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Research Question: What do Christians think about the universe's origins within a Biblical and scientific context?
Word Count: Approximately 5231 including chart figures
Introduction
According to Nicholas Campion, the term cosmology can be defined as an account of the universe. While this account is more commonly understood as the study of the physical properties of the universe by means of scientific methods, cosmology can also be studied from an anthropological perspective.[footnoteRef:1] The anthropological account is one that studies the universe from the perspective of societal and cultural influences that make up an individual's or a society's world view. As archaeologist Timothy Darvill wrote on cosmology, ‘the world view and belief system of a community is based upon their understanding of their order of the universe’.[footnoteRef:2] Similarly, Freya Mathews, professor of Environmental Philosophy[footnoteRef:3] wrote that ‘cosmologies are not of course pulled out of the air to suit the convenience of the communities to which they are attached. They are conditioned by many and various historical, environmental, technological and social factors’.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Nicholas Campion, ‘The Importance of Cosmology in Culture: Contexts and Consequences’, in Trends in Modern Cosmology, ed. Abraao Jesse Capistrano de Souza, (InTech, 2017), <DOI: 10.5772/66010> [accessed April 25, 2025]]  [2:  Campion, Trends in Modern Cosmology, (2017)]  [3:  Freya Mathews, About Freya Mathews (2024) <https://www.freyamathews.net/about-me> [accessed April 30, 2025]]  [4:  Nicholas Campion, Astrology and Cosmology in the World’s Religions, (New York University Press, 2012), p. 6.] 

A cosmology then, can be a single system of belief, or comprised of many systems of belief. Religion and science can each be seen as its own system of cosmological belief, but can also conflict, merge or coexist within a wider network of cosmological beliefs. Religion and science are often perceived to be at odds with one another because they not only represent the largest bodies of knowledge,[footnoteRef:5] but also hold fundamentally different narratives about the origins of the universe. This conflict may be prevalent for Christians as they recognize Scripture as the true Word of God, however, 'truth' may be interpreted differently depending on the denomination and the individual. [5:  Elaine Howard Ecklund, Jerry Z. Park and Katherine L. Sorrell, ‘Scientists Negotiate Boundaries Between Religion and Science’, Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 50.1 (2011), pp. 552 – 569, <https://www.jstor.org/stable/41307103> [accessed April 24, 2025]
] 

In this paper, I discuss my research based around the question of what Christians think about the creation of life and the universe through their interpretation of biblical and scientific narratives. Specifically, it looks into what they believe about biblical and scientific narratives and whether they believe these forms of knowledge can be reconciled. The research was conducted through the use of questionnaires and interviews that were completed by the attendees of a Baptist Church in Southern Ontario, Canada. The church uses a guide produced by the Canadian Baptists of Ontario and Quebec (CBOQ) as a reference for their theological position. The CBOQ recognizes the Bible as a source of Christian Truth while welcoming insight from science and other human skills.[footnoteRef:6] The research aims to find out how or whether Christians use the Bible and science to form their cosmological understanding of life and the universe’s origins. [6:  Canadian Baptists of Ontario and Quebec, ‘This we Believe: Resources for Faith with Baptist Distinctives, (2023), p. 7. <https://baptist.ca/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/This-We-Believe_2023-UPDATE.pdf> [accessed April 26, 2025]] 

