Evolution and Catholicism:

A Few Modest Proposals

Introduction

In September of 2005, Dover, Pennsylvania, a commuh2,600 some 20
miles south of Harrisburg, became the center of nalt@ention. A suit had been filed
by eleven parents against the Dover school board vahyaar before had voted to
require high school biology classes to present “altesitto evolution, including the
theory known as intelligent design. Part of the resmiupiassed by the board stated that

...because Darwin’s Theory is a theory, it continuelsetdested as new

evidence is discovered. The Theory is not a fact. @eje Theory exist

for which there is no evidence.... Intelligent Desigansexplanation of

the origin of life that differs from Darwin’s view.hEe reference boo®f

Pandas and Peoplie available for students who might be interested in

gaining an understanding of what Intelligent Design actiralyives?

The resolution required the high school biology teactwersad this disclaimer to their
students. The book recommended as a reference Bbdlandas and Peopleresents
the argument that there are “irreducible complexitinsiature that point to a designer.
The ACLU and Americans United for the Separation aff€h and State
defended the pro-evolution position, and the Thomas Mave Center, a nonprofit
Christian law firm that recently fought cases on stippayer and the Ten
Commandments defended Intelligent Design. Thomas Monagf@bomino’s Pizza

founder and more recently the founder of Ave Maria Lawd®! in Ann Arbor,



Michigan, and then of Ave Maria University in Floriddso founded the Thomas More
Law Center. The intelligent design side argued its casbehasis of “freedom of
speech,” that is, that an alternate theory should/aitable to students. Some journalists
described the trial as Scopes Il, the original Scopeding held in Dayton, Tennessee,
eighty years before.

Three expert witnesses at the trial were practicirttp@lias: Michael Behe, a
biochemist for the defense; Kenneth Miller, a biadddgand John Haught, a theologian,
for the plaintiffs. Behe published a bdak 1996 in which he argued that biochemistry
textbooks rarely give any attention to how complexesys (e.g., the flagella of bacteria)
allegedly evolved by natural selection. He concludedrtimécular systems appear
designed because they really are designed. Miller, whospetlin 1999 a bodlon how
religion and science might find common ground, presenteese that Behe’s claims
for irreducible complexity had already been solved biobists, and that “intelligent
design” is not just flawed science, but much worse, isaence at all. John Haught
explained that ID is not a new argument, but rathersiore of a traditional argument for
the existence of God—hence it is actually a variadibphilosophical and theological
arguments for God’s existence.

The Judge, John E. Jones lll of the U.S. District Couirtarrisburg,
Pennsylvania, issued an opinion filled with passioratguage (the “breathtaking
inanity’ of the school board”; their “striking ignorance” ofestwe; the “ludicrous”
character of their assertion that ID had a secular gejpbat flatly rejected the
arguments of the defense and concluded that ID is naicsgibut an illegitimate attempt

to promote religion. Miller had pointed out in his testmy that the strategy behind the



promotion of ID was to substitute for the creationi@nevolution opposition the
opposition of the existence of God vs. the non-extgter God. Jones too opposed this
strategy which, he wrote, was based on an “uttegfébedrock assumption”:

Their presupposition is that evolutionary theory isthatical to a belief in

the existence of a supreme being and to religion in geriRepeatedly in

this trial, Plaintiffs’ scientific experts testifigtdat the theory of evolution

represents good science, and that it in no way canéith, nor does it

deny, the existence of a divine creator.

Two months before the Dover trial began, Christopidiial Schénborn of
Vienna published on July seventh an op-ed piece iNé&we York Timesewspaper that
sparked a major controversy. The cardinal made a vdeyetit judgment: any claim that
the Catholic Church accepts the neo-Darwinian thebgyolution, that is, evolution
understood as “an unguided, unplanned process of random vaaatimatural
selection,” is simply falsé As if the alarm caused by the cardinal’s condemnatiareo-
Darwinism were not enough, two days later anothetlardippeared, again in thiew
York Timesthat reported that the Cardinal's op-ed piece had hdenitted to thédNew
York Timeduy a Virginia public relations firm, Creative Respo@ncepts, the same
firm that had worked closely with the Discovery Ingt# in Seattle, which promotes
intelligent desigif. Since the fall of 2005, a series of articles on thidigal’s position
have appeared in the Catholic journal on religion and @lifielj First Things edited by
Richard John Neuhaus, priest-convert from LutheranisRotman Catholicism. Neuhaus

and other Catholic authors who often appear in the pzides journal—Michael Novak,



George Weigel, Robert George and Cardinal Avery Dulles-e-Favyears been leading
an effort to bring Catholics and evangelical Protedstano closer collaboration.

These two events, the Dover trial and the Cardiogl®d piece, once again
placed the science and religion debate on center stagethier, they raised the question
of whether not only evangelical and fundamentalist<Eians, but also now the Catholic
Church, oppose the theory of evolution. Enough time heseglasince these two events
ignited an old debate anew to gain some perspective owliagtwas and should be
promoted and opposed concerning evolution and intelligerdgrdesspecially by
Catholics.

