas that were timelessly true), and the second was physics, which took
mathematics and applied it to geometry and then the real world through the work of Euclid around 300 BC,
especially in areas such as architecture (thus it was applied only to an embryonic degree in nature itself prior to
the rise of modern science).  Architectural geometry and physics as such are already neo-Platonic in this sense
(numbers were abstractions originating from some timeless ether-world, which were then mediated to humans
through architecture and later nature), but often the term “neo-Platonic” is typically reserved for discussions
about a more mystical union of Being as it is associated with forays into metaphysics and spirituality. 
Accordingly, in this study the modern atheistic view of mathematical natural science will be characterized as a
“de-neo-ized” mathematical Platonism.  Nevertheless, the original neo-Platonic distinction between abstract
mathematics and physics should not be forgotten, as the physical manifestation of timeless truth (the
Sacraments) present the logic for the Sacraments as manifestations of a timeless, non-physical but physically
present divine reality.  For a discussion on the original neo-Platonic understanding of mathematics, see Jacob
Klein, Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra, tr. Eva Brann (New York, NY: Dover Publications,
1968), 10-16; and Burt C. Hopkins, The Origin of the Logic of Symbolic Mathematics: Edmund Husserl and Jacob
Klein (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2011), 154-170.  Note also, Antii P. Balk, Saints and Sinners: An
Account of Western Civilization (London, UK: Thelema Publications, 2008), 551-559;  Naomi Zack, The Handy
Philosophy Answer Book (Canton, MI: Visible Ink Press, 2010), 52; David Albertson, Mathematical Theologies:
Nicholas of Cusa and the Legacy of Thierry of Chartres (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2014), 60-62; Paul
Plass, “Neoplatonism,” in Medieval Italy: An Encyclopedia L-Z, Vol. 2, ed. Christopher Kleinhenz (New York, NY:
Routledge, 2004), 764-766; Gay, The Enlightenment: The Rise of Modern Paganism, 251; Henry Chadwick, Studies
on Ancient Christianity (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2006), 150; James Wilberding and Christoph Horn,
Neoplatonism and the Philosophy of Nature (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2012); Algis Uždavinys,
Orpheus and the Roots of Platonism (London, UK: The Matheson Trust, 2011); and Gregory Shaw, Theurgy and
the Soul: The Neoplatonism of Iamblichus 2nd ed. (Kettering, OH: Angelico Press, 2014).  John Milbank and Aaron
Riches assert in the foreword to Shaw’s book that “the liturgical practice of Christianity . . . inherits significantly
from the cultic practices of Greek philosophy.  In this regard the recovery of the thought and influence of the
Syrian Neoplatonist Iamblichus (c.245-c.325) may prove, in time, to stand at the very heart of a new self-
understanding of Western culture and religion–one . . . now freshly aware of . . . how Christian liturgy, the
sacramental practice of the Church and the metaphysics of the Incarnation owe a perhaps significant debt to the
pagan Platonic tradition,” John Milbank and Aaron Riches, “Foreword: Neoplatonic Theurgy and Christian
Incarnation,” v-vi.
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transformed–scientism’s only explicit metaphysics is mathematics) within modern science shook the

foundations of the rationalist neo-Platonic humanistic-theology of the Catholic tradition.  However, as

time passed, and the scientistic and authoritarian impulses of positivism within empirical Platonism

undercut the authority of the Catholic tradition,396 what has often been missed is that the authority of

the Catholic church was originally grounded on rationalist neo-Platonism itself, and was thus merely

replaced by the ‘authority’ of empiricized Platonism in modern natural science and its corollary

scientism.397  That is, “one of the reasons that our science makes universal claims . . . is that it borrows

from ‘the Christian religion’ its notions of universal applicability.  The modern idea of religion made it

possible for Christianity to claim to be the one true religion.  Modern science now claims an analogous

universal applicability,”398 which was easy to do, as it is built on the same platonic foundation.

396 “With the emergence of modern mathematics, this verbal basis for Western life and thought–this
trusted covenant between word and world–began to crumble ‘The most decisive change in the tenor of Western
intellectual life since the seventeenth century,’ writes Steiner, ‘is the submission of successively larger areas of
knowledge to the modes and proceedings of mathematics’. . . .  In cardinal respects, reality itself was redefined. 
It now began outside verbal language, in the untranslatable world of a pure mathematics that no longer
required a real relation between symbol and word.  Truth became quantitative rather than qualitative,
impersonal rather than personal, empirical rather than intuitive, mathematical rather than metaphysical.  It was
perceived, increasingly, as an abstract relation between numbers, rather than as a reality arrived at through
referential signs,” Nathan D. Mitchell, Real Presence: The Work of Eucharist (Chicago, IL: Liturgy Training
Publications, 2001), 86.