Academic Framework
A universal conflict between Christian theology and study of the natural world did not exist in the Middle Ages.[footnoteRef:7] According to Peter Harrison, the concept of religion and Christianity’s categorization under it came into being in the 17th century as a product of this period.[footnoteRef:8] Commonality was observed between Christianity and other faiths, and the term ‘religion’ was developed for the purpose of allowing Christianity to be compared and judged against other faiths.[footnoteRef:9] Science on the other hand, was developed sometime between the mid 18th to 19th century.[footnoteRef:10] Study of the natural world existed prior to the invention of science, but it existed as a form of natural history and philosophy.[footnoteRef:11] Unlike science, which seeks knowledge or develops theories based on demonstrable proof, natural science and philosophy approached their understand of the world via probable terms.[footnoteRef:12] The natural world, studied under the discipline of natural history and philosophy, was understood to be a product of God’s will, achievements, purposes and messages to mankind.[footnoteRef:13] By the early 20th century, natural history and philosophy was replaced by secular science, and the study of the natural world lost its moral and theological orientation.[footnoteRef:14] [7:  John H. Evans, ‘The Academic Analysts of the Relationship Between Religion and Science’, in Morals Not Knowledge: Recasting the Contemporary U.S. Conflict between Religion and Science, (University of California Press, 2018), pp. 44-62 (p. 45), <https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/10.1525/j.ctt2204r5c> [accessed April 25, 2025]]  [8:  Peter Harrison, ‘“Science” and “Religion”: Constructing the Boundaries’, The Journal of Religion, 82.1 (2006), pp. 81-106, (p. 81) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/497085> [accessed April 24, 2025]]  [9:  Harrison, ‘“Science” and “Religion”: Constructing the Boundaries’, p. 81.]  [10:  Ibid. p. 81. ]  [11:  Ibid. p. 84. ]  [12:  Ibid. p. 84. ]  [13:  Ibid. p. 84. ]  [14:  Ibid. p. 88. ] 

Biologist Thomas Huxley (1825 – 1895), was attributed by Joseph Laracy to be a major instigator of the ‘conflict hypothesis’ that pit religion and science against each other.[footnoteRef:15] While Harrison also credited Huxley for playing a role in driving secular science to the centre of Victorian culture, there were other factors that supported the rationalization of society. According to John Evans, sociologist Max Weber (1864–1920),[footnoteRef:16] thought that the Protestant Reformation was a strong influence for the process.[footnoteRef:17] When Protestantism abolished the Catholic traditions that contained supernatural elements such as sacraments of the church, intercessions of the saints and influence of the supernatural in miracles, it created room for the development of a systematic and rational view of understanding the world.[footnoteRef:18] The mysterious forces of God were increasingly replaced by the systematic and rational techniques of science.[footnoteRef:19] The rationalist way of viewing the world meant that claims from the Bible were in conflict with the empirical way of viewing the world.[footnoteRef:20] Charles Taylor theorized as well, that the secularization of the modern world was not directly driven by anti-Christian rhetoric, but by the increased trust in new inventions and newly constructed self-understanding.[footnoteRef:21] [15:  Joseph R. Laracy, ‘Science and Religion, Ian Barbour’s Legacy’, Interdisciplinary Encyclopedia of Religion and Science (2023), <https://inters.org/ian-barbour-legacy> [accessed April 26, 2025]]  [16:  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Max Weber (2022) <https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/weber/> [accessed April 30, 2025]]  [17:  Evans, Morals Not Knowledge: Recasting the Contemporary U.S. Conflict between Religion and Science, p. 50.]  [18:  Ibid. p. 50.]  [19:  Ibid. p. 50.]  [20:  Ibid. p. 50.]  [21:  Andrew F. Smith, ‘Secularity and biblical literalism: confronting the case for epistemological diversity’, International Journal for Philosophy of Religion, 71.3 (2012), pp. 205 – 219, p. 211. <https://www.jstor.org/stable/23258344> [accessed April 25, 2025]] 

The Protestant Reformation also caused changes to biblical interpretation.[footnoteRef:22] For much of Christian history dating as far back as early Christian theologian Origen (185 CE - 253 CE)[footnoteRef:23] and Church Father St. Augustine (354 CE – 430 CE),[footnoteRef:24] the Bible was thought to contain literal and figurative messages, or sometimes literal and figurative messages within the same passage. However, it was through the premise of the Protestant Reform, that God should be known through Scripture alone, that later gave rise to Christian sects in the United States that embraced full biblical literalism and inerrancy.[footnoteRef:25] Biblical literalism, can be considered a form of biblical inerrancy, particularly as it relates to the origins of life and the universe.[footnoteRef:26] Biblical literalism can be expressed through creation science, or new science of design.[footnoteRef:27] [22:  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Creationism (2018) <https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/creationism/> [accessed April 30, 2025]]  [23:  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Origen (2022) <https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/augustine/> [accessed April 30, 2025]]  [24:  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Augustine of Hippo (2024) <https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/augustine/> [accessed April 30, 2025]]  [25:  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Creationism (2018) ]  [26:  Smith, ‘Secularity and biblical literalism: confronting the case for epistemological diversity’, p. 205.]  [27:  Ibid. p. 206. ] 