First, in a debate as complex as that of evolutionGattolic theology, it will be
helpful to make a few clarifications about the words tiniegjuently employed in the
debate. Second, a brief review of the distinct but cemehtary roles that science,
philosophy and theology should play in Catholicism wiledisngle some of the
misunderstandings in this recent debate. And finallihenlight of these clarifications,
some modest proposals will be offered on the rolettietlogy and philosophy might
more profitably play in an age still dominated by sogeand its way of thinking. Before
making these clarifications and proposals, a brief ladkehistory of the science and
religion debate, especially in the late nineteenthurgnwill set the stage for analyzing
this most recent flare-up.

“Warfare” in the Nineteenth Century

Throughout the history of the Church, the majority ajon thinkers saw no

necessary conflict between what could be learned fratore and what could be learned

from revelation. After all, both nature and revelat@ame from God. But this dynamic



traditional vision of the whole began to receivdiis challenges, especially with the
beginnings of the scientific revolution at the timeltd Reformation. Dramatic
improvements (e.g., the telescope) in measurement a@edvaltion challenged certain
views of the universe embedded in traditional interpigaiatof the Bible. As a
consequence, Catholic philosophy and theology faced naemdes. At first, a number
of thinkers in the Church dug in their heels and opposeskthoentific claims that
disputed interpretations of the Bible that up until thesh theen undisturbetiBefore
long, the impressive progress in scientific knowledgestaaed itself into optimism, and
sometimes even hubris, about the achievements afireasl the autonomy of the
thinking person. For example, not long after the Fré&ebolution, a certain Marquis de
Condorcet, a great enthusiast for progress—an idea tthaskan deep root during the
Enlightenment—wrote:

Contempt of human sciences was one of the first festofr Christianity.

It had to avenge itself for the outrages of philosopghgared that spirit of

investigation and doubt, that confidence of man in Wis ceason, the pest

alike of all religious creed?.

With the thinking of people like Condorcet, a more aggvesset of claims began
to be made for what science could prove. By the middibeohineteenth century,
Darwin’s famous English bulldog Thomas H. Huxley did nditiaée to adopt the
metaphor of “warfare” to describe his fight to free theory of evolution from the
control of timid churchmen, some members of the Chafdbngland, but mostly
evangelicals who saw the theory as a threat touti®aty of the Bible and the dignity of

the human person. “Who shall number,” Huxley once askieel patient and earnest



seekers after truth from the days of Galileo until naose lives have been embittered
and their good name blasted by the mistaken zeal dikfielaters?**

The idea of a war between science and religion wademteand deployed with the
greatest success not in France or England, but in thedBtates. There, two
nineteenth-century academics succeeded in fixing in thalgomind the metaphor of a
war between science and religion. Andrew Dickson Whi832—-1918), a historian
trained in Europe, became the first president of Cotillersity, a university explicitly
opposed in ethos and structure to Protestantism—the utyweiled out the teaching of
any theology. Up to the time of the Civil War, Praéeds controlled much of higher
education in the United States; Cornell had choseriaaett direction, an explicitly
secular one.

The other proponent of the war metaphor was John \Apddr a chemist from
New York University, who in 1874 publish&the History of the Conflict Between
Religion and ScienceWhite had introduced the metaphor of war in a talgdwe in
1869 entitled “The Battlefields of Science,” and by 1876 pudilisin expanded version
under the title of “The Warfare of Science.” Drapda®k simplified—»but in fact
actually distorted—the history of science by descridimgainly as “a narrative of the
conflict of two contending powers, the expansive fartithe human intellect on one
side, and the compression arising from traditionary faith and human interests on the
other.” Concerning Catholicism, he wrote: “Romani§tfanity and Science are
recognized by their respective adherents as being ablgahtompatible; they cannot
exist together; one must yield to the other; mankind maste its choice—it cannot have

both.™?



Draper lumped Catholicism together with conservatived3tantism. His book
went through fifty reprints in the United States, tweohe in Britain, and was translated
into nine European languages and Japanese. Second dmyfaobus 1925 Scopes trial
in Dayton, Tennessee, the Draper book has probablyrdorethan any other book to
solidify in the popular imagination that Christianitydestience are opposed, a position
also shared, as we shall see, by some of the ID atk&@dNhatever happened to the
mostly positive relationship between science and @tadlic Church that traditionally
characterized early and medieval western history?

Actually, the real battle between religion and sciemas not by Catholics, but
rather by conservative Protestants who opposed evaduyidheory. Draper’s history,
therefore, was not really a history of the Cathoiiclerstanding of that relationship. Of
course, Catholicism was leery of various secular tes@f progress that argued that the
surest road to the improvement of society was thengltion of religion and faith in
God. Pius I1X’s 1864 condemnation of various contemporaryemewts brought the
Church much ridicule among the secular elite. The lagteo€ondemned propositions,
number 80, read: “the Roman Pontiff can and ought to oleand adjust himself with
progress, liberalism and modern civilizatidd WWho, papal critics asked then, could be
against progress and modern civilization? Of course utldvioave helped if the papal
letter had been clearer that what it actually regbetas the idea of progress that excluded
God, as well as a form of modern civilization thatleded religion. And on the other
side, it would have been helpful if those who said they believed in progress had left
open the possibility that religion could play an importari in defending the dignity of

every person and promoting the common good. But it sedaswwas hardly possible, at



least in nineteenth century Europe. Official Cathsdicdrew up the bridge and set itself
against the aggressive secular movements spreading Bcroge.