397 An irony in this is that Protestantism also favored Plato over Aristotle in the rise of modern science,
and thus Protestantism is awkwardly linked with a de-neo-ized Platonic scientism against Catholicism–even
though Catholicism had its own roots in Platonism and neo-Platonism prior to its Platonic-Aristotelian
synthesis.  This has made it difficult for Protestants to critically reflect upon their own reliance on Platonic roots. 
Put as concisely as possible, modern science is also a Platonic-Aristotelian synthesis.  Contemporary Catholicism
is a synthesis of the same.  Each, however, emphasizes one side of the synthesis in certain contexts, yet
Platonism is the foundational ground of both.  For more, see Robert H. Nelson, God? Very Probably: Five Rational
Ways to Think about the Question of God (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2015), 65-79, esp. 70-71.  Nelson explains,
“in the history of Western religion, one great line of thought runs from Plato, to the later Neoplatonists of the
ancient world, to Augustine who synthesized Platonism with Christianity, and then to the Protestant
Reformation that in the sixteenth century newly looked back to Augustinian theology for inspiration (Martin
Luther was originally an Augustinian monk).  For Aristotle, by contrast, Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth
century was the great synthesizer of Aristotelian thought with Christian theology.  The great ‘protest’ of the
Reformation in the sixteenth century was significantly against the medieval scholastic theology of the Catholic
Church, against Aquinas, and against Aristotle.

“The favoring of Platonic over Aristotelian sources in the Reformation proved to be a great advantage
in terms of setting the stage for the development and advancement of the scientific method and the eventual
discovery by Kepler, Galileo, Newton, and others in the sixteenth and later centuries of the mathematical
workings of the physical universe,” ibid., 70-71.  See also, Eric W. Gritsch and Robert W. Jenson, Lutheranism:
The Theological Movement and Its Confessional Writings (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1976), 103-109.

398 Harrison, The Territories of Science and Religion, 191-192.
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Thus, philosophically speaking, the work of the Catholic thought leaders today is to reclaim the

church’s authority from the postmodern skepticism that results from the abuses of scientism399 by re-

introducing the “neo” part of rationalist neo-Platonism400 back into empirical Platonism, and then

bring them both back into the fold of an expanded rationalist neo-Platonic empiricist

sacramentalism.401  In this endeavor, and when seeking to understand the past history of the

humanities and theology, what is critical to keep in mind is the constancy of the authoritative role of

neo-Platonism in Catholicism,402 even with Aristotle’s and Thomas Aquinas’s insights in mind, and the

399 Hans Boersma acknowledges and supports the irony of the “paradoxical argument . . . that
postmodern skepticism is simply the logical outcome of modern claims of certainty,” Hans Boersma, Heavenly
Participation: The Weaving of a Sacramental Tapestry (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2011), 155.

400 Neoplatonism seeks to overcome the Platonic cleavage between thought and reality, or Ideals and
Forms.  This is because Platonism is characterized by its method of abstracting the finite world of Forms
(humans, animals, objects) from the infinite world of the Ideal, and One.  Neoplatonism, however, follows
“Plotinus’s famous maxim that the Absolute or One ‘has its center everywhere but its circumference nowhere.’”
The One thus emanates ‘elsewhere’ hierarchically to all lower or lesser beings.  However, without the
‘connective tissue’ of Neoplatonism’s emanationism and the rejoining of all reality to the One, all would result in
fragmentation, John J. Cleary, ed., The Perennial Tradition of Neoplatonism (Leuven, Belgium: Leuven University
Press, 1997), xxxi-xxxiv.  See also, Adam Potkay, The Story of Joy: From the Bible to Late Romanticism
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 32-34; and Albert Camus, Christian Metaphysics and
Neoplatonism, tr. Ronald D. Srigley (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 2007).  See also, Joseph S.
Flipper, Between Apocalypse and Eschaton: History and Eternity in Henri de Lubac (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 2015), 108-110; Rick Franklin Talbott, Sacred Sacrifice: Ritual Paradigms in Vedic Religion and Early
Christianity (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 1995), 275-282; Paul A. Hughes, Neoplatonist Stew: Or, How
Sacramentalism, Mysticism, and Theurgy Corrupted Christian Theology (Liberty, TX: God’s Trombone/Lulu Press,
2014), 87; and David W. Congdon, The God Who Saves: A Dogmatic Sketch (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2016),
159-160, where Congdon explains about the soteriocentric ecclesiology centered in the Sacraments.

