THE DICHOTOMY OF JOHN POLKINGHORNE’S HERMENEUTIC:
COSMOLOGICAL AND ESCHATOLOGICAL APPROACHES

Karen K. Abrahamson
Critical Realism as the “Middle Way” to In

Al bert Einstein once wr owordoftsomethig objéctivelyBxdsting whictill [ bel i e
try to catch in dKwildRy Pppperanbveswahad what Einste;
would hardly catch it) was the real *Buocaptuihgatreef whi ch he
understanding of the real worl d had suddenly become mu«
and general relativity the picture of the world had dramatically changed. Suddenly physics was faced with the need
to incorporate both objective and subjective elements within its definition of reality from a scientifically and
critically realist perspective. The discovery of quantum mechanics and the notion of complementarity, with its
redefinition of what constituted objective reality at the subatomic level, only heightened this need. Commenting on
the contributions of physics to the field of metaphysi
century is one of the golden ages of metaphysics, probably surpassed by the fourth century B.C. in conceptual
innovations, but probably surpassing all previous ages in the control and precision of the best metaphysical

thinking.o

!In a letter dated 7 November 1944, cited by Karl R. Popper, Quantum Theory and the Schism in Physics
from the Postscript to the.ogic of Scientific Discovergd. W. W. Bartley |11 (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and L.ittlefield,
1982), 102.
“Karl R. Popper, Quantum Theory and the Schism in Phyditen the Postscript to the Logic of Scientific
Discoveryed. W. W. Bartley Il (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 1982), 102.
SAbner Shi mony, iOur Wo r Prdlosoplkical CanseduedésofrQogmtiny si ¢ s, 0 i |
Theory: Re f | e c tem ednJamesd .rCustidng dnd Ernan MTMuHen (Notre Dame: Notre Dame
University, 1989),25-2 6. Shi mony, 26, notes that #fAat | east four i mj

flowering of twentieth-century metaphysics. (1) There has been an unparalleled sharpening of logical, mathematical,
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It is within this worldview of blended objective and subjective elements that John Polkinghorne stands as
scientist and theologian. The purpose of this paper is
cosmology and eschatology and examine the influence science and Scripture play in his hermeneutic in the areas of
cosmology and eschatology.

As a scientist, Pol ki nghorne contends that fireality
contemporary scientists, the guarantee of reality is not objectivity but intelligibilityd they believe in electrons
becausetheire x i st ence makes sense of great swathes of physica

Polkinghorne, however, is not only a scientist. He is also a theologian, who actively creates a theological
hermeneutic from his scientific methodology. He bases his hermeneuticonthe motto , A Do not make ¢ ommo
the measure of everything but be prepared to recognise aspects of reality in those modes that are intrinsic to their
natures, however strange t h e Fhereammahevaysofikngwingthingsthus st si gh
no universal epistemology exists. Rather the everyday world is known in its Newtonian clarity, while the quantum
world is known in its Heisenbergian uncertainty.° Our knowl edge of entities must be
in which they actually can be known. If we are to meet reality at all, we must meet it on its own terms. If that is a
lesson applying to our knowledge of the quantum world, it would not be altogether surprising if it were a principle

that also applied tlcdtghee wlfodydes mywea setr yf oorf kGoaodw 0

and semantical analysis, which has provided powerful tools for philosophical criticism. . . . (2) The methodology of
metaphysics has been greatly extended by the use of the hypothetico-deductive method. . . . (3) Parts of the natural
sciences have been deepened to the point where evidence can be brought to bear in a controlled way upon problems
traditionally classified as metaphysical. . . . [and] (4) Phenomenological investigations have provided refined reports
of ordinary experience. o

*John Polkinghorne, Science and Theolodrand Rapids: Fortress, 1998), 32-33.

>John Polkinghorne, Faith, Science and Understandigigew Haven: Yale University Press, 2000), 7.

® Ibid., 3-5; cf. John Polkinghorne, One World: The Iteraction of Science and Theolo@yinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1986), 43ff.

"Ibid.



