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Preface to Harper / CAPS Series

Throughout much of this past century, Christianity and psychol-
ogy have been viewed as enemies. Religion has been a taboo topic
for most psychologists, with a few notable exceptions such as Wil-
liam James and Gordon Allport. Psychology has been viewed with
suspicion and fear by many in the Christian community. Within
recent years, however, increasing numbers of individuals with per-
sonal commitment to the historic Judaeo-Christian faith have en-
tered the counseling and behavioral science fields. Increasing
numbers of ministers have received psychological training,

Several associations involving Christians in psychologically-
related fields have emerged, including the national Christian Asso- -
ciation for Psychological Studies (CAPS). At the same time the
American Psychological Association has recognized the legitimate
study of psychology and religion with creation of Division 36, Psy-
chologists Interested in Religious Issues. The Society for the Sci-
entific Study of Religion has also blossomed into an international
association with nearly 2000 members. Although Division 36 and
S.S.S.R. are composed of members with a wide variety, of Christian
and non-Christian commitments, the trend is clearly toward the
legitimizing of the study of psychology/religion relationships. In
addition to these associations, several journals have been devel-
oped to provide outlets for those wishing to publish theory and
- research. Within conservative Christian circles are the Journal of

Psychology and Theology, and the CAPS Bulletin. Other pres-
tigious journals include the Journal for the Scientific Study of
Religion” and Zygon. There is a new willingness and perceived
need to consider the ethical implications of research and practice
as a result of the new knowledge that has been gained in the be-
havioral and biomedical sciences. Few behavioral scientists are
willing to accept the notion that their research is totally objective,

xi



xii Preface to Harper/CAPS Series

and many clinicians are questioning the validity of the detached,
completely objective therapist model. _ ‘

All of this is not to say that most psychologists are interested in
religion, or most Christians are comfortable with psychology. Nei-

ther is probably true. However, for a growing number of Christians -

and non-Christians, the rigorous study of relationships between
psychology and religion in general (and Christianity in particular)
is an important and legitimate activity.

To date, there has been no systematic publishing outlet for those

committed to the Christian belief system wishing to write on a pro-
fessional level on Christianity/psychology relationships. Among
most religious publishers the tendency has been to popularize the
writing due to market considerations. Secular publishers have
tended to severely downplay or omit any explicit religious dimen-

sion. Christian Perspectives on Counseling and the Behavioral -

Sciences. is the first series to appear that is both explicitly Christian
in orientation, written on a professional level, and yet readable by
psychologically-educated lay persons. Professionals in counseling
and the behavioral sciences will benefit, as will pastors. The books
in the Series will be valuable as supplementary texts in upper
division undergraduate courses, seminary and graduate programs.

The purpose of the Series is to describe and analyze rela-
tionships between psychology and the orthodox Christian- belief
system. At the same time, the Series will be investigational and
exploratory. For example, individual authors will undoubtedly take
different views on the basic issue of whether it is even possible to
“integrate” Christianity and psychology. The Series will encourage
examination of behavioral science findings and their implications
for understanding the Christian faith, as well as look at the impli-
cations of Christianity for the behavioral sciences. The topics ex-
plored will range from more general theoretical concerns to specific
phenomena and issues.

Books in the Series do not represent the views of Christian Asso-
ciation for Psychological Studies in any formal way. They reflect
the individual authors. '

CAPS is a national organization of Christians working in psycho-
logically-related fields, including psychology, psychiatry, sociology,
counseling and social work. It also encourages participation and
membership by members of the ministry. It was begun formally in
1955 in Western Michigan as a predominantly regional group.
CAPS holds an annual convention, publishes a quarterly Bulletin,
sponsors regional meetings throughout the United States several
times each year, and publishes a membership and referral direc-
tory. Members are asked to indicate agreement with the basic pur-

Y



Preface to Harper/CAPS Series xiii ‘

poses and statement of faith of the association: Further informa-
tion can be obtained from the Executive ‘Secretary, 26711
Farmington Road, Farmington Hills, Michigan 48018. A prior pub-
lication of monographs, SELF ESTEEM, can also be ordered from
the Executive Secretary. :

We are pleased to publish The Human Puzzle as the first book in
this series. Dr. Myers has done an admirable job of covering a vast
amount of research information from various subdisciplines of psy-
chology, distilling and conceptualizing it in a coherent way, and
then drawing cogent implications for the understanding and prac-
tice of the Christian faith. The Human Puzzle will undoubtedly be
provocative at some points. Dr. Myers has not shrunk from tension
points, but has encouraged us to explore and face up to both the
data and the Christian faith. Some of the practical implications
that he has pointed out in the sections on superstition and prayer,
and behavior and belief should be stimulating and helpful. His dis-
cussion of the complex issues of the mind-body relationship and
freedom and determinism is thorough and compelling, though his -
resolutions are not easy. His initial discussion of religious and sci-
entific explanations of human nature is-especially appropriate as a
beginning point of understanding for this Series.

Craig W. Ellison, Ph.D.
" Series Editor
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Twenty-four centuries after Socrates’ sage advice to “Know thy-
self” we are enjoying the excitement of new explorations into
human thought and action. Sensing that public awareness lags
years behind this new research, I have distilled from our leading
psychology journals the discoveries and ideas which have most
fascinated me. I also suggest how these new research findings
connect with Christian belief, and I propose some practical impli-
cations of this integrated picture of human nature.

Sometimes this research will challenge the church with new
questions and insights, and sometimes Christian beliefs will chal-
lenge the assumptions and values of behavioral scientists. Never-
theless, my general contention is that the emerging scientific pic-
ture of the person is similar to a very ancient picture—one based
on the holistic understandings of the Hebrew people. I doubt many
readers will agree with all of my integration. By indicating how I
am struggling to relate psychological discoveries to Christian faith
I hope at least to stimulate readers to consider how these facts and
ideas bear upon their own thlnkmg

Who are my readers? Two imaginary groups looked over -my
shoulder while I wrote. The most. important group was lay people
and undergraduate students. For them I sought to avoid technical
jargon and the assumption of special knowledge, but I have not as-
sumed they are stupid. Science is most easily popularized if it is
oversimplified. I have endeavored to be brief without being unfair,
to move swiftly and simply through complex material without over-
simplifying. Only the reader can Judge how successful 1 have
been.

The second group of imaginary readers consisted of my expert
colleagues in psychology and theology. None of them will be totally
happy with what I have written. At points they will want to say,
“with the exception of,”™ or “but on the other hand,” or “there is

xXv
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more to it than that.” Yet I hope that even this group will find
something new here—a new way of looking at familiar ideas and
perhaps even a few new ideas. I have found excitement in identify-
ing common links between various areas of recent research and in
relating these to Christian belief. I hope that some of this enthusi-
asm is contagious.

This intellectual task of synthesizing data into genuine under-
standing and then integrating this understanding with theological
presumptions about human nature is a large agenda for one small
mind such as mine. Interdisciplinary synthesis requires reaching -
beyond one’s own professional competence, and I may have bitten
off too much. But with the accelerating accumulation of knowl-
edge, it seems essential that some people work at distilling and
synthesizing this knowledge, lest our minds dry up even while we
flounder in the sea of facts. I have worked at this task partly be-
cause I see so few others in my field doing so. Sad to say, there are
few theologically interested psychologists and few of these are also
active scientists.

- Sometimes I will tread with rather large boots over ‘intellectual
minefields of great antiquity, and no doubt I will trigger a few
explosions. Without the help of many friends and fellow scholars,
most of them nonpsychologists, I would ‘have tripped even more.
The original impetus to prepare much of this material was an invi-
tation to. deliver lectures on psychology and religion to the eight
faculties of the Association of Reformed Colleges. These several
hundred people offered me countless insights and criticisms, and
much encouragement as well. The support and stimulation
received under a Lilly Endowment faculty development grant also
aided my efforts.

Some of what I have written also has emerged from interactions
with Hope College students over the past ten years. Although they
are too numerous to mention by name, a special thanks is due the
exceptlonal participants in a recent seminar on “Psychology and
Theology.”

A number of other people, most of them present or former col-
leagues at Hope College, have read parts or all of the manuscript
and contributed ideas and criticism. To Les Beach, Martin Bolt,
Wayne Boulton, Elton Bruins, Roy M. Carlisle, Jane Dickie, Craig
Ellison, Francis Fike, Lars Granberg, James Hurley, John Hollen-
bach, Charles Huttar, Dirk Jellema, Arthur Jentz, Christopher Kai-
ser, Craig Lammers, Thomas Ludwig, James Motiff, Richard
Mouw, Jan Myers, Jack Nyenhuis, Robert Palma, Frank Roberts,
Michael Rulon, John Shaughnessy, John Stewart, Hendrika Vande
Kemp, Henry VanderGoot, Marlin Vander Wilt, Alan Verhey,
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Ralph Vunderink, Helen Westra, Garret Wilterdink, and Nicholas
Woltersdorff, my thanks. Extra thanks are due my friends Robert
Coughenour (biblical studies), Sang Lee (theology), and Merold
Westphal (philosophy), each of whom generously devoted many
hours to reading and discussing selected chapters. Although none
of these people agree with everything I have written, they have
given me a sense of that for which- the Christian and liberal arts.
college is uniquely well suited—the integration of learning and the
integration of learning w1th faith. “The reason why an intellectual
community is necessary,” Robert M. Hutchins wrote shortly before
his death, “is that it offers the only hope of graspmg the whole.”
This has been my experience.

Like many other research psychologists, I am indebted to the
taxpaying public for support. My thinking, research, and writing
has been facilitated by eight grants and fellowships over the past
thirteen years, mostly from the National Science Foundation. This
book displays some of the fruits of our country’s investment in the
human sciences. It should go without saying, however, that I
alone am responsible for its religious content.

Four other very special people have been a particular help. Max-
ine Mesbergen and Phyllis Vandervelde not only typed several
drafts of this manuscript with their usual efficiency and perfection,
but also provided helpful suggestions.

Steven Hoogerwerf’s intellectual and technical assistance has
been invaluable. Never before have I encountered a student who
has so capably challenged and informed my thinking, partlcularly
on philosophical matters.

Although I cannot credit miy wife with such traditional services
as typing and proofreading the manuscript, checking the foot-
notes, or even keeping the children out of my hair, her theological
reading and thinking has been an enormous influence. After many
hundreds of hours of conversation I no longer know where Carol’s
ideas leave off and mine begin.

