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* ABSTRACT -

The purpose of this paper emphasizes the perspective of integrated approach
in the dialogue between science and religion by surveying various relations.

Ian G. Barbour proposed a fourfold typology as an aid to sorting out the great
variety of ways in which people have related science and religion. That is
Conflict, Independence, Dialogue, and Integration.

The perspective of integrated approach seeks more systematic and extensive
partnership between science and religion. There is a hypothetical consonance, a
theology of nature, process of philosophy, and confirmation in the integrated
approach. This approach holds that nature is understood to be a dynamic and in-
terdependent evolutionary process.

Philip Hefner holds that we are created co-creator in an ongoing process of
continuing creation. Evolution is God's way of creating free creatures and there-
by opening up further creative possibilities. So we are creatures of nature and
culture, conditioned by genes and previous history. As co-creators, we have
freedom and the capacity to seek new directions. And, we can participate in this
process in a responsible way.

Therefore these attempts to make sense of both religion and science con-
stitute one of our major resources for understanding and expressing our human
life today. Understanding the responsible in the perspective of christian social
ethics can be more viable and richer life on our planet today.

Keywords: Conflict, Independence, Dialogue, Integration, Hypothetical
Consonance, Theology of Nature, Process Philosophy,
Confirmation, Created Co-creator
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U RS Aokt i) shude 3 32 5(semper Creator)©]
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2] (omniscience)S Zal 9lom, 2}edo] oA Ty} 9L &
)39 FFe shpes AR el AAER P25 1ea AHE
o EA3 Rojsls 2gogn FEREY Fx W oz} A% #
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gAPENA AAIshE shbde o] &4 AlAlIA AR 7Fs S
ANEA AA S| SHS FEslTA} S-S o] Tt RS
o] 299l e BE ARAE ol EAeIA|VE 25 A= wjElz o

2 AR etk ol B9k shide] ohjet A5 shtdold

)IA

Barbour, When science meets religion, 114-115%.
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. The New Consonance, 29% A|Q1-&-



170 IsaAbsl g, A3

gl Agsitial A, e S Fiehs g os Bt
I 9] AxAfoln] AR] shiide AxRAA A FEAEs &
5 AR PR 2, Q7o) S wigdtial T ThA
Afzro] B shde FAQ1 EA)7} o} AAIE T3l 2AE 54
Ql Holm] AlFe] 95 2UL o] ks 29 B ole} A
AASH= WARHE 1= Qlttoloptz Hsle] 71 geek 4
A 7P 7R EARA 2R Te] Y2 EA4) 535S 2%
I BATHAY) webA QIR o U mif S S8 A5
& A =k

ShpeS Aol ARAZA B o} AlGH o R FxE Wshe
Foz olad uf) B} GFF ABS 2HA Hu, Q7o EAo ts)
ME A2 d4do] 7hsaiAl Heh.

40) Ian G. Barbour, When science meets religion, 117%. 3|58 Z=234S 7k Ao
2 aNet) shbde AETEA N fA80 ARE FEFde RN 1o X3S
222 At webA] FxAA A shbde] WAl 3eke] HloA AgkEE L
ANFz o shde 7L AIRE B4, oluA] ol de] T4 EAEA AlA-
AL Fejo} A Fofgict weba Feke] welA & wf, = ITREAIE AR
2 A osf zssln, FEA <A AHE 7] Az A)-Apo R U=
Aaldike] AAIZ HA ®Hr}h Arthur Peacoke, “The Challenge of Science to
Theology and the Church”, 13-15%.