Pol kinghorne thus seeks a middle way between
programmed and postmodern uncertainty and relati
because it acknowledges the problematics of motivated belief and concedes our inability to rid it of all intellectual

precariousness; O6realismd because it recogni ses’,

Natural Theology From &€osmological Perspective

Pol kinghornebds search for a middle ground has

Foster has shown, there is an undeniable interdisciplinary link between the fields of science and theology that
contains the presuppositions necessary for dialogue between them.® The point of interaction between these two
disciplines lies within natural theology. Therefore, Polkinghorne seeks a new definition of natural theology that will
be faithful to his understanding of science and enlighten his understanding of theologyd particularly, for the purpose
of this paper, his understanding of cosmology and eschatology.

Polkinghorne begins by differentiating between science and theology:*°

Science Theology
- cumulative -fi e a c hratiqn kasiiis own experience of God and its own
insights into the divine 1
better view of God than previous ones; therefore theologians
must have a fAicontinual di @
-conquers Ai nt ewillnetbavedogiveug e| -Adi vi ne Subject transcend

®Ibid., 33. Polkinghorne agrees with Michael Polanyi (Personal Knowledge: Towards a Pd3titical
Philosophy{Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1958], 214; cited in ibid . ) : pefsdndl participatiorof the knower in all
acts of understanding . . . does not make our understanding subjective Comprehension is neither an arbitrary act nor
a passive experience, but a responsive act claiming universal validity. Such knowing is indeed objectivein the sense
of establishing contact with a hidden reality. . . . It seems reasonable to describe this fusion of the personal and the
objective as Personal Knowledge. 0

M. B. Foster, AChristian Th avind ¢447%6 (1985:d40.Moder n

Faith, Science and Understandirg.
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-ability to reach fiversimi|-fitransper s on aslnotapen @ Mmanipulatioro f
continue to stand in the 1 orputtingto the test
they have been thoroughly tested

However, he asserts, fAChristian theological discour
no room for subsequent intellectual manoeuvre. On the contrary, it encourages a diversity of contributions, while at
the same time it sets limits to the range of possibilities that the Church can recognise as adequate to its
exper "TPokkibghorne notes that the | imitations placed uj
quest for motivatedbelief rather than indulging in unbounded speculation; they are the theological equivalents of the
requirements of empirical adequacy that set | imits to 1
theol ogy -iupsespanéiéotoomel i gious experieffce, the search f
On the basis of his scientifically based hermeneutic, Polkinghorne rejects classical interpretations of natural

theology, which were built around the proofs for the existence of God.*® Thus natural theological discourse takes

pl ace, first, on t he blais. iempiricalfevidéincen MaitigHeitegger,apeakisgof t han pr o
these proofs, notes that Afor cent ur i eagsapdarialis,hss ophy has
causa formalisthe causa finalisthe causa efficiens°He i degger wryly adds: ACertainly

acted as though the doctrine of the four causes had fallen from heaven as a truth as clear as daylight. . . . For a long
timewehave been accustomed to representi'hTheclwmhottte as t hat

medieval period (and beyond) maintained a firm belief in the Aristotelian causes as the foundation for its inductive

"lbid., 42.

Ibid., 42-43.

BScience and Theologyl; cf. One World: The Interaction between Science and Thepddgy

“Ibid.; cf. One World: The Interaction between Science and Thepidgy

“Martin Heidegger, fAThe Qu eThea Question CoacernirmyTechnalagy ahce ¢ h n o |
Other Essaydrans. and intro. William Lovitt (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1977), 6.

¥Ipid., 6-7.



proofs f or Gldodeves, maletniscenceand prelosophy have reasonably demonstrated that the

proofs for the existence of God do not in actuality pr

Polkinghorne, natural theological discourse takes place, first of all, ontheb asi s of fAi nsi ¢®ht rather
Second, Pol ki nghorne believes that fthe new natur al

explanation, the laws of nature that it has to take as the assumed and unexplained basis for all its explanation, and it

asks whether there is more to be understood about thes:¢

position with science or try to answer fAessentially sci

going beyond the latte r 6 slimibe@ realim of enquiry and addressing metaquestions, that arise from scientific

experience but which transcend t*he bounds of scientifi
Polkinghorne sees his starting point for the discussion of natural theology as differing from classical

interpretations. He notes that in the medieval approaches of Anselm and Aquinas natural theology proceeded from

the ontological argument , e.g., Anselm argued for AGod

Aquinasdevel oped Afive wayso that point to Awhat alll cal l

argument was thus built around the question of existence or being. In the second revival of natural theology,

William Paley developed the argument from design, pointing to God as the divine clockmaker.? Polkinghorne,

however, sees that the third revival of natur al t heol o

di scussion of Leibnizés great onweshtifnog?,606Why is there
As noted, the arguments from ontology, design, and cosmology are ancient arguments. Theism was built

around the i deas t-aHpotwerful Godexistsp(l) that thissidgle Gau treated theuaiverse and

17 Cf. James Hutchison Stirling, Philosophy and Theolog¥he First Edinburgh Gifford Lectures
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1890), second lecture.