In partial rejection of the ‘conflict hypothesis’, theologian and physicist Ian Barbour developed a four-fold typology to categorize the ways in which religion and science can interact with each other.[footnoteRef:28] The categories included ‘Conflict’, ‘Independence’, ‘Dialogue’ and ‘Integration’, which will be discussed in greater detail in the subsequent sections outlining the results. Barbour’s theory worked on the presumption that the Bible and scientific findings or theories can be understood in different ways to warrant all the different types of ways they can interact with one another.[footnoteRef:29] [28:  Laracy, 2023]  [29:  Ibid. no page number] 

In consideration of the historical context that has led to our current secular environment, the rationalization of scripture, the popularization of theories that integrate Scripture and science, and this church’s position to scientific knowledge, my hypotheses for the research are 1) the informants will accept science into their overall cosmology, and 2) there will be a form of integration of biblical knowledge and science in their cosmological framework.
Methodology
Research was conducted with the use of questionnaires and interviews. The questionnaire was sectioned off into the following seven sections: Section 1) consent waiver, Section 2) demographic information, 3) views on God, Section 4) Biblical interpretation, Section 5) scientific interpretation, Section 6) personal cosmology, and Section 7) contact information.
The questionnaire contained a mix of multiple-choice and short answer questions. The purpose of having quantitative multiple-choice questions was so that it could be compared against a particular framework.[footnoteRef:30] It also allowed the data could be controlled and measured.[footnoteRef:31] Since the purpose was to explore personal cosmologies, I wanted the questionnaire to contain as much variability as possible. Likert scales were used for some of the questions to allow strength of response,[footnoteRef:32] and nearly every multiple-choice question had an ‘other’ option just in case informants did not find their views represented. The multiple-choice questions alone would not have achieved the goal of understanding the context behind the answers; therefore, Sections 4-6 also contain short answer questions for informants to share their own views. Short open-ended questions allowed informants to provide their thoughts and experiences from their own perspectives.[footnoteRef:33]  [30:  Bell, Judith, Doing your Research Project: A Guide for First-Time Researchers, (Open University Press, 2014), p. 355.]  [31:  Alan Bryman, Quantity and Quality in Social Research, (Francis Taylor e-Library, 2004), p. 5.]  [32:  Bell, Doing your Research Project: A Guide for First-Time Researchers, p. 3358.]  [33:  Bryman, Quantity and Quality in Social Research, p. 15.] 

The survey questions were reviewed by three individuals prior to distribution, and one of them was able to pilot the questionnaire. Feedback from the review enabled me to refine the questionnaire. Piloting helps to eliminate items that do not generate usable data.[footnoteRef:34]  [34:  Bell, Doing your Research Project: A Guide for First-Time Researchers, p. 3444.] 

Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured format. A series of preset questions were asked, along with other questions that emerged as a result of the responses provided on their questionnaire. Structured portions of the interview allowed the data I collected to be easily summarized and analyzed.[footnoteRef:35] Unstructured portions allowed informants to identify areas of significance.[footnoteRef:36] [35:  Ibid. p. 3659 ]  [36:  Ibid. p. 3706 ] 

Research Distribution
Consent from the church was obtained prior to the start of the research. Informants were either recruited by me or by the attendee I went to church with. Although the attendee did not have an official position at the church, he had a much stronger connection with the other church attendees than I did. He was able to serve as a gatekeeper to the community. Gatekeepers can help identify eligible parties that may be interested in participating.[footnoteRef:37] Approaching attendees in person gave the advantage of explaining the area of research and screened candidates for interest.[footnoteRef:38] [37:  Monique Hennink, Inge Hutter and Ajay Bailey, Qualitative Research Methods (Sage Publications, 2020), p. 99.]  [38:  Bell, Doing your Research Project: A Guide for First-Time Researchers, p. 3466.
.] 