Yet there were at least some Catholics who took éhress defensive posture.
Consider the comment that John Henry Newman (1801-189€)) ntetde a cardinal,
jotted down in his notebook in 1863, four years after thdigation of Darwin’sOn the
Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selectida wrote that “it is strange that
monkeys should be so like man with no historical cotmedetween them...I will either
go the whole hog with Darwin or, dispensing with timd &istory altogether, hold not
only the theory of distinct species but also of theation of fossil-bearing rocks:
Newman was open, after all, to the development of ohectthe central theme of his
major 1845 study that created the intellectual frameworkatllawved him to convert
from the Church of England to the Roman Catholic Chuxdr did he find the theory of
evolution itself necessarily an attack on the creastories in the book of Genesis. In an
1864 letter he wrote: “The Fathers are not unanimouin interpretation of the®1
chapter of Genesis. A commentator then does not impitath or error to Scripture,
though he denies the fact of creation or formatiotmefworld in six days, or in six
periods. He has the right to say that the chaptesysndolical representation, for so St.
Augustine seems to consider.”

The overall Catholic position, not obligated to intetpghe Bible literally like so
many conservative Protestants, was described agtia 007 version of théatholic
Encyclopedia—a great achievement of the mostly immigrant Catleaimmunity in the
United States. There it states the animals and pidnéglay can be understood as the

result of a long evolutionary process, and that such mlea$n perfect agreement with



the Christian conception of the universe.” More caugiabout the origin of the human
race, the author stated that the evolution of the hibudy “is notper seimprobable,”
and added that a version of that view had “been propoundgt Byigustine.” The most
important point was that the human soul could not beast of an only material
evolution®®

In the first official Vatican discussion of evolutiaihe 1950 encyclicdlumani
generis,Pope Pius Xl stated that the human soul was not tlduptof evolution,
though the human body could be, and that the evolutionacggs could be
appropriately studied by scienteThus Pius Xl distanced himself from the position,
often held previously by Catholic theologians, thathtbman bodyndsoul were created
immediately by God, as described in Genesis. Neatyyy#ars later, Pope John Paul Il
noted in 1996 in a letter to the Pontifical Academy oé&me that evolution is “more
than a hypothesis-® At the same time, he reiterated the position of Rilishat “if the
human body takes its origin from pre-existent living eratthe spiritual soul is
immediately created by God?>Two popes in the twentieth century have therefore
affirmed that the human body could have evolved fronialver primates, but also that
at some point God directly creates the human soul. Sustioms, echoing the early
Church writers who spoke of God’s revelation through matsuggest that Christians
should welcome whatever science can tell them abdutena

Evolution and Cardinal Schénborn

This brief history shows that, despite some misundaalstgs, Catholicism

affirmed in principle at least a qualified compatibiligtiveen Catholic doctrine and

science, and more recently, the scientific theorgvaiution. However, if once again the



Dover trial raised questions about the compatibilitydeein conservative Protestantism
and evolution, Cardinal SchéonboriNew York Timesditorial did a similar thing within
Catholic circles. In that editorial, the Cardinal dssad John Paul II's 1996 statement as
“rather vague and unimportant,” and argued that Catholmsldloppose Neo-
Darwinism. The Cardinal explained that Neo-Darwinighariies or seeks to explain
away the overwhelming evidence for design in biologyebNDarwinism, he claimed, is
not science, but rather ideology.

Cardinal Schonborn’s editorial provoked a number of G&tkoholars to object.
As early as August, John Haught, who the following moeshified for the plaintiffs in
the Dover case, described the Cardinal's approach tiegihes of science and theology
as “fearful and defensive.” He contrasted the Cardifedisto John Paul II's confident
call to the “intellectual and theological worlds” to puesand embrace scientific truth
“without fear.” Haught accused the cardinal of capitulatioghe current confusion on
evolution” by “failing to distinguish neo-Darwinian bagy from the materialist spin that
many scientists and philosophers place on evolutionacpdéries.