BFaith, Science, and Understandirty..

“1bid.

“Ibid., 69-70.

ZIScience and Theologyl. He notes that, significantly, this third revival is not solely, or even primarily,

occurring within theology, but fAmore at the hands of t|



is the ultimate reason for or explanation of all that is, and also(c) that God remains active and everywhere present
(6i mmanentd) in his creation, sustaining it in being,
revealing himself and his purposes to mankind both in special revelations (e.g. through Abraham or Jesus or
Mahomet) and in the general human experience of the di"
reasonablebeliefs because they are supported by the arguments and evidencese t out i n rfa.tiCuA a l relic
Gaskin maintains that the two most popular of these arguments throughout the history of Christianity for the proof
of the existence of God have been the arguments from design and cosmology. The argument from design postulates
that the natural order and purposes found in the universe are the result of a vast intelligent being. The argument from
cosmology, which is actually a number of different arguments, developed from the idea of the formal cause.
Inherent withinthec o s mol ogi cal argument are the not mosthaveat hat Aot |
first caused, or o6t he c o musthehgleimbeingtbyamn entitysvhichviredessatily ar e t he |
exi st s 6 ZDavil Hsne, in biswritings on religion in the eighteenth century, however, effectually disputed
the validity of either of these arguments to prove the existence of God.?* Why, then, does Polkinghorne revive the
cosmological argument?
Polkinghorne justifies his starting point from cosmology by noting that
in relation to total accounts of reality, there are fundamentally just two options for the choice of an
explanatory starting point: either the O6brute factéd
laws (the solutionadv ocat ed by Hume), or the O6brute facto of tI
solution of theism). What has given rise to the revival of natural theology is the insight that the

laws of nature possess certain characteristics that have resulted in their being seen not to be
sufficiently intellectually satisfying and complete in themselves alone. Instead, their form raises

guestions going beyond scienceb6s power to answer, s
the need for a deeper and more comprehensive understanding. This feeling is induced by two

i nsi stent metaquestions . . . . OWhy is the physica
|l aws so finely tuned to the possibility of a fruitf

2). C. A. Gaski n, Priecipal Writifigs on Religictinsluding Dialogueés Conoerning
Natural Religionand The NaturaHistory of ReligionDavid Hume (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), x.

ZIbid. xi.

*David Hume, Principal Writings on Religionincluding Dialogues Concerning Natural Religiand The

Natural History of Religioned. and intro. J. C. A. Gaskin (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1998).



sciencepossi bl e?6 and 6Why i s® the universe so special?6
Polkinghorne is careful to discern between classical interpretations of cosmology and his own scientifically
based understanding. In the classical sense, the very existence of the world was explained by thepr e sence of fia G
who possessed being itself (and ther ef®urther,thetewasmb i n no |
clear explanation as to why this being should not be attributed to the cosmos.
I n Pol ki nghor ne &eamse fosvever, the cosialogical largunenthas iseerde
cosmological insightand Af ocuses on the intelligibility of the wor
patterns of our thinking, so t hat Thus®olkinghame justifidsdis st and t h
position on cosmology by an appeal to the fAbeautiful o
an explanation in which the cause of the coghmos was nif
Reason of the Creator, which establishes the common ground for the observed rationality of the world and the
experienced rationality of our minds, guaranteeing their mutual coherence. This insight gains cumulative force if we
widen our view beyond that of science to recognize that we know the world also to contain beauty, moral obligation

and religious experience. These also find their ground inthe Creatord i n hi's j oy, his®will and h

From Science to Theology: Pol ki nghorne’ s H
for Understanding Cosmology

Polkinghorne suggests that, from the perspective of a modest natural theology, it is, then, possible to make
an examination of ithe | aws of nature, the ground rul
they raised metaquestions, he notes, that go beyond the scientific but which it is possible for theism to answer. Thus
natural theology does not claim that these answers are

intellectually satisfyingd ar esponse that #fAcorresponds to the insights

#3cience and Theologyl-72.
%®0One World: The Interaction of Science and Theal@gy
bid.

