Science and Faith

The GOAL of the Christian apologist is not to “prove” that Christianity is true, but only to establish that our faith is a reasonable and rational world view…

If the truth of Christianity could be demonstrated empirically – complete with undeniable, amazing Miracles – then there would be no room for “doubt”, and therefore no room for “faith”.  If there IS a God, He has apparently, for His own reasons, chosen not to reveal Himself in such a way that belief in Him is compulsory.  Just as importantly, it may also be true that He HAS revealed Himself just “enough” – especially to our limited and feeble minds – so that “faith” is necessary to complete the picture.
Perhaps working definitions of the terms “Science” and “Faith” are in order:  Science, broadly defined, is a systematic approach to understanding the natural world, based on the steps commonly referred to as the “scientific method”…  Faith, as distinct from Belief, is defined by some as the on-going practice of clinging to what one was originally convinced by the evidence to be True; “Fact must come before Faith”, it has been said, “and Faith keeps one’s Beliefs intact when doubts arise”.  It is very important to point out that the Atheist exercises “faith” in those moments when, as a human being, he wishes or perhaps would hope that there might be a God, yet he clings to what he believes to be a defensible position to the contrary…
So what might “faith” look like, in real life?  Consider this analogy:  If my 6 year old daughter – who is extremely bright – was working on a difficult jigsaw puzzle, one which I myself made and which I have personally assembled a dozen times, I could come by and quickly piece it all together for her, since I understand the puzzle so much more profoundly than she does.  But neither of us wants that:  I want, for her, the development of her little mind toward the ability to make inferences about how things fit together; she, also, wants to enjoy the process of discovery and learning and accomplishment.

But there are times when I am needed, because she simply cannot figure out what fits where; she has nowhere near the same perspective on the whole puzzle that I do.  So I step in, place a strategic piece here or there, and let her try again to figure it out.  The “science” of studying the puzzle and learning it is one thing; yet science can only take her so far; for the rest, she must exercise “faith” and make choices that lead her into the Unkown…
So it is with “faith”:  There is an entire field of Apologetics which has helped countless would-be Believers deal with the tough intellectual questions; but in the end, God (who sees the puzzle in its entirety) understands that the Souls He created achieve the development He desires only by venturing forth into Uncertainty.  This “venturing forth” – this process – we call “faith”…

The Scientist who demands “proof” of God will never receive it; but there is a subtle (perhaps not-so-subtle) disparity going on here:  There is quite a lot about life in general that even a scientist accepts as “true” without demanding “proof” for, because “proof”, in a mathematical sense, doesn’t apply to other areas of Epistemology (how we know what we know).  So to force a limited mechanism, specific to a certain discipline, on what is largely a philosophical question – and thereby a different discipline – is not very “scientific” at all…
Show me a Naturalist, or a naturalistic Scientist, who has honestly and carefully analyzed and worked through BOTH a Naturalistic theory AND a Theistic theory (on whether God exists, on where Intelligence comes from, etc.), and I will show you a person who often ends up believing that God does indeed exist after all... More commonly, the Scientist ASSUMES that “Science” is the antithesis of Theism, and that “Science” and “Religion” arrive at completely opposite conclusions using completely different methodologies.  This is a mistake, and shows BIAS against Theism…
There is a GAP between the Probable and the Proved, and it is this gap – some would say a “chasm” – that must be bridged by a courage to moved beyond Empiricism.  There can, for instance, be no “proving” that God exists; but it is entirely possible to establish enough credibility in the proposition that He might exist that the thinking mind has an easier time “making the leap” into affirming that He does.

What must be kept in mind, at the very same time, is that there is also a “gap” in the opposite direction on that question:  The person who says “God does not exist” has not made a scientific statement, but a statement of faith.  That person has made a “leap of faith” away from the assertion that God exists, in favor of the position that God does not exist.
And it is humorous to watch the non-believer hold up “SCIENCE” as some kind of “standard” for “ultimate truth”, as if the Scientific Method (noted above) is the one and only method for determining TRUTH in ALL times and ALL places for ALL humans.

Even in the “observable” world around us, there are plenty of examples of things we cannot “observe” but whose effects are obvious.  Consider a simple dog whistle:  The frequencies produced by blowing it are outside the frequency range discernable by the human ear.  How, then, do we know that there is any sound?  Because any dog nearby goes nuts when you blow it.  Dogs’ ears have the capacity to hear what the human ear cannot hear… Furthermore, we cannot “see” the wind; we can only see what the wind does…
Isn’t it at least possible, then, that there are other Data which are not immediately observable by Science, but whose effects can, in various forms, be captured and observed and theorized about?  And are we quite sure that all our tools of Inquiry, and our limited intellects, are even capable of observing realities that may be on a very different plane than ours?
Contemporary Neurology believes it may have found some answers:  Recent discoveries in brain activity purport to have found the “god part” of the human brain, seeming to support the concept that what some humans call “experiencing God” is merely electrical activity inside the brain.

Even some modern DNA scientists believe they have found the “gene” that is the seat of the human tendency to believe in God, again seeming to give weight to the theory that the concept of “God” has a physiological foundation.

Even if these theories hold water, it does NOT necessarily follow that “Science” has disproved the mostly-philosophical question of the existence of God:  If Science is the study of the Natural Order of things, the presence of a Mind which exists outside of the Natural Order of things is not a reality that “Science” can measure, sample, test, etc. (unless that Mind allows them to…but even then, a “No-God” bias might prevent them from affirming it, anyway…). 
Consider radio waves:  A device which emits radio waves (i.e., a transmitter) and a device which detects those radio waves (i.e., a receiver) are not, themselves, the radio waves; they are merely the physical mechanisms involved in demonstrating the presence of INVISBLE realities we’ve come to refer to as “radio waves”.

It would be a mistake to say that the music associated with “97.7 FM” actually EXISTS inside my portable transistor radio; any RF engineer can explain the electronics involved in my radio’s ability to DETECT and FILTER that signal, but that the signal itself is invisible, racing through the air around me as long as I and my radio are within range of the broadcast tower…

(The non-Christian Scientist only hears NOISE – the “hiss” which indicates the absence of any signal at all – and wonders what these “Christians” are hearing; on the other hand, Christians who reject Science completely and only preach a “gospel” of “faith-alone” are introducing DISTORTION, which twists the signal into shapes it was never meant to have, effectively changing the message being modulated by the signal…)
SO, just as there is a vast array of Radio signals we simply cannot HEAR, and just as there is a wide spectrum of Light rays we simply cannot SEE, does it really seem so odd that there might very well be other Realities – such as “spiritual” realities – that we cannot observe or even detect without the assistance of some kind of “detection mechanism” ??  Isn’t it rather FOOLISH for human “Science” to presuppose its own ability to apprehend and then comprehend ALL possible Knowledge on ANY possible scale or plane??

And as for a belief in God stemming from “wish fulfillment”, as Freud (and many modern Scientists and Naturalist/Humanists) would have us believe…  Can they not see that their argument – about a “deep desire for God to exist” driving one’s inquiry along these lines – can be just as easily turned around on them??  Isn’t it also just as possible that their own conclusion (that God does NOT exist) is driven by precisely that same deep desire?

There seems, then, to be very little substance to the claim that “Science has disproved God”.  That sounds about as sensible as an ant colony “disproving” that Humans exists…