Another critic of the cardinal, Stephen Barr, a tle¢ioal particle physicist at the
Bartol Research Institute of the University of Dedaievand author dflodern Physics
and Ancient Faithexplained that when scientists speak of “randomn#ssy’do not
mean a process that is unguided or unplanned. In facttisisetoing their proper work
shouldn’t use such words as “unguided” or “planned.” Rather, #ated, “random” is a
technical term that means uncorrelated. Scientistsagulate probability from random
activity. Such words need not in any way exclude, Bated, a sense of divine

providence’!
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A few weeks after the publication of his editorial, @aal Schénborn clarified in
his own archdiocesan newspaper that the intentiomdbéis editorial was to encourage
a better discussion between scientists and Cathbliestated that evolutionary theory is
not incompatible with belief in a God who creates Yiued that the scientific side does
not overstep its mark and that the role of chanceti€xpanded to such an extent that
everything—from the Big Bang to Beethoven’s Ninth Symph®o to speak—is
principally, exclusively and irrevocably seen as a prodfichance.” He also expressed a
worry that some forms of Neo-Darwinism have linked uih wome forms of neo-
conservative economics and theories of educatiorptioatote theories of the
“dominance of the strongest” or of the “most adaptabtethe most “useful®

In a full length article published in the January 2006 is$uérst Things,the
Cardinal replied to Barr’s criticisms, and in the pracesther clarified his own position.
In words more carefully chosen than before, the Caremote that, “For now, | happily
concede that a metaphysically modest version of neaibiam could potentially be
compatible with the philosophical truth (and thus Cathelaching) about naturéThe
cardinal also made clear that in opposing materiafstios of neo-Darwinism, he was
not making a theological but rather a philosophical argtinpaiiosophy being
understood as the “careful examination of the evidehegeryyday experience.” He
explained that he framed his argument in terms of “nbtisealogy,” a form of
philosophical thinking that he recognizes is now widedgaided and discredited. In
making his case for philosophy (and, in particular, metsipgly the cardinal wanted to
avoid two trends he saw as all too evident among cquamary Catholic thinkers: first, a

“fideism” that skips over the important contributionsea makes to the believer; and
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second, a “positivism” that reduces the role of reasomhat can be proved through
scientific methods. With a properly expanded role fosoeathe Cardinal wrote, design
in nature can be discerned “without the aid of fafthifi arguing in this manner, the
Cardinal makes use of a traditional form of natural ithggo

Are the Cardinal's worries about godless Neo-Darwimsairanted? Should he
not simply be satisfied with the statement that evamtuand the Catholic faith are not in
conflict? Again, it depends, it would seem, on how widespreaterialistic forms of
neo-Darwinianism actually are. John Polkinghorne, aiplsy and Anglican priest,
began a recent article with a clear warning aboutetleeslutionists that go beyond what
science can claim:

The attempt to force classical Darwinian thinking itite role of an

explanatory principle of almost universal scope has prsirggularly

unconvincing. It seeks to inflate an assembly of tralfs into a theory of

everything. Sober evaluation of the adequacy of thghtsibeing

proffered soon pricks this explanatory butfle.

In anotherFirst Thingsarticle published in December 2005, Michael Behe stated
that today it is the materialists who overwhelmirigly Christians the story of nature. He
cited a 1999 survey of the self-selected members ofiteeNaltional Academy of
Science that 90% of the members were materialisa$ &hatheists), with the number
increasing to 95% for biologists. Behe warned that tbélpm is not explicit
materialism, but rather “socially contagious matesmlispread more by social pressure
than by rational argument®In an article in théNew York Timethat appeared two days

after his editorial, Cardinal Schonborn was quoted yag#hat he had been “angry” for
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years with Catholics who claimed that Catholicisnsisae with evolution thought of as
a random process (which the Cardinal later clarifiedréa materialist proces$).
Months later, the Cardinal reinforced Behe’s comnbgntoting that Neo-Darwinism
unfortunately seems in practice “almost always tosficaam itself into Darwinism as
pseudo-philosophy, the fact that led to my attack on amweaching Darwinism in my
New York Timesssay.*® Even the non-believer Michael Ruse thinks that @aists
and intelligent design proponents have a good point: “Sgjencat least its leading
spokespeople, tends to be strongly antireligious. No subgrfagieatists is more vocal
than the biologists, including the evolutionists.” Asueples of three such strongly anti-
religious persons, Ruse mentioned and quotes Francis Goickscoverer of the double
helix, Richard Dawkins, best-selling authorTdfe Selfish Genand Stephen Jay Gould,
the late and widely read Harvard biolodis#And another widely read Harvard professor,
biologist emeritus Edward O. Wilson and leading proponesboibbiology, recently
wrote in an op-ed piece of his own that “intelligentigless better taught as religion or
science fiction.*
The Intelligent Design Alternative

Given that both Behe and the Cardinal express the sanwern about the
sweeping dismissal of religion by most prominent s@éntioday, it may also be asked
whether they agree on the value of the intelligentgegsigument. Cardinal Schonborn
mentioned design several times in his op-ed piece, budmtite micro-biological scale;
rather, he spoke about design on the more general scalssle to reason and every
day experience: “...The Catholic Church, while leavingd®nce many details about the

history of life on earth, proclaims that by the ligiitreason the human intellect can

13



readily and clearly discern purpose and design in the natordd, including the world

of living things.” Months after the publication of l@p-ed piece, he made clear that his
argument for design is based neither on theology nonyfirgelligent design theory.”
According to its appropriate methods, science rightlyusbad, according to the Cardinal,
“formal and final causes in natur&;tauses appropriately studied by philosophy.