B bid.



pointing from® he world to God. o

Polkinghorne finds justification in his dialogue with science and theology for employing a biological

explanation for the questionofo r i gi ns. I n biology, the concern is with A
physical world, in particul ar Thishsged movesthe poinvobdiscussidno nary bi
from

the ground rules to the cosmic game itself, as it has actually been played out on planet Earth.
[Therefore,] the task is to accept the scientific story at its own level but to propose an alternative
metainterpretation of that story, read out from the belief that behind it lie the creative purposes of
God. Because of the complexity of the biological story, the argument now being discussed has to
point from God to the world. In other words, we are no longer concerned with natural theology but
with a theology of nature.*!

Polkinghorne formulates his cosmology based on his subtle move from natural theology to a theology of
nature as follows:

The laws of nature are so designed that they will lead to the coming-to-be of self-conscious and

God-conscious beings. However, the precise form of these beings was not laid down by divine

decree from all eternity but it results from the operations of chance, the historically contingent

development of that fertile endowment, bringing it to a particular fruition. The universe is not

Godds puppet t heat r scriptisbeing méxarahly eaacted, bueitisshe e r mi ne d

arena of improvization in which creation is allowed
potentiality through the shuffling explorations of possibility. The costliness and blind alleys of

evolutionar e the necessary price to b® paid for this ope

As Polkinghorne unpacks his cosmological insights, the nature of his hermeneutic begins to show itself. He
justifies his position as critical realist on the basis of three primary factors: *
(i) his position as a theologianwhich necessarily demands his ability to recognize different levels

of reality, e.g., scientific, aesthetic, moral, and religious experience and which is verified
scientificalypby Bohr 6 s t heor;y of compl ementary

#science and Theology7.

“lIbid.

*!bid., 77-78.

*Ibid., 79.

¥3cience and Theology4-16. Cf. Alister E. McGrath, Nature: A Scientific Theologyol. 1 (Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001).



(ii) his belief in the relationality of objects within reality, which is supported scientificallyby his
use of (a) complementary theory, through the implied irreducible indeterminancy and probablistic
potentiality inherent in the theory and through the use of (b) chaos theory, which allows him to
accept the idea of an open universe in which God does not act in predetermined ways,* and which
he justifies (c) theologicallyby appeal to the interrelationality of the divine Trinity as three
relational Beings;

(iii) his widening of the limits of critical realism from a solely objectivist approach to include
subjective aspects of reality.

These points relate to his cosmology in the following ways. First, Polkinghorne reformulates the traditional
concept of creatio ex nihildbecause, he contends, the universe is not made out of some stuff called nihil, but that
fithe universe is at all times held in being®Thisescued f |
the concept of creatio ex nihibr ef er s t o At he preservation of creation fr
Creator in the mode® Tothecohieptof creatiomihilahe &lds theriddafrceatio o
continug the continuing unfolding of the universe through the process of evolution. While God is present in the
evolutionary process, he is not its fAsole determinant kB
explorations of contingencyd but as t he source ands gtuhied enaotfurials pfrrouc e sfsue
expressi ons ¥ Bhérefo@ahd Wosk ofihe Creator i creatio continuas one of divine immanence.®
Thus the act of creation is one of continuing development.

Polkinghorne criticizes creationists for their too strict reading of the Gen 1 and 2 accounts:

Too great a concentration on the first two chapters of Genesis, or an inadequate interpretation of

them, has sometimes misled Christians into placing undue emphasis on a doctrine of creation

conceived as a doctrine of temporal origin. Hence the erroneous thought that big bang cosmology,
with its dateable point of departure for the universe as we know it, has a superior value for

“For Polkinghorne, Afchaos theory shows that most sy
they are O6cloudsd, so sensitive totllychangetheirfutute ehmdoe t hat t |
Entities of this degree of delicacy can never be isol a

¥Science and Theolog§0.

*|bid., 81

*Ibid., 80.