The questionnaire was created on Google Docs. The link to the survey was distributed by email and through a text messaging app. The questionnaire was sent to 22 attendees. Over a 3-week period, 14 attendees responded. The high response rate may be attributed by the fact that only attendees that had shown previous interest were sent the questionnaire. 4 informants were interviewed. Three of the interviews were conducted over Microsoft Teams while one was conducted in a public space. The interviews were recorded and transcribed by AI with the consent of the interviewees. The interviewee names used in this paper are not their real names.
Reflexive Position
As a theological outsider, my connection with this church is through my relationship with a regular attendee of this church. Although this individual partakes in a variety of church activities, my own involvement and church attendance is much less. I believe in divinity but my beliefs about God are informed by different faiths, spiritual philosophies and my own experiences. While I share some commonality with the Christian perceptions of God, I do not subscribe exclusively to Christian theology. 
In consideration of my own reflexive position, my primary concern for this research is that my lack of theological, cultural and experiential knowledge on Christianity will present a challenge in achieving ‘Verstehen’. Given that this research is about the beliefs of my informants, it is important to me that I am able to understand them from their own contextual perspective. As Hennink, Hutter and Bailey stated, any researcher will come with their own experiences, assumptions, positioning and behaviour.[footnoteRef:39] It is important for me to consider my reflexive position at every stage of the research process.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  Hennink, Hutter and Bailey, Qualitative Research Methods, p. 19.]  [40:  Ibid. p. 19.] 

Results – Trends in Population Sample
Of the 14 informants, 9 were male, 5 were female. 12 of them belonged in the Millennial age group ranging from 29 to 44, while 2 belonged in Generation X, ranging from 45 to 60 years of age. Attendees under the age of 18 were not eligible to participate. 12 belonged to a Baptist denomination while 1 one Roman Catholic and another was Anglican. 3 participants had a career that involved knowledge and or practice of Christianity and 3 participants had a career that involved practice or knowledge of science. The sample size was too small to determine conclusively whether age, denomination, or involvement with science or Christianity for their career had an impact on what they think. Results showed that there was no identifiable difference for how any one particular group of informants answered the questions as compared to the rest of the informant population.
The data suggested that female informants leaned more strongly into interpreting the Bible literally. While I found some academic sources on gender differences in Bible interpretation, the reasons given did not apply to this group of informants. Further enquiry would be required to determine whether the pattern can be replicated in a larger sample size, and if so, what the reasons for it would be.
Section 3 concerned the view of God’s role in creation, and whether the Bible was exhaustive of conveying God’s work (Figure 1). The results showed that a strong majority held God at the centre of their understanding of the world. When comparing the results of each individual respondent, those who held God at the centre of their understanding of the world were also more likely to believe God created life and the universe, and that they could not have been created without God’s influence. Informants that did not hold God at the centre of the universe were more likely to express doubt that God created life and the universe or that they needed to be created with God’s influence. Most respondents, regardless of whether they held God at the centre of their understanding of the world believed that the biblical account was not an exhaustive historical account on the creation of life and the universe. 
Figure 1. Note: Charts display numerical values but not the relationships between them.
	
	Is God at the centre of your understanding of the world?
	Do you believe God created life and the universe?
	Do you believe the Bible presents an exhaustive historical account on the creation of life and the universe?
	Do you believe life and the universe can be created without God's influence?