- David Myers
February, 1978 -
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Introduction

Most books on psychology and religion relate religious thinking
to the writings of the old personality theorists, many of them long
dead. These writings are rich in speculative insight but stingy on
. fact. This book is not concerned with the speculations of personal-
ity theorists or with what psychologists have said about religion. It
instead looks at human nature from the perspectives of psycho-
logical research and Christian belief.

. It begins by considering the relationship of Christian and scien- -
tific explanations of persons. For example: ’

Are psychologists more irreligious than faculty in most other academlc
- disciplines? If they are, does this symptomize an inherent conflict bet-
ween Christian and scientific understandings of human nature?

If someone offers a sensible naturalistic explanation of a spiritual event,
say of conversion, what effect should this have on a religious under-
standing of that event?

What is the Christian’s proper relationship to secular research—to be an
enthusiastic participant in it or to develop instead a uniquely Christian
psychology?

To what extent do the assumptions and values of psychologists
influence their description and interpretation of events?

The remainder of the book relates Christian belief to four dif-
ferent areas of research. First, scientific and Christian perspectives
on the relatlonshlp of mind and body are considered: :

What do recent insights of biopsychology concerning the evolutionary
emergence of mind, the genetic foundation of our individual differ-
ences, and the correspondence between our brain states and our emo-
tions, thoughts, and actions contribute to our understanding of human
nature?

xix



xx Introduction

How does the human image emerging from biopsychology relate to the
human image discerned by biblical scholars and theologians? Are we to
think of ourselves as composed of two essential substances—body and
soul? .

What practical implications follow from one’s view of mind and body?

The relationship between people’s attitudes and their actions is
considered next: .

How much do people’s attitudes and beliefs affect their behavior? Do
people who profess belief in Christian doctrine act differently than those
who do not?

‘To what extent do people’s actions mold their subsequent attitudes and
beliefs?

Can the conclusions of research on attitude and action be integrated
with the biblical understanding of religious knowledge and with
theological insights concerning the nature of faith? What practical im-
plications follow for church renewal, for worship, and for Christian nur-
ture?

If genuine satisfaction is to be derived from the areas in which
scientific and biblical perspectives seem to be converging, then
areas of apparent disagreement must also be probed. One such
area concerns the implications research on superstitious thinking
has for popular understandings of the power of prayer. For in-
stance:

To what extent is human thinking distorted by biases, errors, and

causal illusions? Do the illusions of human thought ever penetrate re-

ligious belief?

Is there an objectively observable connection between praying and sub-
sequent events? What has been the counsel of serious Christian think-
ers regarding the power and purpose of prayer?

What benefits and what dangers are there in beconﬁng sensitive to pos-
sible intrusions of superstition into Christian belief?

The final section considers a deep problem which inevitably sur-
faces in discussions of psychology and Christian faith: the nature
of human freedom.

What does a deterministic world view say about human freedom? What
does the Christian conception of God’s providence, sovereignty, and
. grace suggest about human freedom? What are the implications of re-
search concerning genetic and environmental influences upon behavior
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and of research concerning a person’s conviction of personal freedom?
Is there a place in the Christian and scientific conceptions of human
nature for making individuals ultimately accountable for their acts?

What are the practical implications of the Christian beliefs in divine
sovereignty and human responsibility and of the psychological research
on environmental and personal control?

Struggling to better understand human nature is a worthy ven-
ture, not only for its own sake but also because doing so can draw
us closer to our Creator and can enable us to appreciate better the
awesome mystery of his being. “We cannot have a clear and com-
plete knowledge of God,” noted John Calvin, “unless it is accom-
panied by a corresponding knowledge of ourselves.”!
Are scientific and biblical insights sufficiently congenial that we
can distill from both of them a clearer knowledge of ourselves?
. The human image that emerges will challenge some conventional

assumptions about human nature. If discomfort results from wres-
- tling with these difficult issues, we mlght remember, with C. S.
Lewis, that

in religion, as in war and everythmg else, comfort is the one thing you
cannot get by looking for it. If you look for truth, you may find comfort in
the end: if you look for comfort you will not get either comfort or truth—
only soft soap and wishful thinking to begin with and, in the end, de-
spair.2 .

1. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1, XV, 1 (John T.
McNeill, ed., Ford L. Battles, trans.) (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,

1975) p 183.
C.S. Levvls Mere Chrlstzamty (New York: MacMillan, 1960), p.

‘25.
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Religious and Scientific
Explanations of Human Nature



' CHAPTER 1

Christian Belief and the Human Sciences

Among recent developments in American culture, two trends are
unmistakable. The first is a decline in the authority of traditional
religion. Since 1967, a majority. of Americans have sensed that
religion is losing-its influence on American life. Their perceptions
are correct, for religious interests and participation have suffered
steady erosion. Church attendance declined from 1958, when 49
percent of Americans went to church each week, until reaching 40
percent in 1971, where it stayed through 1975. In 1957, 81 per-
cent believed that religion could provide the answers to problems
facing society; this figure had declined to 62 percent by 1974.1
Even among young people who describe themselves as “very re-
ligious,” one-third now express little or no confidence in the
Church or organized religion. Evidence from collége campuses
reveals a “dramatic decline” in church attendance between 1952
and 1969, and national surveys indicate that during this period the
decline in attendance was sharpest for people under thirty.2 Down-
ward trends are even more striking in Western Europe, where the
Gallup Organization reports that “something approaching a col-
lapse of faith may be occurring.”3 It remains to be seen whether
upward trends set in motion by the recent growth in American
evangelical groups will be enduring (weekly church attendance
did rise by 2 percent during 1976) or whether this religious re-
newal is another short term fluctuation in what some scholars
believe is a “long gradual decline” in church attendance and tra-
ditional orthodoxy.4 _

Simultaneous with the decline in traditional religious commit-
ment since the mid-1g50s has-been an increased interest in the
human sciences. Consider the following statistics_on the growth in
American psychology:

During the past thirty years, membership of the American Psycholog-
ical Association has grown from two thousand to over fifty thousand.

3



4 Religious and Scientific Explanations of Human Nature

By the early 1g70s psychology had become the most popular major
among college students. In the ten years since 1964 the number of
bachelor’s degrees in psychology nearly quadrupled. This increase was
approximately twice that of the humanities and natural sciences.® The
150 introductory psychology textbooks now comprise the largest col-
lege text market.

Best estimates indicate there are thirty-four applications and 4.6 ap-
plicants for every opening in graduate clinical psychology programs.
These ratios are almost double those reported for medical schools.®

There are now more people in graduate school studying psychology
than there are psychologists in the American Psychological Asso-
ciation.” .

Since beginning publication in 1967, Psychology Today has been one
of the fastest growth magazines on the popular market and now has a
circulation well over one million.

- This remarkable surge in the public’s fascination with psychol-
ogy seems to be leveling off (even as the decline in American
religious interests has now leveled off). Reactions against objective
analysis of persons are growing, and within the discipline itself one
hears more frequent doubts regarding the importance of current
research. Furthermore, the rise of psychology during the 196os
and the décline of organized religion during this same period may
be just a coincidence. Still, it is tempting to speculate that one fac-
tor contributing to the decline of religion among young Americans

"might be the increased prominence of secular understandings of
the human situation, including those proposed by psychology. The
more liberal, mainline denominations, which are relatively open to
insights from the human sciences, are, perhaps also coinciden-
tally, the very denominations which happen to be shrinking, while
the more insulated, conservative denominations are the ones
which are thriving.® Indeed, many religious people view the rise in
psychology with alarm, sensing here a threat to cherished beliefs.
Their distrust is reciprocated by the many psychologists who agree
that psychology and religion are incompatible.

Education in secular perspectives may, indeed, undercut re-
ligious commitments. College-educated Americans are much less
likely to declare their religious beliefs “very important” to them
than are grade-school-educated Americans (although they are just
as likely to attend church). Moreover, religious beliefs and behav-
ior typically undergo considerable erosion during the college years.
During 1975, 40 percent of freshmen but only 23 percent of se-
niors reported they attended church weekly. And 10 percent fewer
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seniors than freshmen believed in God and in life after death, and
* expressed a religious preference.? Time in college tends also to be
associated with increased intellectual interest and with decreased
religious orthodoxy.°

Many would conclude from these observations that there is an
inherent conflict between science and religion. Surveys of stu-
dents indicate that from the 1920s to the late 1960s there has been
a steadily increasing perception of conflict between science and
religion.1* Research, however, reveals that faculty members in the
natural sciences do not, in fact, show less personal religiousness
than other faculty members. It is rather among faculty in fields
such as psychology and sociology, where knowledge claims seem
to overlap those of religion, that personal religiousness becomes :
quite low.2 For example, nearly half of college psychology faculty
members express no personal religious commitment—a substan-
tially higher disinterest in religion than in fields such as chemistry
and business, where content is less likely to bear on religious as-
sumptions.'® Among the listed faculty supporters of InterVarsity
Christian Fellowship, one could staff several university natural
science departments, but not social science ones. Although some
contend that “natural science has been the bridge on which many
have crossed over to unbelief,” it seems more correct to implicate
the social sciences.4

This widespread agnosticism among psychologists may be due
to the attraction of psychology for people eager to challenge the .
cultural orthodoxy.'® Or it may be that engaging in psychological
explanation of behavior tends to make religious explanation less
plausible and to rob it of spiritual significance. One of religion’s
functions has been to interpret the mysterious and unexplainable
aspects of our nature. The psychological account of human nature
can therefore be seen as pre-empting the religious account. The
principles of psychology are more easily substituted for religious
beliefs than are the principles of natural science. Because religion
and psychology overlap, it sometimes seems that one is trying to
elbow the other out.'¢ Given this apparent tension, psychologists
may choose loyalty to their science, believing it to possess more
credible answers to life’s questions.

This polarization of psychology and religion points to the impor-
tance of building bridges between the two—for the benefit of both.
On the one hand, theology can help shape the philosophical per-
spective and value structure of the science of psychology. On the
other hand, what God is teaching in science can sometimes
suggest a second look at conventional interpretations of Scripture.
Furthermore, the credibility of religious language is enhanced by
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translation into ideas meaningful to contemporary culture. Just as
Paul was a Jew to the Jews and a Gentile to the Gentiles, so today
the Word seeks expression within the terms of the particular cul-
tural context. The incarnation is the archsymbol of God meeting
humanity on its own level, neither conforming to human culture -
nor remote from it. This is the Reformation spirit—ever reforming
our understandings according to God’s continuing revelation.