®Bbid., 81.



theology over the steady-state theory, which essentially supposed the universe to have been
everlasting. . . The doctrine of creation is a doctrine of ontological origin. Just as we have learnt to

understand Genesi s 3 -canempararyetpai¢ne of elianationdrbmthma n dés ever
ground of being, rather than an aetiological explanation of that experience as the consequence of a
catastrophic past event, so we must understand from Genesis 1 and 2 that the world and its process
are a continual expression of the creative will of God.*
In other words, Polkinghorne reaffirms his belief that the starting point of dialogue between the sciences
and theology is cosmological in natured not ontological or teleological (or from design).
However, Polkinghorne is, from a scientific perspective, chiefly a physical scientist. Therefore, due to his
use of complementarity (i.e., the idea that H@Acontrasti |
t he same s et*aoifeaipdke hyahmmhysieist Niels Bohr), is able to attribute to God the various
subjective elements of reality that relate to aesthetics, morality, and religious experience. In other words, these
el ements of reality are not included in the e%#olutional
In addition, Polkinghorne proposes an open universe based upon his understanding of quantum
indeterminancy. He believes that fiactive information mi
working of the Spirit on the 06insi decédwoddcorrespordtopureon. The

input of information. . . , with the absence of energetic input delivering the concept from the theologically

unacceptable character of making Go*lHojyeuesewansthai nvi si bl e

anyaccount of Godds agency that | ocates the causal |

physical process has the consequence that acts of special providence cannot be isolated and
itemized. It is not possible to disentangle the causal web, asserting that God did this, a human
person did that, and nature did the other thing. Faith may be able to discern but inspection cannot
demonstrate divine action of this kind. There are also realms of physical process that are free from
unpredictable ambiguity, such as the rotation of the Earth and the succession of the seasons.
Phenomena of this kind will be undisturbed in their regularity, serving as signs of the faithfulness
of the Creator.®

% John Polkinghorne, Science and CreatiofBoston: Shambhala, 1989).
“Ibid., 31.

“IScience and Theolog§2.

“Ibid., 89.

“Ibid., 90.
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From Scripture to Theology: Polkinghorne's
for Understanding Edwatology

The joining together of Polkinghorneds physical sci
her meneutical trajectory when reading Scripture. Pol ki
cosmos Apr es gaute sf awnigersevthiattddspite ith peesent fruitfulness, will eventually end in the
futility of cos¥lnhadertoavoit thigukireate cosmic ene in vahich nathing survives,

Polkinghorne revisions traditional concepts of creation so that they will be faithful to his scientific methodology and
yet retain elements of God-directedness. First, as discussed above, he expands the traditional notion of creatio ex
nihilo to include creatio continua.

For Polkinghorne, the traditional concept of creatio ex nihilar e f er s t o At he preservation
ontological collapse, . . . the wo" WhatBolkinghomemeaBstis¢hatt or i n t
fithe universe is at al |l tsismeosf hneoltdh iinng nbeesisn!4Polkigghetrehceu eddi Vvfir
justifies his position by stating:

When quantum cosmologists gaily characterize their notion of the universe as an inflated vacuum

fluctuation as being the scientific equivalent of creatio ex nifilo, they entirely miss the point. A

quantum vacuum is not nihil, for it is structured by the laws of quantum mechanics and the

equations of the quantum fields involved, all of which the theist will see as existing solely because

God decrees that this should be so.*

Because the world di-chadhetocome i athbebeéewngl ieedadyer |
added the notion of creatiocontinua ficont i nui ng creati on u*hThegoledfGadimthis hr ougho

unfolding,ev ol uti onary process is to be present, finot as its [

creation allowed by its Creator to some degré@&lutat o 6make

“John Polkinghorne, The God of Hope and the End of the W@Kew Haven: Yale University Press, 2002,
Xviii.

**Science and Theologl.

“°Ibid., 80.

“"Ibid.