401 In this endeavor, all of society and nature are implicated.  For more on this, I recommend my own
study, Younker, “From Metaphysics to Templephysics: Situating the Significance of Fernando Canale’s
Contributions for the ‘Christian Philosopher,’” 194-259.  Many Catholics are engaged in this endeavor, but a
prominent one would be the liberation theologian Leonardo Boff.  His contribution is explained by Mathai
Kadavil, The World as Sacrament: Sacramentality of Creation from the Perspectives of Leonardo Boff, Alexander
Schmemann, and Saint Ephrem (Peeters Publishers, 2005), 132.  See also his work, Leonardo Boff, Ecology &
Liberation: A New Paradigm (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1995).  For comparable perspectives, see Matthew
Fox, A Spirituality Named Compassion: Uniting Mystical Awareness with Social Justice (Rochester, VT: Inner
Traditions International, 1999); and Dale A. Johnson, Einstein at Prayer, Jesus in the Lab (New Sinai Press, 2006),
26.

402 Exemplar of this would be the work of David C. Schindler, “Truth and the Christian Imagination: The
Reformation of Causality and the Iconoclasm of the Spirit,” in Communio 33 (Winter 2006), 521-539; David C.
Schindler, “What’s the Difference?  On the Metaphysics of Participation in a Christian Context,” in The Saint
Anselm Journal 3.1 (Fall 2005), 1-27; David L. Schindler, “‘In the Beginning was the Word’: Mercy as a ‘Reality
Illuminated by Reason,’” in Communio 41 (Winter 2014), 751-773; Michael Hanby, “The Gospel of Creation and
the Technocratic Paradigm: Reflections on a Central Teaching of Laudato Si,” in Communio 42 (Winter 2015),
724-747; Adrian J. Walker, “‘Constitutive Relations’: Toward a Spiritual Reading of Physis,” in Being Holy in the
World: Theology and Culture in the Thought of David L. Schindler, eds. Nicholas J. Healy, Jr., and David C. Schindler
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2011), 123-161; David C. Schindler, The Catholicity of Reason (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2013); Esther Lightcap Meek, Contact with Reality: Michael Polanyi’s Realism and Why It Matters
(Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2017), 291; Lizette Larson-Miller, Sacramentality Renewed: Contemporary
Conversations in Sacramental Theology (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2016), 9; Stephen L. Hastings, Whole-
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original understanding of the neo-Platonists that distinguished classical abstract mathematics as

simply “Platonic,” while geometry and physics were reserved for an authentically “neo-Platonic

mathematics.”403  The question of whether there is an alternative “solution” to the crisis of the

humanities and sciences, other than through neo-Platonism,404 is a part of the inquiry driving this study.

In the following section I will briefly demonstrate that the existing pragmatic “third cultures”

that Snow mentioned are, in fact, divided between those more inclined to the sciences and those more

inclined toward the humanities, and, furthermore, the division between their respective adherents is

directly related to the roles of freedom and time.  Demonstrating the place religion has in this

situation will provide the data necessary to evaluate whether religion presently is a true mediatorial

third culture that can properly navigate the tensions between the two cultures, or whether we must

search for another pathway.

The Divide Within the “Mediatory” Third Culture Disciplines Concerning
Freedom and Time and the Place of Religion

The purpose of this section is to show that some of the central “third culture” disciplines which

Snow initially referred to, namely psychology and psychiatry, economics, and the socio-political

sciences, are themselves today, 1) divided between scientific/modern tendencies versus

humanities/postmodern tendencies, and 2) the issues of freedom and time are what constitutes the

core of their divides.  Thus, what remains is to 3) discover what role or place religionists have in this

situation, to reveal whether or not religion is actually positioned to mediate between scientific and

Earth Ethics for Holy Ground: The Development and Practice of ‘Sacramental’ Creation Spirituality (Lanham, MD:
Lexington Books, 2017); Paul Tyson, Returning to Reality: Christian Platonism for our Times (Cambridge, UK: The
Lutterworth Press, 2015); and Paul Tyson, De-Fragmenting Modernity: Reintegrating Knowledge with Wisdom,
Belief with Truth, and Reality with Being (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2017).