SCIENCE AND RELIGION

Most people think the history of science and religion suggests
anything but this sort of congeniality between the two. We conjure
up images of Galileo before the Congregation of the Index, of the
reaction against Darwin’s ideas at the Scopes trial, and of continu-
ing hostility from many quarters of the church to what is seen as
encroaching naturalism. Many students see psychological explana-
tion of behavior and beliefs as being in competition with religious
understanding: if one is true then the other is presumed false. Sci-
entific and religious categories of explanation appear to be on op-.
posite ends of a teeter-totter—as one goes up, the other comes
down. This view is so widespread, especially with regard to the
newer human sciences, that it becomes vital for us to have a cor-
rect understanding of the relation between scientific and religious
explanation. ‘

Contrary to this popular presumption of science-religion antago-
nism, some historians of modern science have noted that “Western
science was cast in a matrix of Christian theology.”1” Many of the
founders of modern science—among them Pascal, Bacon, Newton,
and Boyle—drew encouragement from the Bible. Britain’s Royal
Society was founded predominantly by scientists whose Christian
world view helped make the new science possible. 8 Many of these
scientists were Puritans who believed God said of his creation, “It
is good.” Never could they search too far in the book of God’s word
or the book of God’s works, for they believed both endeavors led
one to praise the power, wisdom, and goodness of God. Whatever
God found worth creating they found worth studying; as part of
their ordination as creatures with responsible dominion over the
earth. Their obedience to the source of truth motivated them to
explore the material-world, not disdain it, and to accept humbly
whatever facts the creation should offer. They believed that what-
ever they discovered ultimately was God’s and that they owed no
ultimate allegiance to any human authority. Here, then, were
grounds for celebrating science, not for vilifying it.

R. Hooykaas contrasts these biblical ideas about God and nature
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with Greek assumptions which were prevalent prior to the seven-
teenth century. If, as Plato supposed, the universe is not created,
but rather eternally existing and imbued with divinity, then
science should obey the dictates of deductive reason. By contrast,
the Christian view is that “nature is not a deity to be feared and
worshipped, but a work of God to be admired, studied and man-
aged.” The Christian’s reluctance to deify nature made science
“subject to data and facts, things given and made, whether they
are rational or not.”!® As will be emphasized in the next chapter,
philosophers of science have recently been noting that science is
not so purely objective and free of dogma as this view supposes.
But it is nonetheless true that, in its early years, science became
less dependent on dogma as the conviction grew that the Book of
Nature and the Book of Scripture both merited serious scrutiny.

Biblical thought continues to be conducive to science. Kenneth
Hardy has documented the amazing production of scientists and
scholars by midwestern Protestant colleges.2? Despite their intel-
lectually diverse, non-elite students, a number of these institutions
have consistently ranked among the nation’s top sixty colleges and
universities in the production of Ph.D. scientists—a phenomenon
Hardy partly attributes to these Protestants’ assumption that the
- world is orderly and meaningful and to their strong sense of per-
sonal dedication in exploring it.

Yet people today are not as consciously aware of the Christian
basis for excellence in science as were the fathers of modern
science. We have lost our sense of what T. F. Torrance calls
“science as a religious duty.” Once assimilated into the culture,
the scientific spirit has gained its own momentum, diminishing
our awareness of how faith in a sovereign Creator, whose very na-
ture is truth and light, nourishes the scientific spirit.

Natural | Supernatural Dichotomy

Many people today think science undercuts religion. In the pre-
scientific era evidence for God was found everywhere—in anything
which defied natural explanation, in, for instance, the unexplain-
able flashes of lightning and claps of ‘thunder. People no longer at-
tribute events of nature to supernatural magic. Man today “can
manage his world and his future as men could not in the past. He
can irrigate his deserts rather than pray for rain, can vaccinate his
children rather than beg God to spare them from smallpox, can
increase food production and regulate population rather than await
manna from heaven.”2! ' ‘

As such phenomena of our experience were explained, “God”

.
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shrank with the narrowing gap of ignorance. Thus, scientific natu-
ralism became “the strongest intellectual enemy of the church.”22
The Spirit of God is popularly understood to be acting providen-
tially only when its effects cannot be understood naturalistically. A
spokesman for the charismatic movement, for instance, complains
of our being “blinded by a modern world view that intellectually
and empirically views all that happens—or may happen—as
belonging to the realm of natural forces.” 23 .

There are said to be not only natural forces evident in our lives,
but also spiritual forces. Since God intervenes from time to time,
the natural account is presumed incomplete, although we recog-
nize that God does use natural laws to achieve his creative ends.
Human history is perceived as a child’s windup toy which is set
running toward its appointed destination. Soon, however, it
wanders off course, requiring a guiding hand to reach down and
correct its aim. Only with the help of numerous interventions does
the toy reach its master’s goal. By this view nature is basically au-
tonomous, but occasionally needs to be tinkered with by the divine
mechanic. God is the spectator rather than the author of events in
this world.

Biblical Vie'u): Unity of Divine and Natural

To this familiar dualism of God versus nature, the Scriptures
speak a resounding NO! Dichotomizing events as eithér natural or
supernatural, for example, viewing Scripture as either inspired or
cultural, radically misconceives the relation of the Creator to his
continuing creation. In biblical thought, nature does not function
apart from God—it is sustained by his power and graced by his
providence. “If God’s activity were withdrawn, the object of his
creation would no longer exist. The carpénter may presumably
leave his table without imperiling its existence, but not so the.God
who participates in the life and being of his creatures. He is never
merely the spectator of the world.”24 This conception of God's ac-
. tivity is expressed in the familiar Christian doctrine that God is im-
manent (indwelling) within his creation as well as transcending.
(exceeding, surpassing) it.

Christians who are worried about the success of scientific expla-
nation fail to understand that a biblical view need not depend upon
there being some gap or hole in the natural account of things to
leave room for God'’s intervention. As Donald MacKay noted:

‘Room’ is not what we want for God’s action; for nothing is held in being
apart from his creative power. ‘Natural laws’ are neither necessary nor
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even available to Him as an instrument of creation; for He creates by a
mere word, and what we call natural laws emerge only post hoc as fea-
tures of and within the created order.25

We demean God if we believe his action is limited to extras in-
troduced here and -there. Is the Holy Spirit a separate psycho-
logical force, with observable effects distinct from those of nature,
. and could it therefore be included among a list of causal factors, as
was the master’'s hand in our windup toy simile? Such a view
diminishes our respect for the sovereign Lord of history. It makes
no sense to think that God needs to “intervene” in order to ac-
complish his will, for all events of the natural world are already
dependent on his activity.

This understandlng of God’s hidden action within the fabric of
nature is illustrated in Michael Novak’s comment on the conge- .
niality of Thomas Aquinas and B. F. Skinner: “For Aquinas,
grace operates (except in the rarest cases) through the ordinary
contingencies and processes of nature. . . . The whole environ-
ment, the whole ‘schedule of contingencies’ that constitutes his-
tory, is graced.”2¢ This is not to deny that God could and does
sometimes act in ways which we must consider supernatural. The
biblical miracles and, especially, the incarnation and resurrection
defy our categories of cause and effect.

To sum up, the biblical view of God and nature is that the uni-
verse is governed by God, whoe is revealed throughout creation and
in the events of human history; he is active and ever-present. “For
us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things and for
whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all
things and through whom we exist.”27 Because the God of re-
demption is the God of creation, the various manifestations of the
Word must recite a consistent story; God presumably does not contra-
dict himself. True conflict between revelation in nature and in
Scripture is impossible because both are authored by the same God.

Christian Response to Secular Scholarship

Believing God to be the author of all truth, from whatever source
it comes, encourages the pursuit of truth on all fronts. Is this not
part of what it means to worship God with our minds? Christians
ought never to agree with Don Quixote that “facts are the enemy
of the truth.” And is this not why Christians can be enthusiastic
about the vigorous pursuit of scholarship without having to create
a special “Christian biology” or “Christian psychology”? We have
no “Christian life” distinct from a “professional life” in science
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~ because our commitment to excellence in science is a part of an
all-encompassing Christian commitment. “Christian science is
good science. And good science is science that is faithful to the
structure of reality.” 228 Human conceptual systems are, to be sure,
always imperfect models of objective reality, and they are, as we
shall later see, inevitably influenced by implicit presuppositions
that lie beneath them. Our commitment must thus be to exploring
the reality beyond our systems, not to the systems themselves.
Nevertheless, if John Calvin was right to assert that “in everything
we deal with God,” then there is no easy dichotomy of sacred and
" secular.

I shudder when advised that the task of the Christian psycholo-
gist is to resist advances in scientific explanation when they come
from secular sources. Surely, such advice is foreign to biblical
religion: John declared in his gospel that the Word is “the true
light that enlightens every man,” even those who do not recognize
it.2® If the Spirit of God is the only source of truth, then we will not
despise the truth, wherever it is revealed, lest we offend the Spirit
of God. For the Apostle Paul, God’s nature has “been visible, ever
since the world began, to the eye of reason in the thmgs he has
made.” 30

Paul reminded the Philippians that one’s motive for preaching
mattered little; what mattered was that the Truth be preached.
Calvin advised much the same attitude toward secular scholars.
We cannot read them, he wrote,

without great admiration. We marvel at them because we are compelled to
recognize how preeminent they are. But shall we count anything praise-
worthy or noble without recognizing at the same time that it comes from
God? . . . Those men whom Scripture (I Cor. 2:14) calls “natural men”
were, indeed, sharp and penetrating in their investigation of inferior
things. Let us, accordingly, learn by their example how many gifts the
Lord left to human nature even after it was despoiled of its true good. . . .
If the Lord has willed that we be helped in physics, dialectic mathematics,
and other like disciplines, by the work and ministry of the ungodly, let us
use this assistance. For if we neglect God’s gift freely offered in these arts,
we ought to suffer just punishment for our sloths.3!

