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Usually science, philosophy and theology are considered by their professional separations: each one as an unit and each other separated. Given this separation, to join together them is extremely problematic, so most scholars satisfy themselves by finding out philosophical notions that give simple ties. But the history shows that each discipline is severed in several parts. In the case of "harder" science, physics, only in 17th Century its theory was monopolized by Newton’s mechanics; then in 18th Century essentially different theories (thermodynamics and electromagnetism) arose and in 20th Century even more different were relativity and quantum mechanics, which for more resulted to be mutually incompatible. In the history of philosophy the internal separations are well-known. The internal division of theology is manifested by the religions admitting God and those denying it (eg. Buddhism), those of a pastoral attitude (orthopraxis) and those of a theoretical attitude (orthodoxy). At intellectual level, there exist four types of theology: Biblical, Historical, Dogmatic and Systematic.

Here it is proposed an internal fracturing of each of the above three disciplines according to the same foundational structure; so that the connections between the disciplines are given before giving their internal separations. Each discipline is based on two dichotomies whose origin is traced back to Leibniz’ "two labyrinths of human reason": "infinite" (either actual or potential) and "either law or freedom"; in my opinion, Leibniz expressed subjectively the latter labyrinth, which in structural terms concerns two types of (theoretical) organization: either an organization in which from fixed premises (principles-axioms) one rigorously derives all the consequences (for social behavior and his mind), or the organization of a free search for achieving a new method capable to solve a crucial problem.

On the two dichotomies four pairs of choices are possible; each of which constitutes the foundation of one out four theoretical model. These are easily recognizable in theoretical physics (and its history too, then that is much more detailed and more complete)
 and theology (see above the four kinds of theologies).
 As a consequence knowledge is essentially pluralistic, as the life essentially is.
This same pluralism will be recognized in biology.
 In general, it is easily recognized that the two notions of organization and infinite mark the difference of a living body from inorganic bodies: it has an exclusive organization and has a coded information projecting it endlessly in time and space.
More specifically, in theoretical biology we can recognize the same two dichotomies by comparing two specific theories. The theory of evolution is based on the more ambitious two choices: the actual infinite in the time dimension (which in fact goes from minus infinity to plus infinity) and the organization of the whole biological nature as derived from a principle (the so-called natural selection). These choices are the same as the Newtonian scientific paradigm; thus the theory of evolution share the same model of scientific theory which has long dominated the science; and they are the same choices of the dogmatic theology, which, however, the theory of evolution is opposed because its principle is opposed to all usual theological principles.
Instead biblical theology (Genesis 3 and the Gospels) is based on the opposite choices: the infinite in the individual relationships and the organization aimed to solve the problem of multiplicity (of directions of life) by leading them to the unity (in God; in other terms, the problem of salvation). Example of a biological theory based on the same choices is Mendel’s genetics: the infinity of the step by step of one generation after another, and the organization conveying the multiplicity of living beings in genetic units.
Thus also theoretical biology, from its beginning, was severed into theoretical models which are mutually incompatible, or rather mutually immeasurable.

About the issue whether a scientific theory and a theological theory are mutually compatible, it should be noted that the comparison can produce, beyond a contradiction (i.e., between a scientific theory positivistically intended and a literal interpretation of dogmatic statements or sacred texts), also an incommensurability between their theoretical models (that gives a foundation to the usual expression "distinction of two different conceptual plans"); e.g., evolutionism and biblical theology rely on opposite foundational choices. An incommensurability phenomenon is manifested by radical changes in the meaning of basic notions; e.g., in the comparison of the above two biological theories: the concept of "species" (either phenotype or genotype) and moreover in the comparison between the mechanics and the biblical theology: the two ways of understanding a "journey" of creation, or how Joshua "stopped the Sun".

An incommensurability can culturally affect so strongly scientific research (in the course of history and/or philosophically) that the most relevant theory denies any cultural value to other theories; in such a case this theory becomes a paradigm (as in 16the Century biblical theology dominated science, as in 17the Century the mechanical theory and mechanicism dominated other physical and philosophical theories; today, as the theory of evolution tends to dominate the biblical theology).
Yet, incommensurability does not implies lack of communication and untranslatability;
 by patiently elaborating the meaning variations of the fundamental notions of two incommensurable theories one can always reach their translatability. E.g., Pierre Teilhard de Chardin has built a biblical theory on the theory of evolution inasmuch as it has radically changed both the meaning of the infinite time in an endless ascent to the omega point of the universal Christ, and the meaning of the principle of natural selection in the principle of love-gravitational force, and therefore the hominization and humanization.
 Also Ernst Mayr has reconciled Darwin's theory with Mendel’s by radically changing some basic notion; e.g. the concept that of species (concerning the organization) and the concept of gene in the genome (concerning the infinity).
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