403 Note again, Hopkins, The Origin of the Logic of Symbolic Mathematics: Edmund Husserl and Jacob
Klein, 95, 154-197; and the essays in R. Baine Harris, ed., Neoplatonism and Contemporary Thought: Part One
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2002).

404 For example, Boersma states that “the dilemma we now face [concerning the collapse of atheistic
modernism into postmodernism], while serious, is by no means without resolution.  If it is true that the spurious
certainty of modernity resulted from the late medieval undoing of the [neo] Platonist-Christian synthesis, then
we may expect that the Great Tradition offers resources that allow for the recovery of a solid grounding of
human truth claims, a grounding that avoids both the Scylla of modern presumption and the Charybdis of
postmodern abdication,” Boersma, Heavenly Participation: The Weaving of a Sacramental Tapestry, 157
(additions mine).
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humanities oriented concerns.  Overall, what the first two points above demonstrate is a

reduplication of the broader academic culture war between the sciences and the humanities within

the third culture disciplines.  What is important to discover is whether the “culture of religionists” is

itself already internally divided along similar lines, and if freedom and time are the lynchpin to the

divisions even when religion is involved.  This exploration will reveal whether the present general

manifestation of religion, and the theologies it contains, is relevant for society, or an unnecessary

reduplication of a preexisting philosophical conflict.

Below the study will proceed to survey some contemporary literature on each of the three major

third culture disciplines, focusing especially on the role that freedom, time, and the place religion has

within them.  Before beginning, it must be noted that even in journalism connections to Snow’s two

cultures have been observed,405 indicative of just how widespread the conflict has infected society,

and that even “talking” (or writing) about the issues sometimes brings about similar problems, a

residue of our age of “fake news” in the early 21st century.406  Depending on where and how one was

raised and educated, escaping some of the residual components of the two cultures can be very

difficult, a reality that is hopefully made clear below.  At the same time, of course, the study will

attempt to “report” on the situation accurately.

405 David Berry, Journalism, Ethics, and Society (Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing, 2008), 112.
406 Representing one of the greatest dangers of digimodernism, a variant of post-postmodernism, is the

phenomena of “fake news,” which, as a polarizing agent, is facilitated by the speed of technology.  Greg Gordon
cites research that shows there has been a large increase in the amount of fake news being spread all over the
world.  See Greg Gordon, “Fake, Misleading Social Media Posts Exploding Globally, Oxford Study Finds,” at
https://www.mc clatchydc.com/news/nation-world/national/ national-security/article215188910.html
(accessed July 19, 2018).  For more, see Geoffrey Baym, “Real News/Fake News: Beyond the News/
Entertainment Divide,” in The Routledge Companion to News and Journalism, ed. Stuart Allan (New York, NY:
Routledge, 2010), 374-383; Stephen Currie, Sharing Posts: The Spread of Fake News (Referencepoint Press,
2017); Jason Stanley, How Propaganda Works (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015); Robert W.
Janke and Bruce S. Cooper, News Literacy: Helping Students and Teachers Decode Fake News (New York, NY:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2017); and Kerry Wood, Fake News; MSM: The Illegitimate Press (DHSG Press, 2017).
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Freedom and Time within the Third Culture Disciplines of Psychology and Psychiatry

The sister disciplines of psychology and psychiatry are currently facing a significant crisis in the

21st century.407  It has been described as a direct parallel to Snow’s two cultures.  “Although some

psychologists fall at either end of the scientific-humanistic continuum, most psychologists would fall

at various points in between.  Instead of describing psychology in terms of two cultures, a description

in terms of several cultures would be more accurate,” leaving psychology in a rather confused state.  It

appears as if “two essentially incommensurable cultures exist in psychology,” pulling people in

opposite directions, with individual psychologists uncomfortably oscillating between the two,

depending on their own presuppositions and areas of interest,408 though most probably feel pressure