	Yes
	12
	11
	0
	2

	No
	1
	0
	11
	10

	Other
	1
	1
	3
	2



Sections 4 and 5 were about the interpretation of the Bible and science. They were designed to mirror each other to determine if they interpreted the Bible and science in the same way. The first question in each section asked if they relied on each category on knowledge for their understanding of the world (Figure 2). Half of the informants indicated that they relied on the Bible and science in equal amounts. For example, those who picked ‘Often’ on whether they relied on the Bible, would also pick ‘Often’ in their response to whether they relied on science to understand the world. For the informants that had not relied on Scripture and science equally, most relied on science over Scripture. Their responses were compared to a question in Section 6 about compatibility between Scripture and science (Figure 2). Those who selected ‘Often’ for reliance on both Scripture and science were more likely to find Genesis 1 and 2 to be compatible with scientific theories on creation of life and the universe. Those who selected ‘sometimes’ for both Scripture and science, or relied on one source more than the other were more likely to find them ‘sometimes’, ‘not often’ or ‘never’ compatible.
Figure 2. Note: Charts display numerical values but not the relationships between them
	
	Do you rely on the Bible or Biblical teachings for your understanding of the world?

(From Section 4)
	Do you rely on science for your understanding of the world?

(From Section 5)
	Do you believe the accounts from Genesis 1 and Genesis 2 are compatible with scientific theories in explaining the creation of life and the universe?

(From Section 6)


	Always
	1
	2
	1

	Often
	5
	7
	3

	Sometimes
	5
	4
	6

	Not Often
	2
	0
	2

	Never
	0
	0
	2

	Other
	0
	0
	0



The next set of questions in Sections 4 and 5 contained questions on whether the Bible and science, and their respective accounts on the cosmological origins of life and the universe could be taken literally or figuratively (Figure 3 and Figure 4). While most informants believed ‘some’ parts of the Bible as a whole could be interpreted literally and figuratively, the consensus on how Genesis 1 and 2 should be interpreted leaned more strongly into the figurative. The more strongly they leaned towards a literal interpretation, the more strongly they leaned against the figurative interpretation, and vice versa. For example, if they had selected ‘all’ parts should be interpreted literally, then they also selected ‘none’ of the parts should be interpreted figuratively, and vice versa. For the informants that provided strong answers on the Genesis questions, their answers on the science questions did not vary greatly from the rest of the informants.
Figure 3. Note: Charts display numerical values but not the relationships between them.
	
	Do you believe the Bible should be interpreted literally?
	Do you believe the Bible should be interpreted figuratively?
	Do you believe the events described in Genesis 1 and Genesis 2, about the creation of the universe, should be interpreted literally?
	Do you believe the events described in Genesis 1 and Genesis 2, about the creation of the universe, should be interpreted figuratively?


	Do you believe the events described in Genesis 1 and Genesis 2, about the creation of life, should be interpreted literally?
	Do you believe the events described in Genesis 1 and Genesis 2, about the creation of life, should be interpreted figuratively?

	All 
	0
	1
	0
	4
	1
	5

	Most 
	1
	5
	1
	7
	2
	4

	Some
	10
	8
	5
	2
	6
	3

	Few 
	3
	0
	3
	0
	1
	1

	None 
	0
	0
	4
	1
	4
	1

	Other
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0



Figure 4. Note: Charts display numerical values but not the relationships between them.
	
	Do you believe science, when done correctly, should be interpreted literally?
	Do you believe science, when done correctly, should be interpreted figuratively?
	Do you believe scientific theories about the creation of the universe should be interpreted literally? An example of a scientific theory on the creation of the universe is the Big Bang theory
	Do you believe scientific theories about the creation of the universe should be interpreted figuratively? An example of a scientific theory on the creation of the universe is the Big Bang theory.
	Do you believe scientific theories about the creation
/
development of life should interpreted literally? An example of a scientific theory on the creation of life is evolution.
	Do you believe scientific theories about the creation
/
development of life should interpreted figuratively? An example of a scientific theory on the creation
/
development of life is evolution.