81 bid.
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the source and guide of its fruitfulness. The work of the Creator continues, not least through the natural processes that are
expr essi on s*ForPolkiBghaing the ideaioflcantinudus creation demonstrates that the divine role of the
Creator fiis natr tiinsd atna @muy ,p amt it el cam pomtatohismoddot i s an
divine immanence. Thus the act of creation is one of continuing development.™*

To those who might protest the presence of evil, carnage, and destruction, Polkinghorne replies that the creation
of the world, including humanity, was not anthropically centered. This means that what happens on our tiny world, and in
particular to human beings, is only one small part in the equation.? i A wor | d al | oweaghthd o make itse
evolutionary exploration of its potentiality is a better world than one producedready-made by di vine fiat, o |
fimal functions and blind alleyso hel p 3Tt ufss tiiGoul aatce sh tbma
notoverrl e. The Spirit guides, but wi AhereforegPelkinghbrre justifiess pect f o
the presence of murder and di sease by acknowledging that
areallowedtohappen by divine permission in a wotld that is not

I n addition to its rather blundering devel opment, w
to which the f d°shsuniVerserisdaceodr dwittehs tiiiaf ihei sg,hdl y pternohistbrgismat i ¢ f u
controlled by the competing effects of expansion (the ¢

(drawi ng ma t' bue to thetdaigptelyt balamced)natude of these two tendencies, it is uncertain which will

“Ibid.

*bid., 81.

*!bid.

*2|bid.

1bid., 94.

*1bid., 95.

*1bid.

**The God of Hope and the End of the Wp8ld

*|bid.

12



predominate in the end. If expansion predominates, then cosmic history will last forever. However, eventually
everything will grow steadily colder, more ditleute, and

other hand, if gravity predominates, expansion will eventually be halted and reversed and the universe will cease to

exist. AwWhat began with the big bang will end with the
pot....[Thuslhowe ver fruitful the univer se ®misstthispeicttmt t oday, its
Pol kinghorne finds a challenge to which theology must |

at some point he must decisively stepintothepi ct ure t o save the cosmos from cert
story [that there is an ultimate fulfilment in Godbs cI
have to include elements of both continuity and discontinuity in the linkages that it makes between the present
universe and its dWestiny beyond its death. o

Polkinghorne thus asserts that the ultimate future does not belong to science, but to divine faithfulness. The
presence of continuity and discontinuity each point to something beyond the ultimate futility of scientific
extrapolation: continuity to the idea that divine faithfulness will intercede to prevent the ultimate destruction of the
cosmos, and discontinuity to give hope that the next world will not simply be a repetition of this present one.®

Pol ki nghorne believes that fAeschatol ogical disconti
abolition of the old, wiping the cosmic slate clean in an act of almost magical tour de force and so severing all
connection bet wee%fRathreero,l dt lmewrde tvniel In ebwe 0a exwuvefefedutc i ent c o
of the ol d, as the |l atterdés redemption from futility.o
repetition of the old, as if it were just a further turning of the evolutionary wheel of change brought about through

death afdhdecameonew world, while also having a devel o

*1bid., 9.
*1bid., xviii.
bid., 12.
®bid., 15.

82| pid.

13



fulfilment rather than transient coming-to-b e® &
It is in the eschatological question that Polkinghorne feels most strongly the need to turn to Scripture, for
feschatol ogy is particularly dependent on the i maginat.
seeks to seyeakhaos mnmomhaseen and ear has not heard. 06
sever e i mp & Pakinghane sees significant linkages in Scripture between creation and Christology,
between eschatology and resurrection. He states: A The equal ly necessary continuity &
creations lies in the fact that the latter is the redeemed transform of the former. The pattern for this is the
resurrection of Christ where . . rm of his dead bodyr Tdhi$ispliassi sen b o
that the new creation does not arise from a radically novel creative act ex nihilg but as a redemptive act ex vetere
out of ®the old. o
Polkinghorne sees two important consequences flowing from this understanding. First,t her e i s fit he
pressing question of why the Creator brought into being this vale of tears if it is the case that God can eventually
create a world th¥%Hi $ safiswer fromtsius feue sgi. ®n i s that
be intrinsically a two-step process: first the old creation, allowed to explore and realise its potentiality at some
metaphysical distance from its Creator; then the redeemed new creation which, through the Cosmic Christ, is
brought into a freely embracedand i nt i mate rel ati ofiship with the |ife of
The second consequence that Polkinghorne sees is the clear establishment of the value of the old creation,
fisince it affords the raw materi al f ¥ and treissacebddor caré 0 gi ¢ a | l

of this present worldés environment.

%1bid., 16.
*Ibid., 54.
®|bid., 116.
%1bid.
*Ibid.