407 See, for example, Gary Greenberg, The Book of Woe: The DSM and the Unmaking of Psychiatry (New
York, NY: Penguin Group, 2013); Jerome Kagan, Psychology’s Ghosts: The Crisis in the Profession and the Way
Back (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2012); R. Philip Buckley, Husserl, Heidegger and the Crisis of
Philosophical Responsibility (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer, 1992); Berger, Psychotherapy as Praxis:
Abandoning Misapplied Science; Louis S. Berger, Psychoanalytic Theory and Clinical Relevance (Hillsdale, NJ: The
Analytic Press, 1985); Madison, On Suffering: Philosophical Reflections on What it Means to be Human; Nicholas A.
Cummings and William T. O’Donohue, eds. Understanding the Behavioral Healthcare Crisis (New York, NY:
Routledge, 2011); and, for recent popular articles, see John Horgan, “Psychiatry in Crisis! Mental Health Director
Rejects Psychiatric ‘Bible’ and Replaces With Nothing,” Scientific American (May 4, 2013), available at
http://blogs.scientificamerican.com/cross-check/psychiatry-in-crisis-mental-health-director-rejects-psychiatric
-bible-and-replaces-with-nothing/ (accessed July 20, 2015); and B. A. Nosek et al., “Estimating the
Reproducibility of Psychological Science,” in Science 28, Vol 349 No. 6251 (August, 2015), 943-951.

408 B. R. Hergenhahn and Tracy Henley, An Introduction to the History of Psychology, 7th ed. (Belmont,
CA: Wadsworth, 2014), 617.  Michael Robertson and Garry Walter concur the same is true within contemporary
psychiatry.  “There is . . . a divided state of knowledge in psychiatry. . . .  The integration of the humanities with
science is a source of both strength and weakness for psychiatry.  Psychiatry is the quintessential third culture,”
Robertson and Walter, Ethics and Mental Health, 180.  Similarly, writing from the background of medicine and
psychiatry, Allen Dyer shares that “two very different approaches to ethics have emerged partly as a response to
the stunning perplexities of modern technology. . . .  The tension between objectivity and subjectivity pervades
ethical reflection in medicine. . . .  Part of the tension in medicine stems from a ‘two cultures’ dichotomy that has
persisted in Western society since the Enlightenment, in which there is open conflict between the commitments
of the ‘sciences’ camp, with an emphasis on objectivity, fact, abstraction, and certainty, and the cause of the
‘humanities,’ with an emphasis on subjectivity, value, emotion, and experience,” Allen R. Dyer, Ethics and
Psychiatry: Toward Professional Definition (American Psychiatric Press, 1988), 3.  Dyer continues, “the
pronouncement by C. P. Snow–that the sciences and humanities have come to represent two cultures that have
so little in common that they never meet–has been widely accepted.  Yet this conclusion must ultimately be
unacceptable for modern medicine.  Is Snow right [that the objectivist sciences should rule]?  Or is [the
Heideggerian] Michael Polanyi right when he suggests that because of the unspecifiable elements in the human
process of scientific discovery, the objectivist account of knowing is false?” Dyer, Ethics and Psychiatry, 3-4. 
“Medicine has seemed in many ways to be the fulfillment of the Enlightenment promise of a better world
through control of nature, but this ambition is acquired at high human cost.  What ends should technology
serve?  The question cannot be answered impersonally.  Ideally the profession of medicine should be in a good
position to bridge the cultural gap between the sciences and the humanities with its dual epistemological
heritage, the art and science of medicine.  However, both medical practitioners and the public have been led to
misperceive the nature and larger human setting of medical technology, to misvalue it and thus to be led by it to
grandiose expectations.  The result is a highly technological approach to medical practice.  In spite of this,
medicine is more than just medical technology,” ibid., 4.  Dyer’s own opinion is that, “it is an interesting footnote
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to align with the sciences because of its respectability.  Indeed, “the idea that psychology is a science

that can and does–and indeed, must–pursue legitimate scientific methods to make progress”409 is a

common sentiment.  In any case, the same tension within psychology also holds true for its sister

disciplines, such as psychiatry and psychoanalysis, which exist “at the intersection of two vertices: the

[technocratic] medical and [humanistic] religious.”410  Thus, some have controversially subdivided

on history that the false ideals of objective knowledge have largely been discredited by philosophers and
physical scientists while still largely held to by medical and behavioral scientists,” ibid.  Importantly, Dyer is
aware that “physicists recognized that they could not measure both the position and velocity of very small
particles without their participation affecting the outcome of the measurement, the so-called ‘Heisenberg
Uncertainty Principle.’  Thus it was recognized that the most precise of sciences, like all human activities,
required judgments of determination.  This is a striking analogy for psychiatric practice–and all of medical
practice as well–in which the outcome of any investigation is greatly influenced by the participation of the
observer, or conversely by the absence of the participation of the physician/scientist,” ibid.  See also, Karsten R.
Stueber, Rediscovering Empathy: Agency, Folk Psychology, and the Human Sciences (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
2006); and Jodi Halpern, From Detached Concern to Empathy: Humanizing Medical Practice (Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press, 2001).  Halpern affirms that Heidegger offers important insights that relate to the concept of
empathy, ibid., 55, 76-81, 96 n. 18.