	All
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Most
	6
	0
	5
	1
	5
	2

	Some
	4
	7
	5
	5
	4
	7

	Few
	0
	5
	1
	5
	1
	3

	None
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Other
	0
	1
	1
	2
	2
	0



The next series of multiple-choice questions were in Section 6. They looked into whether there were any interactions between the biblical and scientific knowledge. One question asked if they thought that Genesis 1 and 2 are compatible with scientific theories about the origins of life and the universe (Figure 2). Nearly half of the responses landed in the ‘sometimes’ category, and the remaining responses were evenly split being compatible and not being compatible. However, feelings about whether they where compatible did not generally affect how valid they thought biblical and scientific narratives were. In a question asking whether they thought biblical and scientific theories needed to fit within the context of one another in order to be valid, a large majority selected the option indicating that biblical and scientific theories can exist on their own and still have validity. There was only one response stating that science needed to fit within the Biblical narrative to be valid, and one that stated that Biblical narratives needed to fit within scientific narratives to be valid.           
Results – Knowledge Perception
In addition to the multiple-choice questions, Sections 4 and 5 also came with the questions ‘how do you determine which parts of the Bible to take literally and which parts to take figuratively?’ and ‘how do you determine which scientific theories/findings to take literally and which parts to take figuratively?’. The questions produced answers I had not expected. They were unexpected in terms of how they were answered rather than what they answered. 
For the question on ‘how do you determine which parts of the Bible to take literally and which parts to take figuratively?’, some informants relied on what they thought was the intent of the Bible passage, and the style it was written in. For example, if the passage was presented as a poem or in metaphorical language, then it would be considered figurative. But if it was historical, then it would be considered literal. Other informants provided specific sections they thought were literal or figurative, but did not explain how they knew. Many emphasized that it was important to consider the historical context of when these Bible passages were written and how people understood the world at the time. A small minority provided that they were able to distinguish what was literal versus figurative by comparing it to the scientific or other knowledge we have today. 
By contrast, the question on ‘how do you determine which scientific theories/findings to take literally and which parts to take figuratively?’ received answers that credit the use of logic or presence of empirical evidence. For example, informants were able to determine what was literal versus figurative by reviewing whether scientific claims had demonstrable evidence. If a scientific claim was grounded in evidence, then it could be taken literally. If it was unsupported by evidence, then it would be considered figurative. 
The contrast between informant answers on the short answer questions in Section 4 and 5 identified a problem with the multiple-choice questions in those sections. Sections 4 and 5 contained a glossary explaining that for the questionnaire, the term 'figuratively' can share similar meanings as 'symbolic' or 'metaphorical'. However, this may not have prevented a misunderstanding between myself and the informants. 
When answering ‘how do you determine which parts of the Bible to take literally and which parts to take figuratively?’, it would appear that their interpretation of the term ‘figurative’ did align with the terms ‘symbolic’ or ‘metaphorical’. When answering question ‘how do you determine which scientific theories/findings to take literally and which parts to take figuratively?’, it seemed as though they were equating the term ‘figurative’ with what I would think of as 'invalid'. 
The opportunity to clarify on some of their answers came during the interviews. Interviewees Jamie and Taylor confirmed that the term ‘figuratively’ was used differently when answering question about the Bible and science. For the Bible, passages they considered ‘figurative’ served a purpose in conveying something about God’s character, or a moral lesson that was important for Christians to know. For science however, the term ‘figurative’ was used to express that scientific theories were non-factual rather than to express belief that science or scientific theories conveyed any symbolic meaning. Another interviewee, Bob, clarified that his use of the term ‘figurative’ really did mean ‘symbolic’ in the case of Scripture and science. For science, he discovered that the laws of physics did not work on a subatomic level. From there, he came to the revelation that science was only symbolic or how we view the world, but it was no more objective than any other type of world view. Finally, Terry, who had selected ‘none of it should be interpreted figuratively’ for the majority of the science related questions, shared that he did not interpret science figuratively. If the science was incorrect, it would just be invalid, but it would not be symbolic of anything. 
The difference in how the informants processed these series questions demonstrated the way they experienced Christianity and science as categories of knowledge. When discussing the Bible, informants used logic determine what was literal versus what was figurative, but most did not require empirical evidence. When discussing scientific information, most informants used modern rationalized thinking and were much less trusting of it unless there was empirical evidence. Similarly, the literal-figurative continuum is common for discussions about Bible interpretation, and therefore, the question did not appear to present as many misunderstandings. However, science is usually considered in a literal-nonliteral, or factual-nonfactual continuum, and therefore, the framing of the question may have forced some informants to select the term ‘figurative’ even when they meant something else. The original intent of having the two sections mirror each other was so that I could remove bias on how science was ‘supposed’ to be interpreted. In the end, it seemed to have had an opposite effect of leading informants into an answer they did not intend to give. The ambiguity in how the term ‘figurative’ was interpreted between myself and the informants undermines my ability to correctly interpret the answers to any question that uses it. 
This series of questions unintentionally illustrated how informants used the principles from each cosmology to determine how each knowledge category should be processed and understood. Although Jenny Blain’s research of shamanism was not in the original academic research framework, her work brings insight on switching between knowledge categories. Shamans, she explained, lived between worlds.[footnoteRef:41] They switched between living in the everyday ‘worlds’ of people that that operate on the discourse of rationalism, and their other ‘world’ oriented around their spirituality.[footnoteRef:42] In a sense, thinking about Scripture and science within its own context is like switching between ‘worlds’. [41:   Jenny Blain, ‘Speaking Shamanistically: Seidr, Academia and Rationality’, Diskus, 6 (2000), Microsoft Word document (p. 3) <https://jbasr.com/basr/diskus/diskus1-6/blain.txt> [accessed April 30, 2025]]  [42:  Blain, ‘Speaking Shamanistically: Seidr, Academia and Rationality’, Microsoft Word document p. 3.
] 