Problem: When Naturalism Becomes Reductionism

Does rejecting the natural/supernatural dualism mean that
Christians must simply conform to the assumptions of thorough-

going naturalism? Are we thereby obliged to deny the uniqueness -

and dignity of the human person? An assumption common to a
number of recent popular books—Jacques Monod’s Chance and
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Necessity, B. F. Skinner’s Beyond Freedom and Dignity, Desmond
Morris’s The Naked Ape, Dean Woolridge’s Mechanical Man—is
that once a naturalistic account of the person is achieved, little
more will remain to be said. “Man is a machine” implicitly be-
comes “man is only a machine.” Critics who charge that this re-
ductionism is dehumanizing are sometimes consoled that Skin-
ner’s views do not change reality, for no theory changes what it is
a theory about. We are reminded that if Skinner is wrong and what
he calls “the literatures of freedom and dignity” turn out to be cor-
rect, then his mechanistic analysis cannot possibly succeed, and
the practical applications of his theory are doomed to failure. If we
are free, we are, as Jean-Paul Sartre declared, not free to cease
being free. So why fear the potential applications of a theory we
believe to be untrue—unless we secretly suspect that it is true?

What this response fails to recognize is the enormously impor-
tant fact that people are changed by what they believe to be true.
Our basic assumptions regarding human behavior lay the founda-
tion for our social and political values and for our conceptions of
ourselves. This is why I have written this book integrating biblical
and psychological images of the person. Our views of human na-
ture lead to some very practical consequences that we need to
explore. First, however, we must better understand why the natu-
ralistic account of human behavior does not render other perspec-
tives meaningless, why scientific explanation need not imply the
reduction of human thought and action to “nothing but” biology
and social conditioning.

LEVELS OF EXPLANATION

If we are to understand why scientific and religious explanations
need not be considered mutually exclusive, we must recognize
that there are a variety of possible ways by which one might ex-
plain a given event, -all of which can be simultaneously true in
their own terms. An exhaustive description at one level does not
invalidate explanation at some other level. For example, there are
many levels at which we could describe the action of the brain. We
could describe its atomic and biochemical composition, the individ-
ual cells within it and how they interact, the evolutionary history of
these neurons, the feelings and observable responses of the per-
son, and so on. A statement like “She is angry” could be provided
with a description at any one of these varying levels. Which one is
relevant depends on the circumstances.

This argument can be portrayed graphically ‘as a hierarchy of
disciplines. (See Figure 1.) Each discipline incorporates knowl-
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HOLISTIC QR SYSTEMS EXPLANATIONS
Theology

Sociology
Social Psychology
Psychology
Physiology
Microbiology
Chemistry
Physics

ELEMENTAL, UNIT EXPLANATIONS

Figure 1. Hierarchy of Disciplines.

edge from other, more elemental disciplines as phenomena are
considered which transcend the more elemental understandings.32
- It is interesting to note the way in which this hierarchy tends to
be reflected in the course requirements of academic departments.
Religion students are urged to take social science courses. Stu-
dents in sociology or communications are often urged to study psy-
chology, since psychology is to some extent incorporated into the
higher level social sciences. Psychology faculty highly recommend
that psychology students take biology, which is foundational to
their chosen discipline. Biology majors all study chemistry, and
chemistry students cannot escape without studying enough phys-
dcs to comprehend the structure of the atoms chemistry manipu-
lates.
. Bear in mind that these levels of explanation are not given to us
* by nature. They'are convenient categories defined by the questions
and methods of the scholars in these fields.: Furthermore, the
boundaries between these levels of explanation are not sharply
defined; a series of overlapping circles best describes the hierar-
chy. Psychology, for example, is concerned with three levels—
physiology, conscious experience, and public behavior—and with
their interrelationships.
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Confusion results when any one of these levels is asserted to be
primary, as in the needless debates over whether psychoses are
biochemical abnormalities or socially induced. Since a given event
can very often be described by simultaneous, correlated explana-
tions at various levels, it makes no sense to say that one level is
causing the other—to say, for example, if someone is angry, that
the brain state is causing the anger or that the anger is causing
the brain state.33 The emotional and the physiological perspectives
are simply two ways of looking at the same event.

“Now for the important point: if we are to welcome scientific ad-
vances at the elemental levels without succumbing to reduc-
tionism, we must remember that explanation at an elemental level
need not invalidate or diminish higher level explanations. Whole
systems need also to be understood at the level of the whole. The
point is cleverly illustrated by the British scientist and philosopher
‘Donald MacKay.3* Suppose some mathematicians are standing by
their computer, awaiting the solution of an elegant equation. Some
computer engineers wander in and explain the mathematical
transformations at the level of computer electronics. Would we not
think them fools should they then claim to have reduced mathe-
matics to electronics and to have started work on a book translat-
ing mathematics into electromcs to be titled Beyond Mathemat-
ics?

In an era when Sklnners behav10r1sm is stirring up so much
controversy, it is encouraging that within psychology there is now
a growing recognition of the usefulness of the mentalistic (“cogni-
tive”) level of explaining behavior. It is increasingly evident, for ex-
ample, that a person’s behavior is much more likely to be affected
by its consequences when the person is aware of what is being
‘reinforced.35

We need also to be aware that the meaning of an event may
transcend its reductionistic description. Another of MacKay’s de-
lightful analogies helps. We can understand the principles of a
neon sign—how the filaments work, how the current goes
through, how the atoms are broken down into electrons with posi-
tive ions going in opposite directions to maintain beautiful colors—
perfectly well without realizing that what it says is “Joe’s Bar and
Grill.” The meaning of the sign is not reducible to the physical
chemistry of the tube. Likewise, the meaning of this sentence is
not reducible to its letters, even though the letters make up 100
percent of its content. In the same sense we may affirm, at its own
level, the completeness and accuracy of a naturalistic description
of the person without retreating for a moment from a conviction
that this person is also the noblest work of God’s creation. There is



14 Religious and Scientific Explandations of Human Nature

meaning at the higher levels of understanding. But we must look
there to find it; the meaning does not reside in the component
parts.

Once we recognize the complementary nature of various levels
of explanation, we are liberated from all the useless argument over
whether human nature should be studied scientifically or in-
. trospectively and humanistically. It is not an either/or matter. Both
methods are valuable for their own purposes. Although in this
book particular attention is paid to the fruits of scientific research,
I do not for a moment denigrate the rich insights of other ap-
proaches. Andrew Greeley has written, “Try as it might, psychol-
ogy cannot explain the purpose of human existence, the meaning
of human life, the ultimate destiny of the human person.”38 If at
some time there is a preoccupation with science and a negation of
higher level questions, then we may expect that eventually the
human need to find meaning, purpose, and commitment will reas-
sert itself. '

Naturalistic and religious understandings of the person can
complement one another, then, just as the sun’s rising can be
viewed both as a natural process and as the result of God saying
each morning, “Sun, get up!” Indeed, we all accept the unity of
religious and natural explanation when we thank both God and the
farmer for the food on our table. Only a few days ago, I witnessed
the birth of my third child. As my wife still lay on the delivery table
I thanked her, thanked the doctor, and thanked God. Did the grati-
tude given my wife and her doctor subtract from my gratitude to
God? Of course not. God was present and acting in this natural
event, just.as God acts through every part of our lives and environ-
ment.

If theological explanation of human behavior is generally not on
the same plane as scientific explanation, then there is no longer a
need to seek gaps in the scientific accounts. If God’s action is prop- .
erly seen as the ultimate cause—not merely as a particular cause,
but as the ground of all events—then the Holy Spirit need not be
injected into a psychological explanation of an event in order to -
understand it as God’s redemptive work.

Those who feel threatened by advances in the behavioral
sciences can therefore relax. Rather than hope and proclaim that
the human sciences will never succeed, they can welcome scien-
tific advances, recognizing that questions of religious meaning are
higher level questions. Divine intention is, in one sense, superflu-
ous to the scientific account of human behavior, just as human in-
tention is superfluous to the physiological account of my hand
movements. Yet psychology is not just something to do until the
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biologist comes, nor is religion merely something to occupy us
until psychology arrives.

Scientists can say that religious speculation is irrelevant, that
“we have no need of the God hypothesis.” In a sense they are
right. The religious understanding of nature is not intended to
enter scientific description merely as an extra causal factor. It
rather speaks to questions which science cannot answer: What is
the source and destiny of nature? Who am I? Why am I here?
What ought I to do? The language of psychology ‘is appropriate,
and only appropriate, to its own purposes. It is richer than physical
explanation, but impoverished compared to religious under-
standing, for the Christian’s experience makes sense at the deep-
est level only when it is understood as a dialogue with God. Con—
sequently it is

no longer necessary to debate whether Christian conversion is a
psychological or a theological experience. Christian conversion can be un-
derstood only when described as a psychological and a theological experi-
ence, as well as a biological, biochemical, and biophysical experience. It is
no longer necessary to debate whether man is a machine or a person
created by God. Man c¢an be understood only when described as a ma-
chine and as a person created by God, created with real personality in the
image of*a personal God but functioning 'on the biological, biochemical,
and biophysical levels according to the laws that govern the rest of nature
as well.37

An important cerollary is that a successful psychological account
of someone’s religious conversion or commitment need not under-
mine that person’s conviction of its truth. Whether your beliefs are
true or false is a separate question from why you happen to believe
as you do.38 If one person’s atheism and another person’s theism
were both explained in terms of their family backgrounds and psy-
chological make-ups, this explanation would imply nothing about
the actual existence or nonexistence of God. It is a logical blunder
for someone to say, “your belief is not true—you just believe it
because . . .” A small child’s beliefs that the tooth fairy exists and
that Columbus sailed to America are both acquired by mere hear-
say; knowing the sources of those beliefs tells us nothing about
their truth. Psychological analyses of religious commitment (such -
as will be presented in Chapters 5 and 6) are therefore no substi-
tute for the higher level religious meaning of that commitment.
This point frequently escapes people, causing unnecessary hostil-
ity among Christians toward psychological explanation and unwar-
ranted religious skepticism among psychologists. Once, after Arch-
bishop William Temple gave an address at Oxford, a questioner
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opened the discussion with a challenge: “Well, of course, Arch-
bishop, the point is that you believe what you believe because of
the way you were brought up.” To which the Archbishop report-
edly replied: “That is as it may be. But the fact remains that you
believe I believe what I believe because of the way I was brought
up, because of the way you were brought up.”3?