For the primary similarities, although there are differences, between Michael Polanyi and Martin
Heidegger, see Theodore Kisiel, “Scientific Discovery: Logical, Psychological, or Hermeneutical?,” in
Phenomenology: Critical Concepts in Philosophy Vol. 3: Phenomenology on Science, Art, and Ethics, eds. Dermot
Moran and Lester E. Embree (New York, NY: Routledge, 2004), 48.  “Polanyi sees the entire process of
discovery–from initial investiture, through the exploratory phase, to the final commitment to its outcome–as
being under the sway of what he calls the ‘ineffable domain,’ and Heidegger calls Being.  And the pretheoretical
know-how that he calls personal knowledge is a near kin to Heidegger’s Seinsverständnis,” ibid.

409 Peter Ayton, “Why Does Psychology Need Methodology?,” in Laboratory Psychology: A Beginner’s
Guide, ed. Julia Nunn (East Sussex, UK: Psychology Press Ltd., 1998), 1.  Ayton reminisces about a time when he
was “an undergraduate psychology student” and “one of my contemporaries complained to our tutor that they
had chosen to study psychology because they: ‘. . . wanted to understand people–not to measure them doing
‘silly things’ and turn them into numbers . . .’.  At this time I was rather impressed by this argument and rather
shocked by my tutor’s characteristically robust response.  He answered by suggesting that, if the student simply
wanted to ponder the nature of people, then they might be better off reading the novels of Jane Austen or
Tolstoy–but we were here to do science.

“This sharp remark echoes the distinction that was identified by C. P. Snow in the 1950’s according to
which there are two separate cultures of thought that are attributable to the nature of educational attitudes. 
The culture of the literary intellectuals and the culture of the scientists view each other with mutual suspicion. 
According to Snow the position was then worsening; he could recall there had been a time when the two sides
could at least manage ‘a frozen smile’ but that they were by then incapable of communicating.  My tutor and
student colleague certainly didn’t manage a smile of any description.  Instead there was one of those awkward
moments when two people discover that they have attitudes that will require more effort than they believe the
other is prepared (or able) to make to understand why they are wrong,” ibid., 1-2.  The above illustration, pitting
the naïve student, as a representative of the humanities, against a more scientifically minded tutor, well
represents the general situation of the subservient humanities to the dominant sciences in the academy today.

410 Nancy McWilliams, Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy: A Practitioner’s Guide (New York, NY: The
Guilford Press, 2004), 3.  McWilliams observes that at the rise of the discipline, there was tremendous pressure
to classify psychoanalysis as a science, as it would increase its prestige, ibid., 7.
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psychology’s two cultures roughly as follows–with psychiatry siding with the sciences, and

psychoanalysis with the humanities,411 albeit this classification remains complex and disputed.412

In defense of a psychiatry’s third culture status while acknowledging the confusion, Daniel

Cordle observes, “there are at least three problems with the two cultures model: first, science is

undeniably part of [the broader, including the humanities, popular] culture; second, ‘there are

overlaps between literary and scientific modes of knowing’; and third, the debate ‘encourages the

unthinking acceptance of stereotypical definitions of literature and science.413  Concerning psychiatry

itself, Halliwell similarly believes that the problem with the simplistic bifurcation of the two cultures

is that disciplines like “medicine and psychiatry” inhabit a “unique space.”  Although they are “seen by

some as a specialist sphere of knowledge akin to the natural sciences, medicine was viewed by others

as a human-centered project more akin to the arts.”414  Nevertheless, although “the medical

humanities grew in the . . . space between the poles of science and the arts,” “this middle space was

rarely comfortable,”415 which remains the situation today.  What is important about this is that the

411 More succinctly, “until recently,” “Anglo-American psychoanalysis and continental European
philosophical hermeneutics, the study of meaning and interpretation,” were “separated not only geographically
and by different languages, but also by the two cultures of which C. P. Snow wrote, those of the sciences and the
humanities.  Psychoanalysis in England and the United States has been dominated by the natural and social
sciences.  Psychoanalysis in Europe, and France in particular, has largely been associated with the humanities,
literature, and history, with influences of anthropology and linguistics.”  Such a heritage interestingly links
European psychoanalysis with philosophers such as “Johann Gottfried von Herder, Friedrich Schleiermacher,
Wilhelm Dilthey, Edmund Husserl, and Martin Heidegger, each of whom assigned central importance to
language, meaning, dialogue, and emotion, as distinct from the Enlightenment emphasis on the natural sciences,
causality, sense data, and metaphysics.  Hans Georg Gadamer, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, and Emmanuel Levinas
were among those who, following Husserl and Heidegger, carried forward the agendas of hermeneutics into
mid- to late twentieth-century discourse.  At the same time, Jacques Derrida brought hermeneutics into the
postmodern avant garde.  Their views profoundly impacted psychoanalysis in Europe. . . .