It should be noted here that some issues in this detighe be clearer if a
distinction were to be made between “order” and “desiDrtier” is something that
most scientists do find in nature. The origins of tiraker can be explored both by
science and by philosophy, but only the latter can plppeek through reason the
ultimate origin or source of that order—the final cadde word “design,” however,
suggests something beyond order; it suggests detailed plandimgiastruction of
something for a definite purpose. If such a distinctiaroismade between these two
words, there is danger, on the one hand, of confusingmst scientists will claim (that
there is order in nature), and on the other with thiendhat it can be shown on the micro
level how God designs nature—a claim which most scientgect.

But this is just what Behe, the leading proponent ofiiogat design, tries to do.
On the basis of “irreducible complexities” found througbrotbiology, he argues for, or
at least wants people to be open to, the possiblepzesiof an intelligent designer.
Expert witness at the Dover trial, Kenneth Millerpastrated that intelligent design,
and more specifically, the “irreducible complexitiesjaments of Behe, are, on
demonstrable micro-biological grounds, false. HencdeN&ilconclusion: intelligent
design does not in itself point to a designer, and thisifo reasons: first, because it is

bad science; and second, because it assumes an inapprogieidor sciencé’
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Moreover, while at least a number of the ID proponassaime that the stakes are
either affirming God’s existence through ID or denyingyitaffirming evolution,
Catholics cannot embrace any such either/or. Milewyever, does not address the issue
raised by the Cardinal—that is, whether through philosotia is, through reason alone
and not theology, order in nature can be discernedo8tér critics of ID dismiss it as
“creationism lite,” since they believe that itslrparpose has nothing to do with science,
but with the effort to make the same arguments, buthffexent way, for God'’s role in
all creatior®® This criticism of ID, however, is misplaced, sincegwnents of ID do not
call for a literal interpretation of Genesis, norttey defend a 10,000 year old earth. ID
proponents rarely present themselves as creatioragier, they claim to have created a
new science, one with micro-level evidence that Daowinism is a failed science,
especially in the way it presents its theoreticabaot of the natural evolutionary
process.

The Catholic position, as more recently expressetidyriternational
Theological Commission, an international body of mga@atholic theologians appointed
by the Vatican, seems to leave to scientists thigaséhe resolution of the debate over
the validity of the ID argument. A year before the Botrial, this Commission, then
chaired by Cardinal Ratzinger, issued an important docuemtitedCommunion and
Stewardshipone section of which touches directly on the ID g¢rtjThe ITC document
reads:

A growing body of scientific critics of neo-Darwinigooints to evidence

of design (e.g., biological structures that exhibit spEtitomplexity)

that, in their view, cannot be explained in terma plrely contingent
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process and that neo-Darwinians have ignored or integhr&he nub of

this currently lively disagreement involves scientiftzservation and

generalization concerning whether the available dgtpat inferences of

design or chance, and cannot be settled by thedfogy.

Or in the words of scientist Barr, scientific isseas’t be settled theologically.
Science and theology have different roles. Unfortupatiebse distinct roles, as already
suggested, are not always respected. Too many scientiBex;r's opinion, cross the line
in their inflated theoretical interpretations of ewan. In an article published in
February 2006, Barr exhorts scientists to more good mdlliatellectual humility:

We would all be better off if more scientists simpdyratted that there are

things we don’t understand about the hows and whys ofigwol What

we have seen instead is an intolerance of any quesgfion this subject

that is totally inconsistent with a true scientwirit.>
Barr states that “border violations” (a term alsodulsg Cardinal Schonborn) committed
by such authors include turning neo-Darwinism into a pietsical explanation for
everything, and misusing scientific data to argue agamsparpose in evolution. Once
again, the sweeping claims for evolution as a totabegbion in the writings of Dawkins
and E. O. Wilson, for example, immediately come todmin

What, then, should Catholics think about intelligenigiésFirst, insofar as ID
affirms the created nature of the world, Catholicslmagympathetic. Or, to say this in
another way, to the extent that ID affirms thaesce, within its limits, tells us truths
about the created world, then Catholics can again agtgevhen ID claims that it is a

new science with microbiological evidence of a “Desigrat work, Catholics would be
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wise to reject ID. Or, much worse, to the extent tBasimply co-opts the trappings of
science to maintain the political loyalty of poorueated citizens, Catholics should
steer completely clear of it.

Rejecting ID does not mean, however, that scienceeigibn have nothing to
do with each other. Stephen Gould, the late Harvarddisil proposed that the worlds
of science and religion should be thought of as two sepegalms, or, as he named
them, “non-overlappingnagisteria” Science takes care of empirical theories to explain
the facts, and philosophy and theology offer interpm@tatof life and ethics. Religion,
Gould continues, is not like scientific theory since Ktter is falsifiable. This depiction
of the roles of science and religion should pose a profde Catholics. Christianity is a
historical religion. Facts do matter for Christianity for example, they found the bones
of Jesus tomorrow, orthodox Christianity would be inpdigeuble. If it could be proven
that Jesus was only a charismatic Jewish prophetanithverblown sense of himself
(“Before Abraham came to be, | AM,” John 8: 58), Cimiisity would be in deep trouble.
Christianity is based on certain events that ane\mas to have actually happened, that
are, if you will, “factual’—not in the scientific semshat they can be proven empirically,
but in the broader sense of real historical evertisfdrm the basis of faith. Christianity,
in other words, is not a completely other-worldlygeln; it has its roots in this world,
and given the doctrines first of creation and theredémption, history and science and
philosophy and theology are all important, not unrelabegiich other, even if not the
same. For the Christian, the fact about matterasiatter is not just about matter
understood scientifically. Matter matters. Christidosnot erect an insurmountable wall