41) Teilhard de Chardin, Christianity and Evolution, ©]& R}, “Ho]of2 & A= wo] o§A]
I} B9 GRS AT, T SuAg=F273,, 3325 AL

42) ognh, “wolof2 = Akzwie] it FHO| FAUFAT, 346-347%



N

YIS AT Aot Fae] Tl & B4 | o5 171

Asle] Ao QAZRE “shidel ofs) BxE FEPEAE Bk
o) o= BIH o s Ao RE ARy g It F

A eletar g%t

Qe Ao] FEF FHFRAIM, A BAL Af Lol VIS 2

A 13 sk AL Sed Uk Pl %

9] 212 409 W olleh Ak FEA ARl St &3 g

Aska 2 A AN AR 98 7P LA vlefel. olefd
A1)

ALE sk Aol Azl it 5okl & & Slrke)

FzU= 55 A2 9 IZES HASHA A1y} 7y ke
o e A2 JXEZ BUA SA AHFEE J2EE Ert o
21gh gL 719 e FEES YA Ao F olalstd At
AE olMA s 23154 & Alfd

FxH AR Nde Qo] &

o1 cloke Aol AR AR el sl ek 34

r
gi
mlo
:”.:
:@
O::,'
gg
_>|:4

43) =9 Tzl WL 19839 W e s ws] w7pelels] o] el wdt
EF{(the Panel on Bioethical Concerns of the National Council of Churches of Christ
in the U.S.A)eA #2033te] djel ehFals] slal A ALgwIgle) o] EEe S
Ui Bgolol S Feioh 24 ol ool Bzl B Yol A
Folat=s 5 BYES Ak 198610l nsle] S7RRES|As]e] A the
Governing Board of the Natlonal Council of Churches)ol] ]3] A=) 219 52
o o3 Fx= AqFAer JPHI e, 5L 2 shibde] der F55HA
e R Aol ik FUE BTE F8k] Aol Hoidtk o= DNAR
ol e B4R 98 FAlS] flelA] sirgahar we= S ERRITh o] Bk
= sk Soto] Qitol dhde] KA Azl ol Fs ke He AT
Fe AellA shubde] AlSAQl Aol QI3 Ftole] 7hsAdS ESirkaL 4 Hrk. Ronald
Cole-Turner, “Genetic Engineering: Our Role in Creation”, John M. Mangum, The
New Faith-Science Debate (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1989), 71%.
44) P. Hefner, The Human Factor, 264%, T. Peters ed, Science and Theology : The
New Consonance, 33%. #|o1&

r 2L o



172 Tlsartsge; A3
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A, 242 4o QA 1 AAR £33 ES AT =S 2
sl 5] 23E 7RI 4, #3711 <ol =3
A Algeia Agske 22 A-BESE AHET 3 BA AllA EA
k= Al #3E o R Yo ke s sk 5] HI-HIAQl o5A
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o] A4 o] = X(intentionality), & shpge] oEAle] Fdde 3
St} EA4, Qe omAe A S QlsiMy A3t F
S1A] @11, shde] F2EQ] A o & =4S fIg EHOZA]
IS S EAsE AMS B AlA, AAME A8 ks
shbde] Fgos FxE AoR olop|gith o A AlA QoA
shbd el o] HEslA RAHEE FEHATE Ao, QX skt
He] oert FANAE HEeHA Eejule gx2E £%S 7

the 2& olvjdick

3z o] Fxd FEFEAP NEL FF A7 FRS Frt
AU Q7] A9NS Al 22 FxAte] Yx]o] F= wikhubris)ol2}
= Hlgo] ok 22yt &z 9] FEgEAY JiEe QIZte] shud
=531 |(playing God)U Frolo] A AVd= FHEE ofof gtk &3 7}
ARG F2E FFFERAP ZAY] QIZMolsie B8t Ves Al B
A it Az & F St dZye shbde FERES =
(creatio ex nihilo)?} A& = (creatio continua) 255 33IHA
A7HRIS ] gk A= 312 WS AXBIATE 2e shde] 33l
Zhe 4X3 A Qe 328 EFAPTIEA 98] QA = H QIzE
Holil & o HYE5H & o AR 715 3 uElE g Ao