“Meanwhile, Anglo-American psychoanalysis, rooted in science and pragmatism, maintained the
biosocial emphasis which Freud, based upon his neurological education and the psychiatric bias of his time,
strongly advanced.  For them, meanings and interpretation were of importance but beholden to scientific proof
and causal explanation.  As a result, Freudian, ego psychological, and object relations theories were cast in terms
of natural and social science.  Ideologically at least, and despite their differences, they adhered to the framework
of the empirical sciences, ” Victor L. Schermer, Meaning, Mind, and Self-Transformation: Psychoanalytic
Interpretation and the Interpretation of Psychoanalysis (London, UK: Karnac Books, 2014), 1-2.

412 This is true especially for those who try to merge Freud with Heidegger.  See, for example, Havi
Carel, Life and Death in Freud and Heidegger (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Rodopi, 2006), xvi-xvii.  Concerning
“the question about the scientific status of psychoanalytic theory, it seems that there can be no simple answer to
the question because the question itself assumes we have a clear idea of what ‘science’ is,” ibid., xvi.

413 As cited in Martin Halliwell, Therapeutic Revolutions: Medicine, Psychiatry, and American Culture,
1945-1970 (London, UK: Rutgers University Press, 2013), 10. 

414 Halliwell, Therapeutic Revolutions: Medicine, Psychiatry, and American Culture, 1945-1970, 10. 
415 Halliwell, Therapeutic Revolutions: Medicine, Psychiatry, and American Culture, 1945-1970, 10. 
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ambiguity surrounding the third culture status of medicine and psychiatry has profound ethical

ramifications.416

The central divide in the disciplines of psychology and psychiatry revolves around the role of

freedom, or human freewill, and time.  This is clear from the work of Hans Eysenck, who asserts that

“what is clear is that there is a profound split within psychology between the two cultures, the

scientific and the humanistic.”  He remains pessimistic about any “epistemic armistice.”  The divide is

between a “sensate system” characterized by “empiricism and normalism,” where “all events are

completely determined,” and an “ideational system” which sees reason, revelation, and mysticism “as

primary sources of knowledge,” and it is in this latter system where “free will and religion” are best

located.417  Eysenck, briefly surveying the origins behind how the cultures developed, believes there is

416 Carson Strong shares, “What C. P. Snow described as the ‘two cultures’ does in fact exist within
medical schools.  Most medical students have a background of heavy study in the natural sciences, and they view
medicine as itself a science.  Many have come to view ethics as ‘soft’ because it is nonquantifiable and therefore
regard it as not susceptible to rigorous thinking.  This perception makes communication between the two
cultures difficult.  Many in the field of medicine did not understand what is involved in medical ethics.  It was
regarded as focusing on a search for the ‘right answers,’ and when there is no clear right answer, a natural
conclusion is that ethics is a waste of time,” in Carson Strong, “Medicine and Philosophy: The Coming Together
of an Odd Couple,” in The Development of Bioethics in the United States, ed. Jeremy R. Garrett, Fabrice Jotterand,
and D. Christopher Ralston (New York, NY: Springer, 2013), 126-127.  As I have already noted above, but is
worth reiterating, both historically and philosophically, Snow’s formalization of the “two cultures” in 1959
initiated or reinvigorated an important debate about who should maintain the ethical gateway of society. 
Historically, this was because Snow’s view had a broad “reach during the Cold War, when science and
technology were priorities for research funding.  He claimed that whereas literary culture often held the high
moral ground in dealing with the complex human condition, some writers [from the literary culture] had shown
themselves to be morally (and politically) suspect for dallying with extreme ideologies in the 1930s, and he
asserted that science was actually a deeply ethical activity in which scientists were responsible for the welfare
of humanity.”  Thus, “rather than bracketing off moral issues, Snow’s two cultures argument wrestled ethics
back into science,” Halliwell, Therapeutic Revolutions: Medicine, Psychiatry, and American Culture, 1945-1970, 9. 
Halliwell goes on to observe that within the “intellectual posturing . . . at the peak of Cold War anticommunism,”
it was difficult “to think outside a binary paradigm. The best one could hope for was balance, but very few critics
were able to map out a middle space that would draw together elements from the arts and sciences without
becoming skewed by one or other pole.”  As Halliwell observes, for the mathematician Jacob Bronowski, “the
trap was an artificial division between ‘thinkers’ and ‘feelers,’ in which artists are seen as uncritical and
scientists appear to be intent on destroying culture with unspiritual materialism.  The emphasis on physical
science and technology during the Cold War was one reason for the perceived divide, but Bronowski affirmed
that” the “real issue is ‘the lack of a broad and general language in our culture’ that could provide a
multidimensional perspective to link personal and social activities,” ibid., 10.  Of course, such a broad and
general language, or mediatorial third culture, has not been found that satisfies all parties.