Does the perspective of nature and supernature as a unity di-
minish our confidence in the power of prayer or in the reality of
the Spirit of God? No, it simply reminds us that what is understood
naturalistically can also be understood as the Spirit of God at
work—God in the present tense. If anything, this should strength-
en our concept of the Spirit, for it does not limit the Spirit to
special acts only. If someone gives a satisfactory naturalistic expla- -
nation of an unusual happening, a spiritual event, or an outcome
of prayer, does this threaten one’s sense of divine providence at
work? Not for Christians who see the presence of God in the whole
of creation. Unlike the faith of those who assign the Spirit of God
to the gaps in natural explanation, a true biblical faith will not be
undercut by advances in the human sciences. Christians need not
first persuade people to abandon naturalistic understandings be-
fore helping them to see that events may be simultaneously under-
stood in religious terms. C. S. Lewis nicely illustrates the point:

In the play, Hamlet, Ophelia climbs out on a branch overhanging a river:
the branch breaks, she falls in and drowns. What would you reply if any-
one asked, ‘Did Ophelia die because Shakespeare for poetic reasons
wanted her to die at that moment—or because the branch broke?’ I think
- one would have to say, ‘For both reasons.’ Every event in the play happens
as a result of other events in the play, but also every event happens be-
cause the poet wants it to happen. All events in the ‘play are Shake-
spearian events; similarly all events in the real world are providential
events. All events in the play, however, come about (or ought to come
about) by the dramatic logic of events. Similarly all events in the real
world (except miracles) come about by natural causes. ‘Providence’ and
Natural causation are not alternatives; both determine every event be-
cause both are one.4°

Am I attacking a straw man? Most Christians, if they stopped to
think about it, would agree that God acts within and through na-
ture because, after all, nature is his creation. Still, when it comes
right down to understanding and talking about human nature,
many Christians evidence very much of a God-of-the-gaps religion.
Since, by this view, that which is left for God to explain grows
smaller and smaller as natural explanation expands, there emerges
a great need to “protect” God by attacking science, by focusing at-
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tention on unusual or seemingly miraculous events, or by retreat-
ing into the mystical spirtuality of an otherworldly religion. These
are not biblical responses, because in isolating God from natural
processes, .they deny the incarnational current that runs through
the Bible. Carl and LaVonne Braaten have noted that the

Old Testament idea of the Spirit as the creative sources of bodily life
means that we can speak of the Spirit in the common life of people in the
world. We do not have to adopt a spiritual tone and dwell upon psychic
phenomena privy to a handful of pious people. The Spirit is at work in na-
ture and in history, in creation and in redemption, in the individual and in
the group, in culture and in religion, in the nature and in the Church. For
the Spirit is the source of life—all life.4!

Evolution provides another illustration of how a phenomenon
can be understood from both naturalistic and religious perspec-
tives. That humanity has evolved by mechanisms of chance, as
Jacques Monod argued, can be granted and yet understoed from
another = perspective as Providential. William Pollard spoke
eloquently to this point: “The Christian sees the chances and ac-
cidents of history as the very warp and woof of the fabric of provi-
dence which God is ever weaving.” Providence is not an added
force in nature “whose operation produces discernible and verifi-
able empirical consequences by means of which it can be objec-
tively established.”42 It is not God’s distortion of natural probability
patterns through some extranatural spiritual force.
 Scientific inquiry halts at the elementary barrier of chance and
accident. “Chance” is not an explanation or cause of anything—it
is simply a scientific end-of-the-road. Neither purpose fior pur-
poselessness can be deduced from it. This allows Jacques Monod
to speculate that we are “alone in the universe’s unfeeling immen-
sity.” Yet the continuing openness of the maze through which his-
tory threads its course—the conviction that “destiny is written con- .
currently with the event, not prior to it,” to use Monod’s words—is -
just what is required for affirming God’s immanence in history, the
responsiveness of the chain of events to his hidden will. Which of
these views is correct cannot be empirically determined, for
science cannot penetrate the final mystery of existence.4® Thus
Rudolph Bultmann concludes:

In faith I realize that the scientific world-view does not comprehend the
whole reality of the world and of human life, but faith does not offer
another general world-view which corrects science in its statements on its
own level. Rather, faith acknowledges that the world-view given by
science is a necessary means for doing our work within the world. Indeed,
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I need to see the worldly events as linked by cause and effect not only as a
scientific observer, but also in my daily living. In doing so there remains
no room for God’s working. This is the paradox of faith, that faith “never-
theless” understands as God’s action here and now an event which is
completely irtelligible in the natural or historical connection of events.44

CONCLUSION

I have argued that just as psychological understanding of a
given event is not diminished by physiological explanation (for
these are complementary, not competing perspectives), so also a
Christian understanding of an event, say of conversion, is not di-
minished by psychological explanation. Any given reality can legit-
imately be viewed from multiple perspectives, each of which may
be accurate at its own level yet incapable of serving the functions
and purposes of other, complementary understandings. One level
of explanation is not a substitute for the others. Realizing this can
keep us out of the foolish trap of pitting God against his own cre-
ation.

Shall we therefore also conclude that science and religion are to-
tally unrelated, that one takes up only where the other leaves off?
If that is true, there is nothing more to write. Psychology and
Christianity become insulated from each other, and Christian
scholars become intellectually schizoid.

The argument does not go this far, for it also entails that there is
an ultimate unity to the various levels of explanation. When a
three-dimensional figure is projected on a two-dimensional plane,
each of several two-dimensional descriptions may be accurate, yet
none conveys the whole picture. Nevertheless, the three-dimen-
sional picture is related to the various two-dimensional pictures, so
if all pictures are true, there will be consistency among them. “All
truth is one”—there is a fundamental continuity and harmony
among all things true.

‘We should therefore find that some translation and bridge build-
ing from one level to another is possible, such as is now occurring
at the fast moving frontier of biopsychology. Just as bio-
psychologists explore the connection between the brain and be-
havior without obliterating the distinction between neurology and
psychology, so also we can relate the fruits of psychological re-
search to biblical and theological concepts without forgetting their
distinct functions. There will be obstacles in doing so—differences
*in purpose, in focus, in vocabulary, and in the criteria by which
something is judged to be true. Nevertheless, although psychology
and religion are not identical, they do have their meeting places,
some of which will be explored in subsequent chapters. Theology
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and psychologlcal science both make claims about human nature
and both offer propositions concerning observable experience. Yet
their integration is largely uncharted, partly because there are so
few theologically interested research psychologlsts An exciting
new cha]lenge therefore awaits those who, in search of a coherent
world view, would probe both the essential unity and the apparent
tension between religious and scientific perspectives of human na-
ture.
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CHAPTER 2

Psychologiéal Science and Human Values

Before relating recent psychological research to theology, we
should first understand the extent to which the theories of both
psychologists and theologians are controlled by their underlying
assumptions and values. Religion and science are popularly
thought to involve entirely different ways of thinking. Science is
said to be objective. It proposes theories which are proved true or
false in light of factual observations. Religion, by contrast, is seen
as subjective. Some even argue that because religious beliefs can-
not be falsified by objective evidence, they have no real meaning.

During the past fifteen years philosophers of science have con-
vincingly shown that this old view of science is unrealistic.! The
image of a purely objective science against which religion is found
wanting has been rejected. Scientific theories are not, in fact, di-
rectly verified or falsified by clear, incontestable observations. The
notion of “crucial experiments” which prove or disprove a theory is
~ amyth. More frequently, a theory is modified to accommodate dis-
~ confirming results until, eventually, like too many straws piled on a
camel’s back, the cumulative effect prompts a new way of viewing
reality.

Theories are resilient to disconfirming evidence because they
are not simple, descriptive pictures of reality to begin with. They
are products of our imagination, mental constructs which attempt
to simplify and impose some coherence on the external world. In
creating and testing these theoretical models we must begin with
certain assumptions about the nature of reality, about what we will
accept as relevant data, and about what constitutes an acceptable
theory. These assumptions control the construction and rejection
of theories. Yet they operate unconsciously because they are gen-
erally shared by the community of scientists at work in any given
field. It is only when someone challenges these “control beliefs”
that we step back and reflect seriously about them.

23
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If this picture of science is correct, then it is only a short step to
argue, as Nicholas Woltersdorff has done, that “the religious be-
liefs of the Christian scholar ought to function as control beliefs
within his devising and weighing of theories.”2? His argument is
not restricted to Christians—all people are urged to be true to
themselves by seeking consistency and wholeness among their
beliefs and commitments. )

Historically, Woltersdorff contends, the control beliefs of the sec-
ular scientist have been unquestioned. Christians have sought to
harmonize or adapt their beliefs to fit new theories, or interpreted
the. theories within a larger Christian context, or offered Christian
applications of scientific theories. Better it would be, he argues, to
relate science and Christian belief more -fundamentally. This
means that sometimes the discoveries of science will prompt revi-
sions in the understanding of Christian belief. It certainly also
means, Woltersdorff concludes, that Christian scholars should
bring their beliefs to bear upon their research and see the world
through the spectacles of informed Christian theology and philoso-
phy.

I will demonstrate below the dynamics of control beliefs with
some examples of psychologists’ blindness to their own presup-
_ positions. I hope to show that we psychologists are indeed influ-
enced by our world views, and that, therefore, we had better think
consciously about what presuppositions and values should shape
our theory and research. Flrst however, a few words of qualifica-
tion are in order.

