
human con scious ness has a more lim ited meta phys i cal
impor tance in Chris tian the ol ogy. Clearly Scrip ture teaches
that we are cre ated in God’s image despite its rel a tive
silence on these other issues. If con scious ness is a  natural
prim i tive, an embod ied soul, or a ghost in the machine,
then our moral place in the uni verse is still the same. We
answer to the Lord Jesus. My con cern is not that we will
lose our moral ity, our unique ness as humans, or our won -
der at God’s mirac u lous power, but that we have a clearer
appre ci a tion for how we have been cre ated rather than a
refusal to give up the “ghost.”

Note
1David Chalmers, The Con scious Mind: In Search of a Fun da men tal The -
ory (Cam bridge, Ox ford Uni ver sity Press, 1996).
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Dissimilarity of Theory Testing in
Historical and Hard Sciences: 
A Response to Keith Miller
Recently Keith Miller wrote an inter est ing arti cle empha -
siz ing sim i lar i ties between his tor i cal sci ences, such as
geol ogy, astron omy, and evo lu tion ary biol ogy, and
“hard” sci ences, such as chem is try and phys ics (“The Sim -
i lar ity of The ory Testing in the His tor i cal and ‘Hard’
Sci ences,” Per spec tives on Sci ence and Chris tian Faith 54, no.
2 [June 2002]: 119–22). While one can over state the dif fer -
ence between these two types of sci ences, as Miller
cred i bly argues, one can also under es ti mate that dif fer -
ence. Con sid er ation of Ian Hacking’s work on sci en tific
real ism sug gests that a nontrivial dif fer ence between the
two types of sci ence exists. Reflec tion on the doc trine of
prov i dence, which has both ordi nary and extraor di nary
aspects, empha sizes the dis tinc tion between the two types
of sci ences.

Accord ing to Miller, “[h]istorical sci ences are just as
pre dic tive, and test able, as the ‘hard’ sci ences” (p. 120).
He also argues that the objects of study in the two sorts of
sci ences are com pa ra ble in their degrees of acces si bil ity,
because, for exam ple, some phys i cal pro cesses are
unobservable, whereas some astro nom i cal pro cesses are
observ able. Cer tainly there is some truth in this state ment.
Before con ced ing the point to Miller wholly, how ever, one
should recall Ian Hacking’s work on exper i men ta tion and
sci en tific real ism.1 Accord ing to Hacking, when the pow -
ers of a the o ret i cal entity (such as the elec tron once was)
become under stood well enough that one uses it to con -
struct devices that manip u late other aspects of the phys i cal 
world, then one must admit that the the o ret i cal entity
really exists, as indeed every one does today in the case of
elec trons. (Quarks would be a suit able the o ret i cal entity
today.) But what can the his tor i cal sci ences offer as analogs 
to the elec tron in this regard? One can hardly use and

manip u late the Cre ta ceous period, or, for that mat ter, a
his tor i cal flood, to achieve some result today. Of course,
Hacking’s con di tion is intended to be suf fi cient, not nec es -
sary, for real ism about the entity in ques tion. Even so, the
inap pli ca bil ity of his con di tion to the his tor i cal sci ences
serves to remind us that their objects of study just are not
as avail able to the sci en tist as are those of the “hard”
sci ences.

With this reminder in mind, let us recall a rel e vant
aspect of an exem plary doc trine of prov i dence, drawn
from the tra di tional Pres by te rian doc trinal stan dards:
“God, in His ordi nary prov i dence, maketh use of means,
yet is free to work with out, above, and against them, at His 
plea sure.”2 It is clear that the “hard” sci ences per tain to
God’s ordi nary prov i dence, so it would be theo log i cally
inap pro pri ate to appeal to spe cial prov i dence to explain,
say, the motion of a fall ing object. His tor i cal sci ences, on
the other hand, involve both ordi nary and spe cial provi -
dences, assum ing that God has acted in spe cial ways in
his tory. As Chris tians, we must admit that God has at least 
occa sion ally acted in spe cial ways, or, in other words, per -
formed mir a cles. But if mir a cles have occa sion ally
occurred, and if his tor i cal sci ences are aimed at truth (as
Miller admits), then on what grounds should his tor i cal
 sciences—or at least those prima facie rel e vant to bib li cal
sto ries—admit only law-uni form the o ries, and not also
the o ries pos it ing mir a cles? But the admis sion of mir a cles
implies that the o ries about the past are underdetermined
by the data exist ing today or in the future. How, then, does 
one choose among the infin ity of empir i cally ade quate the -
o ries in some his tor i cal sci ence? Var i ous cri te ria might be
pro posed, but pre sum ably agree ment with rel e vant gen u -
ine divine tes ti mony, if any, is one of them. Such a cri te rion 
gen er ally does not appear in the “hard” sci ences. We are
led, then, to see a rather impor tant dif fer ence in the ory
test ing between his tor i cal sci ences and “hard” sci ences,
pace Miller. 

Notes
1I. Hacking, “Ex per i men ta tion and Sci en tific Re al ism,” in Sci ence
and the Quest for Re al ity, ed. A. I. Tauber, New York Uni ver sity, New 
York 1997; re printed from Sci en tific Re al ism, ed. J. Leplin, Uni ver sity 
of Cal i for nia, Berke ley 1984. 

2The West min ster Con fes sion of Faith, ch. 5, sec tion 3. 
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