417 Hans J. Eysenck, “The Growth of a Unified Scientific Psychology: Ordeal by Quackery,” in Annals of
Theoretical Psychology Vol. 5, eds. Arthur W. Staats and Leendert P. Mos (New York, NY: Plenum Press, 1987),
94.  In support of this, E. Rae Harcum similarly argues that the freedom of the will is necessary for any
meaningful psychology insofar as religion is concerned.  He believes that a “humanistic science of psychology”
alone presumes that the human being “possesses some freedom of will,” E. Rae Harcum, Applied Psychology for
Servant Religion: A Religious Behavioral Science Promotes Personal and Social Welfare (New York, NY: Hamilton
Books, 2014), 9.
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sufficient evidence to point toward an “eternal opposition developing through history” between these

two approaches in understanding reality.418  As such, given how this history continues into the

present, Eysenck believes that “there seems to be no doubt that psychology is plagued by

contradictions so profound as to threaten its integrity as a unified discipline.”419

John Bargh affirms that “during the short history of psychology as a science, the issue of whether

free will exists and (if it does) how much of a role it plays has been responsible for more major

paradigm shifts than any other” issue.420  As Bargh correctly observes, historically, the father of the

discipline of modern psychology, Sigmund Freud, “was one of the first (and the most influential) who

initially challenged the entrenched assumption that unless one was mentally ill, one was in complete

control of one’s thoughts, desires, and actions.”421  The lack of control Freud believed he observed led

to, in his own thinking as well as most experimental psychology that developed in the aftermath of his

work, a “growing dissatisfaction with the unreliability of conscious introspection” as a data-gathering

technique which ultimately resulted in the “violent” rejection of free will as nothing more than “an

illusion” during the early 20th century by many psychologists.422

What is particularly interesting is that time also factors into the debate about free will in an

important way.  It was, as the father of the discipline, Freud’s own vision of psychology, which held

418 Eysenck, “The Growth of a Unified Scientific Psychology: Ordeal by Quackery,” 95.
419 Eysenck, “The Growth of a Unified Scientific Psychology: Ordeal by Quackery,” 95.
420 John A. Bargh, “Automatic Information Processing: Implications for Communication and Affect,” in

Communication, Social Cognition, and Affect, eds. Lewis Donohew, Howard E. Sypher, and Edward Tory Higgins
(Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1988), 9.

421 Bargh, “Automatic Information Processing: Implications for Communication and Affect,” 9.
422 Bargh, “Automatic Information Processing: Implications for Communication and Affect,” 9.  In like

manner to Bargh, James Easterbrook observed that “the ideas of freedom and of personal will and responsibility
have been used for centuries in social philosophy, but not in recent psychology.”  Yet, he continues, the situation
is changing.  “Psychological knowledge has advanced to the point at which investigators are discussing
‘perceived freedom,’” “‘personal causality,’” and even “‘the illusions of control and freedom.’” As such, the
situation that still reigns today suggests a lack of evidence for freedom, and accordingly “scientific psychology is
waiting for the old concept of free will to organize such evidence” for itself, and thus still “hesitates to use ” the
concept of free will today.  James A. Easterbrook, The Determinants of Free Will: A Psychological Analysis of
Responsible, Adjustive Behavior (San Francisco, CA: Academic Press, 1978), 7.  As many others concur, from
William James in the 19th century to today, “most actual psychologists have no hesitation in denying that free-
will exists,”a position, to be clear, with which James himself did not concur.  William James, as cited in Leonard
A. Kennedy, ed., Images of the Human: The Philosophy of the Human Person in a Religious Context (Chicago, IL:
Loyola Press, 1995), 315.
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