-DANGERS OF SUBORDINATING SCIENTIFIC THEORIES
TO RELIGIOUS DOGMA

At first blush one shudders at recollections of submissions of sci-
entific theories to religious tests. Is it not clear from history that
" Christian belief does not guarantee an inside track to objective
-truth? Would anyone care to provide evidence for a correlation be-
tween the depth of a scholar’s Christian belief and the qua]ity of
his or her scientific work? And if there is such a correlation, is it
because the Christian’s beliefs have provided a reliable guide in
scientific endeavors? 3

The scientific merit of Christian beliefs seems, in fact, to be a
presumption of many Christians. Consider the “Calvinistic philoso-
phy” of Herman Dooyewerd: “The Bible is the final norm” for
science. “All scientific thought which either denies or conflicts
with God’s Word is condemned.” God’s revelation in nature “can
only be understood correctly in the light of the special revelation of

o
—
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Scripture. Calvinistic philosophy wants to do just that. It is the sci-
entific investigation of the cosmic totality in complete submission
to the Word of God.” 4 '

This suggests that Christian beliefs are somehow immune to the
distortions which infect scientific theory. But are they? The diver-
sity of existing theologies and biblical interpretations indicate the
finiteness of all such thought and the consequent danger of sub-
jecting wholesale one’s understanding of natural revelation, so-
cially conditioned as this may also be, to any particular under-
standing of biblical revelation. The Christian’s ultimate loyalty is to
God and to humble pursuit of God’s truth, not to any human con-
ceptual system. Just as scientific models are human abstractions,
not something handed to us by nature, so also our theologies and
philosophies are human abstractions, not something written di-
rectly by God on tablets of stone. We must therefore be careful not
to idolize any human abstraction as ultimate truth, even if it goes
by the name of “Christian psychology” or “Calvinist philosophy.”
History records too many instances of Christendom’s departure
from truth to allow us to identify our own thinking with God’s.
Because both biblical and scientific data are part of divine revela-
tion and because both are viewed through the spectacles of our im-
plicit control beliefs, we should be wary of subjecting one to the
other. ' '

The subjection of science to control beliefs is not unique to
Christians. Lysenko rejected modern genetics because it contra-
dicted the Stalinist version of Marxism and therefore was pre-
sumed false. By 1948, when Lysenko had become the autocrat of
Soviet biology and education, research in standard genetics was
virtually outlawed. More recently, Ricardo Zuniga and others have
called for the submission of social science to leftist ideology.®

To all such attempts at subordinating science to external author-
ity we are eager to cry, No! To do science means to remain open to
reality and not to force upon it prior conclusions from any source.
When Kepler discovered that the orbit of the planet Mars departed
from the dogma of uniform and circular heavenly motion, he
struggled for several years and then “submitted to given facts
rather than maintaining an age-old prejudice; in his mind a Chris-

tian empiricism gained the victory over platonic rationalism.”®
- Some people therefore say that the only established dogma in
science is that scientists should not accept established dogma.
This is a bit simplistic, as Woltersdorff, Thomas Kuhn, and others
make evident. Scientists, successful scientists especially, operate
from their basic assumptions, even if they are blind to their own
metaphysics and values. Nevertheless, pursuit of the one Truth
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compels us to free science from the authoritarian constraints of
any ideology. It also compels us to beware of reducing theological
critique of science to what Charles Kraft calls the kind of ground-
hogism practiced by many evangelical theologians and preachers
who simply come out “whenever some important behavioral
science issue surfaces to critique what they understand of the issue
before retreating into the safety of the accustomed hole.”?

The pitfalls of subjecting science to religious dogma flash as
warning signals, admonishing us to give our allegiance to pursuit
of the infinite Truth, not to human authority or to the world view
of any culture, past or present. Christians take Scriptures to be the
“rule of faith and life”; the creeds do not claim that the Bible pro-
vides the content of politics, economics, or science. On scientific
matters biblical revelation is obviously incomplete. Is it not like a
parent’s explanation of reproduction to a child? The important
things are told, but the details will be understood only as maturity
increases. As Jesus told his disciples, there was much more to be
revealed after he had left them. The wisdom of God revealed in the
whole of creation is inexhaustible, making science an endless pur-
suit.

These cautions should not, however, obscure the philosophers’
fundamental point—that scientists are deeply influenced by their
own world views. Among social scientists, at least, there is an in-
creasing awareness of the extent to which implicit assumptions
determine our view of the world. To this we now return.

THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF PSYCHOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE

There is a growing awareness within the scientific community
that the order we impute to nature is imposed upon it. Scientific
concepts are creations of the mind, not inherent in the objective
world. “There are no bare uninterpreted data. . . . Man supplies
the categories of interpretation, right from the start.”® In order to
interpret what we observe, we create symbolic models to repre-
sent the unobservable. These theoretical models, such as the
billiard-ball model of gas or a mathematical model of learning pro-
cesses, are more than useful fictions, yet less than literal pictures
of reality. Ian Barbour contends this is common to science and
theology—both walk a path between pure fiction and literal truth.
This is why we often discover, in both science and theology, that
no single model is adequate to the task, forcing us to accept the
paradoxes of complementary models—as in the wave and particle
theories of microphysics or in the theologian’s simultaneous affir-
mation of human freedom and divine sovereignty.
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Figure 2. From Psychology Today, Third Edition. Copyright © 1975 by
Random House, Inc. Reprinted by permission of CRM Books, a Division of
Random House, Inc.

This subjectivity within the scientific enterprise opens the door
to Woltersdorff's control beliefs. What scientist has not felt the
emotions imputed by Michael Polanyi:

Viewed from the outside as we described him the scientist may appear
as a mere truth-finding machine steered by intuitive sensitivity. But this
view takes no account of the curious fact that he is himself the ultimate
judge of what he accepts as true. . . . The scientist appears acting here as
detective, policeman, judge and jury all rolled into one. He apprehends
certain clues as suspect; formulates the charges and examines the evi-
dence both for and against it, admitting or rejecting such parts of it as he
thinks fit, and finally pronounces judgment. Far from being neutral at
heart, he is himself passiondtely interested in the outcome of the proce-
dure. . . . The scientist ought to be delighted when his theory, supported
by a series of previous observations, appears to collapse in the light of his
latest experiments. If he was wrong, then he has just escaped establishing
falsehood and been given a timely warning to turn in a new direction. But
that is not how he feels. He is dejected and confused, and can only think
of possible ways of explaining away the obstructive observation.®
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Here we can continue to draw a parallel between science and
- theology, for as Rudolph Bultmann declares, “the basic presup-
position for every form of exegesis” is “that your own relation to
the subject-matter prompts the question you bring to the text and
elicits the answers you obtain from the text.”1° Both scientists and
theologians begin from assumptions which shape their interpreta-
tion of the data. And both have tendencies to turn their models
into absolutes, to miss the distinction between their models and
the reality which they crudely describe.

What is true of scientist and theologian is also true of each of us:
our beliefs and perceptions are controlled by our underlying as-
sumptions. We impose order on what we observe, and the order we
impose controls our interpretations. For instance, look at Figure 2.
What do you see in it? Can you see a Dalmatian dog on the right
sniffing the ground at the center of the picture? Until you were
given this perceptual “set,” you were probably blind to what those
who have the set see. But once your mind has the set, it controls
your interpretation of the picture—so much so that it becomes
difficult not to see the dog. This is the way our minds work. While
reading these words you have probably been unaware, until this
moment, that you are looking at your nose. This illustrates a com-
mon phenomenon—the mind blocking from awareness something
that is there, if only we were predisposed to perceive it. Our ten-
dency to prejudge reality on the basis of our expectations is one of
the most important facts about the human mind.

Another classic demonstration of how our presuppositions con-
trol our interpretations was provided by a Princeton-Dartmouth
football game some years ago.11 The game lived up to its billing as
a grudge match; it turned out to be one of the roughest and dirtiest
games in the history of either school. A Princeton All-American
was gang-tackled, piled on, and finally forced out of the game with
a broken nose. Fist fights erupted and further m]unes occurred
on both sides.

Not long after the game, two psychologists, one from each
school, showed films of the game to students on each campus. The
students acted as objective scientists, noting each infraction as
they watched and who was responsible for it. As you might sup-
pose, there was a strong tendency at each school for the students
to see their fellow students as the victims rather than the agents of
- illegal aggression. Princeton students, for example, saw twice as
many Dartmouth violations as the Dartmouth students saw.

More recent experimental research confirms that people tend to
use information which fits their intuitive suppositions and ignore
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information which does not.12 C. S. Lewis recognized this phe-
nomenon many years ago. “What we learn from experience,” he
said, “depends on the kind of philosophy we bring to experi-
ence.”!3 In all areas of human thinking—whether reading Scrip-
-ture, doing science, or interpreting historical events—our prior
beliefs control the way we view and interpret information. This is
not necessarily bad—it enabled the Hebrew people to see God’s
mercy and providence in their historical experience, and it enables
a community of scientists to work from a shared perspective. But it .
is true, and knowing it is true can keep us from taking our scien-
tific interpretations too seriously. - : ‘ .
These contentions about science in general seem especially ap-
plicable to the social sciences. The human sciences inevitably un-
fold within a social-historical context of control beliefs and val-
ues. For example, Freud and Skinner have operated from
different assumptions as to what constitutes acceptable data and
acceptable theory, just as our views of acupuncture, ESP, and fly-
ing saucers are influenced by our implicit control beliefs. Our ob-
servations are always- theory-laden. There is an objective reality,
but we are always viewing it through our own spectacles. This
being the case, we had better identify the beliefs and values im-
plicit in our theorizing. To exemplify my advice, I will examine my
own discipline, asking how values control psychological thinking.

HIDDEN VALUES IN PSYCHOLOGY

Value considerations obviously bear upon our ethical standards
in doing research and therapy in psychology and upon our selec-
tion of which investigations and applications are right and good.
Less often recognized are the subtle ways in which value commit-
ments masquerade as objective truth. The social sciences seem
especially vulnerable to the expounding of values in the guise of
fact. Unlike workers in the physical sciences, whose data are more
value free, and in the humanities, which are knowingly explicit
about values, psychologists, sociologists, and educational theorists
often mistakenly see themselves as making objective, value-free
conjectures about truth. Some concrete examples will illustrate
the pervasiveness of hidden values in psychology.

Among clinicians, the penetrating analyses of Thomas Szasz are
well known. Mental illness is actually defined, not in medical
terms as are other illnesses, but in terms of deviant com-

munication or behavior. Much as we like individualism as an ab-
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-stract idea, we tend to dislike real individuals. For them, a
psychiatric label can serve as a convenient semantic blackjack, as
was vividly evident in One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest.