It would be disingenuous to say there was no knowledge crossover though. For example, some informants expressed skepticism over whether the world really was created in six, twenty-four-hour days. For them to have skepticism over the claim meant that they must possess some body of knowledge informing them of the unlikelihood. Similarly, some informants thought God was responsible for the Big Bang, indicating the role faith plays in their understanding of science.
This method of knowledge switching supports the observation Harrison made in his paper discussing the development of modern science. He demonstrated how knowledge about the world was understood was based on the dominant world view of the time. He considered ‘science’ to be a human construct. It was not necessarily that scientific knowledge was socially constructed, but rather, science was a socially constructed way of perceiving the world.[footnoteRef:43] The informant responses showed that they were able to embody different worldviews without having to exist in two different time periods. [43:  Harrison, ‘“Science” and “Religion”: Constructing the Boundaries’, p. 80.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk196664022]Barbour’s Typology
Using Barbour’s typology system, I attempted to categorize the different viewpoints informants had on the relationship between Scripture and science. In trying to categorize these different viewpoints, it appeared that there could be a multitude of view points present within one category, a singular viewpoint that seemed to fall into more than one category, or the same person holding multiple viewpoints.
The first of Barbour’s category is ‘Conflict’. For ‘Conflict’ to apply, they would need to either choose Scripture and reject science, or choose science and reject Scripture.[footnoteRef:44] It did not seem as though any of the informants held views that would fall strictly under the ‘Conflict’ category, as I did not see any responses that were a total rejection of either Scripture or science. The closest viewpoint came from two informants who believed in the literal interpretation of Genesis 1 and 2. One believed that if God had the power to create the laws of nature, He also had the power to break them for His own purposes. The other felt more deeply connected with Genesis 1 and 2, despite exposure to scientific theories through school. The two informants believed in evolution to some degree, but it must corroborate with the biblical account, which may made some of their views more akin to the ‘dialogue’ category. [44:  Michael J. Reiss, ‘The Relationship between Evolutionary Biology and Religion’, Evolution, 63.7 (2009), pp. 1934 – 1941, p. 1937. <https://www.jstor.org/stable/40306267> [accessed April 25, 2025]] 