between scientifically measurable matter and histbeeents. Both can be the bearers of
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truth. Any sharp division between science and religgwmmatter and spirit, is a Christian
heresy: dualism. Religious orthodoxy, for the Christraots spirituality in history and in
a developing tradition, and is lived as truth in a commguwofibodily and spiritual
practices. Therefore, Christians should find Gould’s “nwar-lappingmagisterig” at
first sight an attractive non-conflictual divisionlabor, unacceptable.

Theology's Role in a Scientific World: Some Modest jfrsals

The last part of this article offers some modest suggesas to how Christians
might think about themselves and their purpose in a wonhich science still exercises
a powerful hold on the imagination of most people. In psopgpthese suggestions, it
might prove helpful to make some generalizations at tibged. First, something needs to
be said in favor of both science and philosophy, #)ahe use of reason, not just
empirically, but also philosophically. Second, theologisinould be careful not to
abandon methods appropriate for theology by choosingitatémnstead scientific
approaches to knowledge. Third and finally, theologiand Ghristians in general, might
understand a fruitful role for theology as one in dialogitk the science, respecting the
fact that they approach reality differently, but foattkiery reason are capable of learning
from each other.

First, the Catholic Church must continue to speak iarfaf reason. Here it is
important to distinguish, however, many forms of rea3dwre is Karl Popper’s ideal of
science that produces “knowledge without a knower,” an tth@alrequires the removal
of all particulars that might detract from an abstfaon of knowledge that is
predictable, coherent, consistent and fertile—thah#, it gives rise to further fruitful

research. Insofar as this form of reason is emplogeefully, humanity greatly benefits.
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This way of acquiring knowledge—the empirical method thaereshin the scientific
revolution—has had profound ramifications. In fact, thiere scientific enterprise, it
could be argued, is based on the assumption that the eniv@mgelligible. Some years
ago, Hugo Meynell, a Canadian philosopher, expressedduglt in the form of a
syllogism:

If the universe were not intelligible, science wouldrbpossible. But

science is possible; therefore the universe isimit#é. If the universe is

intelligible, there must be something like an intelligeiat its base which

accounts for this. But the universe is intelligiblesréfore there is

something like an intelligence at its base which actofam this. And the

something like intelligence which is at the base efuhiverse is what is

called God®®

Meynell's argument is not a scientific one. It is dqdophical one in favor of
intelligence and reason as an inherent part of credfeen though it is a philosophical
argument, it is made on behalf of the efforts of theke try to understand the natural
world through science. However, philosophers and thealsgwahen they make their
arguments in favor of reason, need to be careful legtdo not promise to deliver more
than they can. Cardinal Schénborn may have inflatpdatations when he wrote in his
op-ed piece that through reason we can “readily and gldiadern purpose and design in
the natural world ¥ Over a century earlier, another Cardinal, again Stémry
Newman, wrote in 1870 to a fellow convert to Cathalicabout his hesitation to put

much weight on the argument from design.
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| have not insisted on the argument from design, bedaarsenriting for

the 19" century, by which, as represented by its philosoplesign is not

admitted as proved. And to tell the truth, though | shoutdameh to

preach on the subject, for 40 years | have been ur@abketthe logical

force of the argument myself. | believe in design bezalbelieve in God,

not in a God because | see desfyn.
Some people, of course, look at nature and see in it uimielmce and destruction—one
does not have to be a fan of television’s Nature @#laio know that many species,
including our own, live by destroying other species, amhanurdering their own—a
picture of the world that is “red in tooth and clai¥.¥"When Newman refers to the
philosophers, he is most likely speaking of the neo-ashios who shaped Catholic
thought in the nineteenth century, and sometimes misAge@idas’s argument as a
“proof” for God’s existenc&” When such philosophical arguments were understood as
proofs, they became an easy target for David Hume’sgaphical wrecking ball. When
philosophers keep in mind the doctrine of analogy, the aeguthey make is not proof
or demonstration, but one of fittingness. St. Paulmdsbelievers that they see through
a glass darkly (1 Cor. 13: 12)—even when some believersegydright philosophers.

Nevertheless, reason plays important roles for éiever. While married people
cannot prove to a third party that they have marriedright” person, their love
nevertheless is not blind. Neither is faith. The efseeason ought to pave the way to the
act of faith. Augustine once wrote, “no one believaglang unless one first thought it to
be believable.... Everything which is believed should éeved after thought has

preceded.... Not everyone who thinks believes, since mmamkyin order not to believe;
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but everyone who believes thinks.**.And while faith seeks reason, it is also true that
reason helps believers enter more deeply into thestnftthe faith—an activity

expressed by altering slightly the famous Latin phrddes querens intellecturao that

it can also readhtellectus querens fidenChristians are encouraged in the first letter of
Peter (3:15) to be prepared to give reasons (not prooff)ddiope that is theirs. And so,
both in science and in the Christian life, reasandraimportant though limited role to
play.