%8 bid.
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Conclusion
Pol kinghorneds choice of a cosmological approach to
necessarily limits it. Therefore, he cannot accept a literalistic or temporally based interpretation of the Genesis
accounts of creation as being faithful to scientific insight and evidence. The part played by these accounts is to point
beyond science and the innate abilities and potentialities of the universe to create itself to the one who gave it these
abilities. Therefore, the Genesis accounts are able to
to be understood as being scientifically valid. Further, the universe was not predetermined or preformed. Thus one
cannot scientifically read a design argument from the Genesis accounts. Polkinghorne, therefore, does not consider the
ontological or design arguments to be scientific in nature. This does not mean that he does not find ontological or
teleological arguments present in the text of Scripture, but rather that he excludes them from scientific discussion and thus
they are not the basis for his hermeneutic when speaking of the origin of the cosmos.
Additionally, Polkinghorne does not consider the question of sin (Gen 3)®° as playing a role in the presence of
cosmic suffering or to be the reason for the cosmosbds e
scientifically based hermeneutic in which God-directed evolutionary processes are allowed to prevent God from
ultimately being responsible for unnecessary suffering and thus detract from his benevolence. Further, his view allows
God to be simultaneously determinative and nondeterminative, allowing the cosmos to share in this present creation in
the process of making itself, but redeeming it from its blundering ways in the second by bringing it to successful fruition
without the evolutionary process. Pol ki nghorne notes th
the distinctionb et ween the two must be as sh&rp as that between
However, when speaking of eschatology, Polkinghorne looks first to Scripture. Here theology describes
what it can about the new creation, while science fulfills a more modest role in clarifying what will be the necessary

degree of continuity between the old and new creations required for the scriptural prediction of a coming eschaton. ™

®Science and Creation
"The Gal of Hope and the End of the Warld 1.

bid., 12-13.

15



The reason why he seems to reverse his methodology at this point is due to the unknownness of the future. Science
cannot describe a future with any hope. If one is to accept the fact that God will recreate the world, then one must go
to Scripture for assurances that this will indeed happen.’ Thus Polkinghorne intentionally contradicts science and
makes it subservient to theology in formulating his understanding of eschatology.
Pol kinghorneds bold approach to eschatology is sign
with the difficult question of how to remain faithful to the dictates of science and yet stay within the scope of
biblical revelation. Therefore, his cosmological view, while remaining evolutionary in nature, is modified to include
a watchful God who thoughtfully allows an open universe. Such a universe allows for growth, development, and
even apparent blundering mistakes in order to insure free human will. But such a universe, Polkinghorne concludes,
is ultimately transient and nonanthropomorphically oriented; tragically, it must eventually destroy the very life it
has,underGod és direction, formed unless another solution ca
look to science as directional, for to do so would make divine revelation null and void. Further, it would present a
bleak and daunting future, completely devoid of hope. Finally, it would make the Christian claim of a resurrected
and redemptive Christ a silly tale, a mere fiopiate of |
The primary evidence for the eschaton, and thus for a hopeful future, to Polkinghorne, is the birth, life, and
resurrection of Christ as recorded in Scripture.” Because the Bible is not a convenient, divinely dictated handbook
in which to | ook up answer s, but is fAthe record of the
presence of divinereali t y and t hrough which the divine“tenature may m
humanity has reason to retain hope that what the Scripture says about a coming eschaton will also come true.
Thus Pol kinghorne seeks t o oftenioppasingalisciplimds af stitneeandr ound d b
theology. But in doing so, he must incorporate a dual hermeneutic within his system. Where hope is called for,

Polkinghorne incorporates Scripture as foundational for explanation; where objectivity is necessitated, he makes

1hid., 53.
“Ibid., 116.

"Ibid., 53.
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science the grounding methodology. By placing a resurrected, and presumably divine and still living, Christ within
the scope of objective history, he finds it reasonable to hope for a developing, but nonevolutionary, future. In this
future new creation, there is no transient coming-to-be, but rather complete fulfillment. Thus he is able to
simultaneously justify the presence of evil in this present creation and to retain a benevolent God by incorporating a
modified evolutionary cosmology and a scripturally based eschaton within his system of thought. Thus Polkinghorne
has achieved what he believes to be a fiversi mil

science and divine revelation.
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