Re-& ATATESD A7k F2HS A A} B0l hde] %

49) Philip Hefner, “The Evolution of the Created Co-Creator,”, 183%.
50) T. Peters, “Science and Theology: Toward Consonance”, 33%;, wehA <l7to]



1
sk
Mo
ACH
T
o
%
::1‘
Ol
_IE
ofN
=
Lo,
oft
H‘.?L‘
o
i
o
=
o
ofN
o,
=
[6)]

7 7he-d FxE gxEolghs AolA vl digh Fle] TRt
Zlo|t}s)

& Hue e3dxAke] 7ol 7ksslr] flsire v 7 7 =4
o] T5Holof gL Hkth A, ke AT TAES viEA
S FFE & Il i TR AAE THAoRE doe Ao, =
A, ko] F2o] aRSH 23S ofF=H 2T FE ol e T
3 APZEe ZHAoR Fiths Zlolthsy) A WA 212 Hshrlee) w2k
Hel] g19de] 2 ofelee] gle = Heldh 13d)], F WAl 202 44
e FEoltk ol Aokt Fue) 12 viste} s FaAnt ad
F Atk AT A JsE TPt A 55 288k LA
shale 7jsto] ofujel EmAel A%-E FalA 7Fss
e shba ] Ag ZxAgdl theh Az 22 S35
S oM 7Fssittsy

ZU7E AR F2E FEFEA] HE2 Feah Fal Afole] o
e BEs] A% shte] 71goz Hrkd o= Fuek HAshe
dAANTE shue] Aoz ofel A AlAINA Izl 534S o

]

o
rr
oy
Y
=
<
*

& o
Ho
e
Lo
N

l

FESRe TSRS BRAAS AT A5t] A YA ALgslelok Fek

51) 2 B F0FE shide] BEe e 2asks Ao shiz shbdel A4
= B9l Folshe A0 HYFL shbde Aol HIES Bl LakAv]
wiok S22k spubele] BAo] wher)z Megn shbde SelE e 9% 5 vk
FHUTE, fAA 2L NES APAY| 0, shbdel $42 JAT%E S Pol
2 5 qrk $e shbe] 32 AGs T4 Ao BRES BE N W
27t g S40 gl o, shdAE 4Z2E 3)(creation-affirming) 313l %
ZE W8(creation-transforming)A1Z 4= Uth= Zlolth Tan G. Barbour, When science
meets religion, 144%.

52) Ronald Cole-Turner, “Genetic Engineering: Our Role in Creation”, John M.
Mangum, The New Faith-Science Debate (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1989),
2%,

53) 2 Pt FAFHIEAA nrke Az Baow FAFHS e8dEs f52
Baha A Ae B



176 V15uAbsl g, A3

gk A Aol ysitial =

thgk
mo] oy|Agle wely|ersle A

Jz3 G949 719k BAE SsiAE Bk Aol ek
el Al tialel A8 A Tage) BdE B9 A1
sejsbHe) BA7L Wayslolof gk oleld wel e BeASAA =

49e ﬂz}ﬂ»ﬂ AR EH 7 2
otk 4] FAE ABFEAPF ollet J2F shhd gom, A
Foe AHFEAL AN EF30 YY) Slo) BABCRE A

ot

S YR A 2SI Q1o st 3] DA ek ol
Yt 34 B S Qe SPAAZRE BE 43S Enolo}
4771240 A9e gielusit) meb gke AR e &

Sk =
= .
We BET AYS FEF shide Fol R 4



Aoz Aot} Fae NG 5 o FAP YT 2L 7ol
Stk o] RS 23FA TIANA A o) B

lsit e 7L Ak S aeA Ao
LS’H fhete Eaﬁ wr} 24 1 e Wgro

foi
Lo
B
X
o,
A .
% 2
0?,]1[ _OL
13 2
foE

JR E et
2 )
ol 2
2 o
2 3 £ =
a ﬁ\i
rol 0,
; Ky
ol N
X S
-LIO'L L
N ©>,
©ZE

uC ﬂllO u OH‘I
i Bl -
i‘i )
o o

X,
[o
—d
>~
)
R
52
o
rg
2o
ol
e
Lo
éé
ﬂl
i
T
_|>i
jat)
o
;T
i
olN M

o) BeAel g 45}74#4 A@E xmo 31 8

Zash Hete) niEAd WA B Bow BA 2 v, 9t

H2A S} AAAZAS] S B ole A& o], EAel P

e AWATIE SIS AAEA Bk 2 AsldseA ke 2
]