At still other times, reason plays the role of defegdhe faith. Austin Farrer, an
Anglican philosopher, explained the value of argumentth®faith even though they are
unable to prove the truth of the faith:

It is commonly said that if rational argument is sll@a the cause of

conviction, philosophical apologists must largely be imgdheir shot.

The premise is true, but the conclusion does not follew.though

argument does not create conviction, the lack of irdgstelief. What

seems to be proved may not be embraced; but what nshomes the

ability to defend is quickly abandoned. Rational argumens doé create

belief, but it maintains a climate in which beliedyrflourish. So the

apologist who does nothing but defend may play a useful, though

preparatory, part?

Perhaps then it is better to speak of evidence andngasot proof, for believing.
And perhaps Cardinal Schénborn expects philosophy to prawdgree of clarity few
people, even believers, experience today. Just as tde&lajualified his assertion

about neo-Darwinians as necessarily opposed to thekedtith, perhaps he would also
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gualify his confident claim about the clarity with wiibuman reason, unaided by faith,
can perceive order in nature.

Secondly, despite this call for more epistemological liypCatholic
theologians and philosophers should not lose confidernteindisciplines, and the
methods and object proper to them. The Enlightenmeettsodine of the best examples of
a lack in confidence in the proper methods of thesedigaplines. Most Catholic
theologians and philosophers tried to meet Enlightenthérkers by constructing
arguments that they believed coplavethe existence of God, just as the leading
Enlightenment thinkers thought they codidproveGod’s existence. These theologians
and philosophers went about constructing a type of “natisealogy” that forgot
Aquinas’ carefully circumscribed use of the arguments fod'&existence, and ended up
not only overstating what they thought they could delivarproof for God’s existence—
but also paved the way for future atheists who easilyIsbles in their argument3in a
similar way today, arguments made by the proponentdelfigent design rest their case
on something that they claim cannot be explained iepse—what they call an
irreducible complexity. But now their key examples offé@ucible complexity” have
already been shown to be, in fact, reducible. To groaitid dn scientific arguments is,
as pointed out earlier, to build a house on sand. In astéigominated by science,
scientific arguments that seem to be supporting faittbearery seductive.

To add just one more example, some Christian beliekigisly persuaded by
scientific arguments in favor of faith, find in ther8ad of Turin “proof’ of the
resurrection. There now seems to be, on the bassrbdn testing, good evidence that

the shroud is a thirteenth or fourteenth century haathat time, the Shroud was
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understood as a certain kind of devotional object fochviie have no category, given
our understanding of historicity and scientific proof. thik same, Christianity is, as has
been pointed out earlier, a religion with its roots dgeephk in history. Claims of
historicity may be one of the reasons why somedfianis are so fascinated with the
shroud. Christians are not wrong to look for evidence—-nbutfor proofs—in history for
their beliefs. But even if the Shroud could be provebe@uthentic, one is still faced
with the question of belief not in the authenticitytioé shroud, but in what the shroud
points to, namely, the resurrection of Jesus andatlitbiat historical-theological reality
means. When Thomas witnessed the wounds of the riwdst, e exclaimed, “My Lord
and my God.” Presumably, when Thomas saw Lazarus eeistorife, but was not
moved to adore him. Evidence assists in making an dattlof though ultimately faith is
a gift.

Third and finally, there is an important role for r@agor both the scientist and
the believer. Catholics, among other Christiangadt| are not fideists, that is, people
who believe even though there are no reasons afr ddkfieving. If Christians should
have more confidence in the role and importance @ity and philosophy, what shape
then ought these disciplines take in a world—mostly ngpelk of the Western world—
dominated by science? It is an essential part ofdieatdic approach to focus not on the
individual but on the general; or more accurately, ik#at individual phenomena only
in order to see if it is possible to discover genertbpas and formulate universally valid
theories. The approach allows scientists to makebkelgeneralizations. They seek to
formulate laws that can explain phenomena; they dstooly unique forms of reality,

some of which have profound consequences for human b®¥iitpssome exceptions,
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philosophy focuses on the general and the “human” rétheron specific persons.
Originally, however, as Frenchman Pierre Hadot exglaohilosophy was not so much a
rigorous form of thinking about the nature of things andofeeas it was a way of life, a
set of practices and disciplines taken up by people whoeddatthink more clearly and
live more virtuously** How people live and relate influences what they seeisesand
true. Praxis is therefore very important; and perspradis forms one of the key
foundations for philosophy understood in this way. Inligig, Christian theologians and
philosophers should reflect an historical sensitivitgt gheir writings an existential ring.
In this perspective, Christian philosophers and thealsgiaite about what it means to
be a human being and what purpose there is in life, ahdnvo Jesus is and what he
taught. But this form of philosophy and theology must #istk about our relationship
with the world and the cosmos, lest believers thinllg about their practices, themselves,
their personal relationships.