Hidden values have also been apparent in many real life situa-
tions. When publisher Ralph Ginsburg printed the diagnoses of
liberal psychiatrists indicating that presidential aspirant Barry
Goldwater exhibited paranoid tendencies, something more than a
medical judgment about the Arizona Senator was being expressed.
Fifteen years ago, who had heard of school children suffering
“learning disabilities”? Now some people are suggesting that there
are five million “learning disabled children” in our schools. With-
out disputing the fact that some children are handicapped by brain
disorders, we may still wonder if the diagnostic label is not some-
times applied because it allows the school to blame a teaching fail-
ure on the child. Much of the current discussion of “gifted chil-
dren” presumes that “giftedness” is an objective entity which a
child has or does not. The arbitrariness ‘of all such definitions es-
capes people. ,

Diagnostic labels are not just neutral descriptions of people.
Once a person is assigned to a diagnostic category, the label can
influence our perception and interpretation of the person’s behav-
ior. David Rosenhan and seven colleagues demonstrated this after
gaining admission to twelve mental hospitals on the basis of the
single complaint of hearing voices.!5 Apart from this complaint and
giving false names and vocations, they scrupulously reported the
truth of their life histories and emotional states. Once admitted,
seven of them with the label “schizophrenic,” they exhibited no
further symptoms and, when questioned by staff, reported they
were feeling fine. Nevertheless, they were confined an average of
nineteen days and given twenty-one hundred tranquilizers before
finally being released. Their normal behaviors, such as note tak-
ing, were often overlooked or misinterpreted to fit the staffs’ pre-
conceptions about these “patients.” The psychological reports of
their life histories were also clearly shaped by the diagnosis.

The extent to which medical language can be stretched to cam-
ouflage value judgments was evident when the Joint Commission
on Mental Health of Children declared that “racism is the number
one public health problem facing America today.” Racism is an
enormous problem, but it is surely not a health problem.

Or consider the flip side of the coin—defining what mental
health is. We refer to people as mature or immature, as well-
adjusted or poorly adjusted, as if these were statements of fact,
when they are in reality disguised value judgments. Abraham
Maslow, for example, is well known for his sensitive descriptions
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of the characteristics of “self-actualized” people. Seldom recog-
nized is that since the initial selection of the self-actualized per-
sons to be analyzed was done on a subjective basis by Maslow
himself, the resulting description of the self-actualized personality
is a statement of Maslow’s personal values. I do not mean to de-
mean his values, for his descriptions can be inspiring. I mean only
to remind us that such descriptions are not inherent in nature;
they are a creation of someone’s mind. When Carl Rogers gives us
* his best professional definition of the “good life,” we need to wel-
come this as a statement of his values—values which. emerged
from his observations of clients, to be sure—yet not as a scientific
assessment which can be judged true or false.

Much of what we teach as humanistic psychology is loaded with
implicit value judgments. I have found it helpful to identify these
values and compare them with the more traditional values. (Any
such delineation is something of a caricature, since there is, of
course, a great dlverSIty among both humanistic psychologists and

“traditional Americans,” and there is considerable overlap between
the two categories.)

Humanistic Psychology Values Traditional American Values

Open, honest expression of feel- vs. Self-control, right to privacy, un-
ings; 'sensitivity to others emotionalism

Egalitarian (e.g. use of “first vs. Status oriented, respectful
names) '

Own feehngs as criteria for what vs. External criteria for what is good
is good .

Life goal of fulfillment vs. Life goals more materialistic

Existential emphasis on the here vs. Pragmatic, future orientation
and now

Capacity for joy - vs. Endurance of stress

My purpose is neither to glorify nor vilify the values implicit in
humanistic psychology, but simply to point them out. It clarifies
our thinking to distinguish factual statements from statements of
value.

If our definition of mental “health” and maturity comes from our
values and not our science, then we may also be sure that advice
on how to raise children will mix factual presumptions about the
effects of different parenting styles with value presumptions about-
what ends are desirable. Although the appropriate task of the sci-
entist is to specify the effects on children of differing parental be-
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haviors, leaving it ‘to parents to decide what outcomes they value,
the typical child-rearing manual is written with little conscious-

-ness of implicit values. Consider so impartial a source as the
United States Children’s Bureau, whose pamphlet Infant Care has
been distributed to millions of American mothers. Remember now,
this is not the work of some fringe psychologist, but our govern-
mdtlant’s statement to the mothers of America. First, from the 1938
edition:

Immediately after birth he will begin to form habits, which if they are

" the right kind will be useful to him all his life. Regularity from birth on is
of first importance. Through training in regularity of feeding, sleeping,
and elimination the tiny baby will receive his first lessons in character
building. He should learn that hunger will be satisfied only so often, that
when he is put into bed he must go te sleep, that crying will not result in
his being picked up or played with whenever he likes. He will begin to
learn that he is part of a world bigger than that of his own desires.

But the 1942 edition tells a different story:

Suppose a very young baby becomes hungry. He becomes vaguely con-
scious of discomfort, begins to wiggle and twist, and finally to cry. Soon
after he is thoroughly aware of his discomfort his mother appears with a
cheerful, quiet voice, a warm bosom, and firm arms. The baby responds
by nuzzling about until he finds the nipple and sucks it, and then warm
milk flows into his stomach. Not only the milk, but also the warmth, the
sense of being held firmly, and probably even the sound of his mother’s
voice all help to give that baby a sense of comfort. Through many repeti-
tions of this experience the baby responds with pleasure, not only to food
but to friendly human contact. Such experiences help him become a
likeable, friendly person.

On the other hand, to take an extreme example, suppose another baby
becomes hungry, and he wiggles, twists, and finally cries as did the first
baby described. Instead of having his needs for food and affection satisfied
soon, this baby is allowed to cry on and on, and finally a bottle is put into
his mouth. . . . He may have so exhausted himself that he is too tired to
obtain much pleasure from the food. . . . Eventually . . . the baby may
develop an attitude of dislike toward the world and instead of responding
in a friendly way he remains withdrawn, fearful and a little suspi-
cious—an attitude that will make his ultimate adjustment to life difficult.

The contrast between the rigid advice of the 1930s and the more
permissive advice of the 1940s reflects not only our limited under-
‘standing of the effects of parenting on children, but’also dif-
ferences in the hidden values of their authors. The 1938 advice
places a premium on respect for authority and some of the other
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more traditional values identified above. By 1942, attributes such
as security, openness, and independence seem to have become the
desired aims. Shortly thereafter, in 1946, Benjamin Spock joined
the chorus with the first edition of The Common Sense Book of
Baby and Child Care, a book which ultimately became the world’s
third leading best seller (surpassed only by the Bible and Mao’s
little red book). After research revealed that student activists of the
late 1g60s tended to come from relatively permissive and demo-
cratic homes, Spock reflected on the wisdom of his advice:

The modern crop of youths is not only reassuring, they're inspiring. Our
only hope is their thoughtfulness, idealism and realism. A
I admit there are problems. But when Norman Vincent Peale accuses
me of helping raise spoiled children, I say nonsense. I didn’t have that
much influence. Besides, he’s talking about activists who are against dis-
crimination.. Compared with the kids of the 1950s I think they’re wonder-
ful. I would be proud to say I helped encourage liberal parents to under-

stand their kids.®

If psychological advice inevitably reflects someone’s personal
values, then the practical lesson is that consumers of psychology
'should try to discern those values before following the advice. In-
his latest edition, Benjamin Spock explicitly informs the reader at
the outset of his personal goals for children. Many clinicians
openly inform clients of their values or encourage clients to decide
therapy goals for themselves. Other psychologists would do well to
emulate these examples. “The professions’ role in a free society,”
Eliot Freidson argues, “should be limited to contributing the tech-
nical information men need to make their own decisions on the
basis of their own values. When he preempts the authority to
direct, even constrains men’s decisions on the basis of his own val-
ues, the professional is no longer an expert but rather a member of
a new privileged class disguised as expert.”17

These illustrations of hidden values have been drawn from per-
sonality theorizing and from clinical applications. The point.can be
made just as easily using scientific research in personality and
social psychology. The very language in which we report our ob-
servations may reflect our judgment of a behavior. Take a person
who does not admit to emotional difficulties on an objective per-
sonality instrument. Is this person “repressive” or “low anxiety,”
“defensive” and therefore motivated to give “socially desirable re-
sponses” or possessed of “strong ego strength” and “high self-
esteem”? These various labels could all describe the same set of
responses. The choice of label, therefore, depends on the implicit
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value judgment which the researcher unconsciously places upon
the trait. ’

Consider the classic research done by American social psycholo-
gists on the “authoritarian personality.” Roger Brown has noted a
striking similarity between this “rigid” character type studied by
Americans and the “stable” personality identified by psychologists in
pre-Nazi Germany.8 Shall we condemn this character type for
its “ethnocentrism” (American label) or praise it for its strong

“in-group loyalty” (German label)?

Social psychology also reflects the individualism of our culture
in its description of responsiveness to social influence. It is no
mere accident that our terms for this are “conformity,” “submis-
siveness,” “compliance,” “suggestibility”—all conveying a sense of
mindless, docile tractability. Might not a different people with con-
trasting control beliefs use terms like ‘“corporate consciousness,”
“group unity,” “social sensitivity,” “cooperative team play,” and
“community identification” to describe the same events?

The tendency for our values to subtly influence our descriptive
labels which in turn bias our interpretation of events is, to be sure,
not unique to psychology. Whether someone engaged in guerilla
warfare is labeled a “terrorist” or a “freedom fighter” depends on
our sympathy with the cause. “Brainwashing” is social influence
we do not approve of. “Perversions” are sex acts we do not prac-
tice. A persuaswe message is “education” to those who believe it
and “propaganda” to those who do not.

The controlling effect of values extends -even beyond our choice
of descriptive labels. Something more serious than labeling was in-,
volved when political motivations prompted a commitment to the
idea that intelligence is entirely hereditary. The racist intentions of
some pioneers of mental testing transformed IQ tests into a potent

_political weapon. The ready ‘acceptance of invalid data suggesting
varying intelligence in different national groups provided a handy
rationale for quotas limiting the nnnugrauon of people who were
not northern Europeans.

The recent revelation that Cyril Burt’s classic evidence for the
genetic determinants of intelligence was apparently fraudulent
provided_a real embarrassment to psychology.'® Our embarrass-
ment has stemmed not so much from this demonstration of the ex-
tremes to which a scientist can go to grind his own axe, for every
profession is contaminated by a few dishonest scoundrels. It came
rather from the length of time it took us to challenge his data,
perhaps because professors were already disposed to believe that
their genes made their children naturally bright. Not surprisingly,
it was a scholar whose egalitarian values biased him toward refut-
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ing the assumption of heritable intelligence who first uncovered
the obvious flaws in Burt’s evidence. .

Leonard Berkowitz has called attention to contrasting conclusions
drawn by presidential commissions on violence and on obscenity
and pornography, despite parallel findings.2® The violence commis-
sion reasoned that because observing violence is shown to have at
least a small, temporary effect on aggressive behavior, we should
tighten restrictions on media violence. The obscenity commission
concluded that because observing sexually explicit material is
shown to have only a small, temporary effect on sexual behavior,
we should relax censorship of such material. Here again, we see
how the social sciences both lead and follow the ideas of their age.
Of course, because any policy recommendation is a product of val-
ues as well as facts, Berkowitz’s own concerns emerge from his
values. .