S5y &l gl J2¥ DEBYT FA) A2 A2 FHolA
29 FEREANT ¥ 4 I

3 2
weh] Sz AN FEREAI e B33} B3 Aloe] iy
2 3|83 99 hte] 71902A P ZBEA SR ofe



178 I5uAbsl g, A3

71EEgol AA71el A7k AZE thete = A7 24 <l = F=EA

EZ FA100 017}4 NS 7zro 2 g 78lr)eis}

A

AR, AEs, 715uAlsks Adsetate] vigl, thehr5ur 3], 2004,

282, "3hek} i Alolol A, 55 B4, 2006.

o), “wlololz = Akzee) AT B JHMK AT, T HaAIS e
F273, M2 71501 3, 2003.

o], AP Agae], T, 185, TLEFATA, 2005.

ZH Y, (et Alste] AR =4y, A2 oG 7T A 1A, 2006.

2215k, Tafstat Alste] s, Wiy 15aiA 3], 2003.

Barbour, Ian G, Religion And Science, Harper : SanFrancisco, 1997.

, When science meets religion, New York: HarperCollins Publishers,
2000.

Carlson, R. F. ed, Science and Christianity, (5%}, F@u=38l 715019 =4,
A& A, 2003).

Cole-Turner, Ronald. “Genetic Engineering: Our Role in Creation”, John M.
Mangum, The New Fuaith-Science Debate, Minneapolis: Augsburg
Fortress, 1989.

Durr, Hans-Peter ed, Gott, der Mensch und die Wissenschaft, (V3 T4, Q1
Zr 18 ar Bk, A2 A4l 2000).



B 218 919 Bl as] Bl 24 | ol 179

Del Ratzsch, Science & Its Limits (73734, #7%, [3s}dsl; H&1VP,
2002).

John J. Davis, The Frontiers of Science and Faith (=373, 7337, 1214]71¢]
he} Aok, A2 24 SIEE, 2004).

Gustafsson, Bengt. “The Current Scientific World View”, John M. Mangum,
The New Faith-Science Debate, Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1989.

Haught, John. “Is Religion Opposed to Science?”, David Shatz, Philosophy and
Faith, New York: Mcgrew-Hill, 2002.

Hefner, Philip. “The Evolution of the Created Co-Creator,” T. Peters ed, Science
and Theology : The New Consonance.

Mangum, John M. The New Fuaith-Science Debate, Minneapolis: Augsburg
Fortress, 1989.

Pannenberg, Wolthart “*332418}3} 2}93)8}°, Hans-Peter Durr, ed, Gott, der
Mensch und die Wissenschaffi.

Peacoke, Arthur. “The Challenge of Science to Theology and the Church”, John
M. Mangum, The New Faith-Science Debate, Minneapolis: Augsburg
Fortress, 1989.

Peters, T. “Science and Theology: Toward Consonance”, T. Peters, ed, Science
and Theology : The New Consonance, (Colorado: Westview Press,
1998).

Peters, Ted. “Reflections on Science as Vocation”, John M. Mangum, The New
Faith-Science Debate (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1989.

Peterson Michael, ed, Philosophy of Religion: Selected Readings, Oxford:
Oxford Univ. Press, 1996.

Shatz, David. Philosophy and Faith, New York: Mcgrew-Hill, 2002.

Southgate C. ed, God, Humanity and the Cosmos, T&T Clark Edinburgh,
1999.