The second category is ‘Independence’. Under this view, science and religion operate independently with their own methods and functions. Each is distinct and enjoys their own autonomy.[footnoteRef:45] There were a few viewpoints that represented this category. For one informant, science was something that informed him of the physical world while Christianity set a guideline for proper moral or righteous conduct. He had a favourable view of religion in general, but did not rely on it for information about the physical world. For another informant, comparing Scripture with scientific theories were like comparing colours and numbers. Genesis 1 and 2 sought to address the question of ‘why’, while scientific theories sought to address the question of ‘how’. [45:  Reiss, ‘The Relationship between Evolutionary Biology and Religion’, p. 1937.
] 

The third category is ‘Dialogue’. ‘Dialogue’ is established on the principle that science and religion share commonality with one another, each one filling a gap the other cannot explain.[footnoteRef:46] It forces people to ask questions about the other.[footnoteRef:47] Dialogue was likely the most difficult to identify in informant responses because the concept of ‘Dialogue’ can intermingle with ‘Integration’. The category had, by far, the largest number of responses. One of the most common views, which may straddle on the border of ‘Integration’, was the questioning of the origins of the Big Bang that created the universe. They believed that something cannot come from nothing, and that God was the ‘something’ that caused the Big Bang. Another common response was the questioning of the time it took God to create the universe. They believed that the six ‘days’ in the Bible were Godly days, which lasted for human equivalent of eons.  [46:  Laracy, 2023]  [47:  Reiss, ‘The Relationship between Evolutionary Biology and Religion’, p. 1938.] 

The fourth and final category is ‘Integration’. ‘Integration’ could be subcategorized under ‘natural theology’ which looks for proof of God from aspects of nature.[footnoteRef:48] It can also include other theories that integrate God and science. A few informants mentioned intelligent design as a form of integration. For one informant, it seemed unlikely that the earth’s ecosystem could exist with the level of cohesion that it does. The way nature works so perfectly was likely done by the intervention of a divine designer.  [48:  Ibid. p. 1938.] 

The majority of the viewpoints landed in the ‘Dialogue’ and ‘Integration’ category indicating that the informants did generally have a theoretical framework for understanding the interaction between Scripture and science. Analysis with each informant’s multiple-choice answers showed that informants that relied equally on Scripture and science for information were more likely to have views that land in the ‘Independence’ and ‘dialogue’ category, supporting the idea that they are working within two frameworks that might have some interaction with each other. Informants that showed a clear preference for either the Bible or scientific information appear to have a more singular framework with pieces of knowledge from the other to supplement. 
Conclusion
This research started as a means of finding out what Christians think of the origin life and the universe of from a Biblical and scientific context. The research was based off of a widespread presumption that the Bible and science, particularly as it relates to cosmological origins was in conflict with each other. The aim of the study was to find out how or whether Christians reconcile the conflict between these two bodies of knowledge. The academic framework was based on the historical context that led to this conflict, how the Bible may be understood today, and Barbour’s theory on how the Bible and science may be able to relate to each other. The hypothesis was that there would be a strong degree of integration based on the rationalizing influence on secular society and the Bible itself, and that integration theories may fall into Barbour’s typology. 
The results from the study showed that rather than integrating Biblical and scientific knowledge to create one cohesive cosmology, there was a tendency to compartmentalize the knowledge instead. The multiple-choice questions showed that there was not a strong correlation between how Biblical knowledge was interpreted and how scientific information was interpreted. Most people thought that the Bible and science did not need to fit into the context of one another in order to be valid. The short answers also supported this. Most informants had some theories of ‘Integration’ but it was generally limited to certain passages in Genesis 1 or 2, rather than Genesis 1 and 2 as a whole.
While there were some trends that were present in this study, it is important to consider that it was a small stratified sample. Further research will need to be done to confirm research findings.
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