One of the more fascinating areas of recent research in develop-
mental psychology is moral development. Lawrence Kohlberg and
others have observed that moral thinking unfolds through a con-
sistent series of stages, just as physical development occurs in a
predictable sequence. Few people, however, ever reach the “high-
est” stage of moral development, the “post-conventional” level of
self-chosen moral principles. Experiments have therefore been
undertaken to ascertain how people may be stimulated to achieve
higher levels of “maturity” in their moral thinking. Notice here a
subtle shift from objective description of stages of meral thinking
to prescription of the post-conventional stage, which is essentially
equivalent to the application of situation ethics. People have
flocked to Kohlberg not only because he has renewed our apprecia-
tion for the importance of moral thought and has so effectively-de-
scribed its development, but also, I suspect, because his implicit
moral philosophy fits so well with our liberal intellectual control
beliefs. By seeming to provide a scientific basis for our own moral
thinking, Kohlberg’s scheme also provides a handy rationale for
judging opposing moral philosophies as “immature.” This becomes
explicit in Kohlberg’s contention that “the scientific theory as to
why people factually do move upward from stage to stage, and why
they factually do prefer a higher stage to a lower, is broadly the
same as a moral theory as to why people should prefer a higher
stage to a lower,”2!

But is it not the case that one could intellectually understand a
post-conventional level of moral thinking and yet espouse a
preceeding stage of moral thinking (e.g., a subjection-to-the-
will-of-God morality), as do many sophisticated philosophers ‘and
theologians? 22 Joseph Adelson even suggests that the presumed -
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universalism of the Kohlberg system “conceals an essentially eth-
nocentric bias, wherein the pinnacle of moral perfection amounts.
to little more than upper-middle-class American high-minded-
ness.” 23 (The self-contained individualism of Kohlberg’s moral ideal
also further illustrates the individualistic bias of American psychol-
0gy.) :

Again, my purpose is not to quarrel with the implicit value judg-
ments—in this case, Kohlberg’s ethical system. In many of these
cases I fully sympathize with the hidden values. I am simply trying
to demonstrate that there is no way to move from objective state-
ments of fact to prescriptive statements of what ought to be with-
out interposing one’s values—a point C. S. Lewis made so cogently
in The Abolition of Man.24

A final illustration comes from experimental psychology. In psy-
chology texts, it is often said that punishment is ineffective as a
training method. Actually, learning psychologists have demon-
strated that, under some conditions, strong punishment combined .
with reward for the desired response can be very effective. This
fact does not, however, necessarily commend its use, since our
value of loving kindness may compel us to use more humane tech-
niques of control. Our valuing of loving kindness rightfully inter-
venes between our scientific description of the sometime effec-
tiveness of punishment and our prescription of practical advice.
This point is apparently missed by those who allow their devaluing
of punishment to intrude upon their scientific statements-of its ac-
tual effectiveness.

I have identified all these examples of hidden values in psychol-
ogy to drive home the conclusion that psychologists are pervasively
influenced by their own world views. They confuse their moral
commitments with their knowledge. It is therefore of no small con-
sequence that antipathy to religion and other aspects of cultural
orthodoxy is widespread. Small wonder that Donald Campbell
created a storm of controversy by arguing in his 1975 presidential
address to the American Psychological Association that psycholo-
gists’ tendency to celebrate individual self-gratification and to dep-
recate traditional restraints encourages us to discard the wisdom of
social evolution. There is functional truth in moral, religious, and
social traditions, he contends, and we ignore it at great peril.

If, as I assert, there is in psychology today a general background as-
sumption that the human impulses provided by biological evolution are
right and optimal, both individually and socially, and that repressive or
inhibitory moral traditions are wrong, in my judgment this assumption
may now be regarded as scientifically wrong. . . . Furthermore, in pro-
pagating such a background perspective in the teaching of perhaps go% of
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college undergraduates (and increasing proportions of high school and el-
ementary school pupils), psychology may be contributing to the under-
mining of the retention of what may be extremely valuable social-evolu-
tionary inhibitory systems which we do not yet fully understand.2s

Campbell has challenged the control beliefs implicit in much of
psychology. Regardless of whether one agrees with what he pro-
poses, the essential point myist not be lost: because values inevita-
bly influence social scientific description and application, we had
best reflect on what our implicit values are and leam%o be true to
ourselves by seeking consistency and wholeness in all our beliefs
and commitments. _ ’

Because value decisions should properly concern us all, scien-
tists included, we must not abdicate them to the scientists alone.
Questions of moral obligation, of purpose and direction, of ultimate
meaning, are not directly addressed by a science of behavior. Some
writers argue therefore that we should “humanize psychology” to
include such questions. Although education in psychology should
indeed clarify the assumptions and values which are fundamental
to the discipline and should encourage students to be true to their
own convictions, we need not make psychology into another com-
peting humanities discipline. It is arrogant and foolish for psychol-
ogists to attempt to preempt the insights of religion, philosophy, lit-
erature, and the arts. Let the science of behavior be the science of
behavior, contributing its insights to one level of discourse, yet
humble and unpretentious enough to recognize that many of the
deeply significant questions of life are not psychological questions
and that we ought not talk of them as if they were. °

SUMMING UP

Several conclusions have emerged from our consideration of the
relationship between religious and scientific eXplanations of per-
sons. ,

1. During the past twenty-five years young Americans have be-
come increasingly fascinated with psychology and decreasingly
committed to traditional religious orthodoxy and church atten-
dance. It is tempting to speculate that the first trend has contrib-
uted to the second because it is also true that education in psychol-
ogy tends to be associated with irreligiousness.

2. Contrary to popular opinion, biblical thought has, on the
whole, historically been congenial to the scientific spirit, at least in
the natural sciences. With the old -science-religion skirmishes
largely behind us in the biological and physical sciences, the
newer human sciences are now the primary focus of science-
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. religion tension. Many people on both sides of the issue surmise an

inherent competition between scientific and religious under-
standings of persons—as one wins the other loses. This distorts the
biblical witness by separating God from his own creation, as in the
idea that the Spirit of God acts only through divine interventions to
fill the gaps in the natural explanation of events.

3. The alternative view is that God acts and reveals himself in
every event of the creation, which he continually sustains and
upholds. Various levels for comprehending this revelation—the bi-
ological, psychological, and religious, among them—are each ap-
propriaté and only appropriate to their own level. Thus, a Christian
view of psychology will celebrate psychological research as it com-
plements other levels of explanation and yet be sensitive to the in-
herent limitations of the discipline.

4. There is a fundamental unity to these different levels of ex-
planation, and some of the most exciting scholarship today is at
the meeting points of different disciplines. As yet, however, little
attention has been given to the integration of theology with
psychological research. A new adventure therefore awaits. those
~who probe the integration of biblical and scientific insights regard-

ing human behavior. As Henry Stob has written,

Biblical and natural revelation should never be disjoined; they were meant
to interact. It is only from the perspective supplied by the Bible that we
can rightly apprehend the message God conveys through the medium of
nature and history. And it is only in the light of the experience acquired
through our engagement with the space-time world that we are able to
read and understand the Bible 26

Before pursuing the integration of theologlcal and psycholog-
1cal perspectives on human nature, we should first recognize the
extent to which the theorizing of both psychologists and
theologians is suhtly controlled by their underlying assumptions
and values. Thus we should (a) be wary of subjecting science to
any particular theology or subjecting theology to any current
scientific theory; (b) strive to identify and achieve consistency
among our beliefs and values, both scholarly and religious; and (c)
scrutinize statements made in the name of psychology, including
those which I will be making, in order to discern the beliefs and

“values which are assumed.

The remaining sections of this book relate psychological re-
search and biblical thinking in four different areas. For each of
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these areas I have put the scientific conclusions and the related
religious ideas into separate chapters. Three of the sections begin
with a review of recent research and follow with relevant Christian
concepts; one does the reverse. In every case the separation be-
tween my scientific and religious thinking is actually not so sharp
as the chapter divisions might suggest. I have read the research
literature while wearing Judeo-Christian spectacles and read bibli-
cal and theological scholarship with the mind-set of a research
psychologist.

Why hide my own commitment, as do so many academic peo-
ple? The truth is that if I had no personal interest in Christianity, I
would never have gotten involved in this project. I do not apologize
for this lack of neutrality because, as we have seen, neutrality sel-
dom exists anyway. In being honest about where I am, my purpose
is not to coerce you into agreement, but just the reverse—to stimu-
late you to reflect upon your own view of human nature and to
draw from what follows that .which is useful in doing so.

NOTES

1. The best known of these philosophers is Thomas Kuhn. See his
- The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd. ‘ed. (Chicago Press, 1970).

2. Nicholas Woltersdorff, Reason within the Bounds of Religion
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), p. 66. This material was first delivered
as lectures to the Association of Reformed Colleges in 1974-75, two years
before I lectured in the same series.

3. My colleague, James van Putten, raised the last two questions in
response to Professor Woltersdorff’s lectures. . ,

4. J. M. Spier, What is Calvinistic Philosophy? (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1953), pp. 21-22. :

5. Ricardo B. Zuniga, “The Experimenting Society and Radical So-
cial Reform: The Role of the Social Scientist in Chile’s Unidad Popular
Experience,” American Psychologist 30 (1975): 9g-115.

6. R. Hooykaas, Religion and the Rise of Modern Science (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1972), p..36. Hooykaas goes on to explain how the fa-
thers of modern science considered their secularization of science to be its
Christianization because “they had freed science from the human author-
ity of theologians and philosophers and from the oppressive burden of its
old idols, forms and ideas” (p. 50). Science becomes truly free when we
put off rationalistic preconceptions and become as a little child, humbly
open to wherever nature leads. :

7. Charles H. Kraft, “Can Anthropoligical Insight Assist Evangelical
Theology?” Christian Scholar’s Review 7 (1977): 165-203, p. 181. -

8. Ian Barbour, Myths, Models and Paradigms (New York: Harper &
Row, 1974), p. 95.

- 9. Michael Polanyi, Science, Faith and Society (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1964), pp. 38-39.




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