Though Christians cannot and should not try in a sfitesénse to prove God’s
existence, their belief in God is not irrationalaBen includes more than that which is
provable. Modern science employs a precise method imvarfid but narrow way. What
is needed then is a more capacious understanding of reasongerstanding that
recognizes that legitimate forms of knowledge can heeariat through more than the
use of the scientific method alone. If many of thei@ements of modern science have
depended upon specialization, these very same achievamentsiot be presented as
though they are the most important knowledge or thefonty of reliable knowledge.

To the extent that the academy is devoted mainlysieatific model of truth, a

type of truth that is measurable and predictable, otgortant forms and ways of
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knowing are marginalized if not completely discounted.r8isies who exclude,
consciously or unconsciously, other valid forms of kmaaare not the only ones at fault.
Philosopher Patrick Byrne writes of certain form®lofdness and prejudice in many of
the practices that characterize different academigtines:

Neo-scholasticism had a blindness to the challengdésniing in

evolutionary terms and historical terms. Positivismriejudiced against

concepts and arguments that do not involve a direct afgpsahse data—

and especially against religious meanings. The Enlightetncascepts of

reason and truth themselves are now being exposedftdward

domination and control. There is a reductionism of humativations in

Freudian thought to base mechanisms. Certain schoetabmists hold

marketplace efficiency as the supreme value, while Hosiialist and

social justice critics seem blind to even the limiegitimacy of market

efficiency. And so off°
Theologians too can have their blind spots when thesead the Scriptures by insisting
that in fact the earth was created in six days omwthey forget that our capacity to
penetrate the mystery of God is inescapably limited.aFeery long time, troubling in
retrospect, the official teaching of the Church acaptavery, and found some
justification of it in the Scriptures. One can aské turrent theological emphasis on
human rights arose first within Church circles, or thike it was the case that the defense
of individual freedom and freedom of conscience firssanmost explicitly from

Enlightenment thinkers who were quite critical of trel®lic Church. Examples can be
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multiplied—but the point is simple: theology itself needsatsm and the Church can
and does learn through an on-going thoughtful dialogue witheiteof the world.

What forms of rationality undergird the act of faith®eTactual process by which
a person comes to believe is subtle and complex. Mogtigénally believe, in the
religious sense of “belief,” not because of a commedirgument, but because of love.
Philosopher Josef Pieper put it this way: “We can belenly if we want to. The
determining factor is not the truth of the content,thetsense that it is good to
believe.”® Truth is important, but in its logical or scientifrfns it is not the vehicle that
moves most people to religious faith. Christian philogophvould say that logical and
scientific truth is a necessary but not sufficientidés the act of faith. Newman always
stressed, in one way or another, that belief igm®tesult of only, or even primarily, a
logical process. That doesn’t make the act of religiaitls frrational, but makes
reasoning a part of the process that ultimately is ceteblin the will—that is, the
realization that it is good to believe. Proof ingteper realm is valuable, but is of very
limited value in relationships, in love and in whateivés to which we ought to devote
our lives.

Concluding Remarks

Several points have been made in this article: finst, it is important to be clear
about what is meant by words like neo-Darwinism, rantkes®, reason, proof, and
intelligent design. Words need to be used carefully. Thel waolution, like the words
creation or creationism, can, as we have seen, qasndifferent things. When
evolution sticks to describing empirically processeshahge among plants, animals and

humans, there ought not to be any conflict betweandtCatholic teaching. Catholicism
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can and should recognize not only science’s validitynnheperates within its own
methodological limits, but also praise and thank sciesnfiis their many extraordinary
achievements, especially over the last centurypHréicular theory of evolution,
however, were to claim on the basis of scientiidence that there is no God or that
religion has nothing to say of importance about creaimd humanity, or that the
evolutionary biological process actually determinegjiaalis beliefs, then Cardinal
Schonborn is right—that theory of evolution ceasdsetscience and becomes instead
ideology, or what might be called “scientism.”

In a similar way, the word creation describes an ingrtruth of Christianity. It
can mean that God freely created the universe, oudtbing and because of love, and
created human beings in God’s own image and likeneseather hand, creationism,
meaning that God created the world in six days, is &ih@ics an indefensible
interpretation of Genesis. Similarly, “young-earthati@nism,” which claims that the
earth is six to ten thousand years old, since thdagig in Genesis can be expanded to six
periods of time, each a thousand to fifteen hundred yeas in length—is also a
position Catholics need not defend. What then are @Gegho believe about creation?
They should believe that God created all that is, aatlitis good, and that the moral (as
opposed to natural) evil in the world comes from thausgisof human freedom.

Second, that science, philosophy and theology havesatfféut not completely
unrelated tasks. In this article, | have only touched goone of the many complex
guestions that arise when we ask about the relatioo§hgason and faith, philosophy
and theology. Few Catholic thinkers today remain cotenhito the scholastic synthesis

of faith and reason. While much can be learned franhi$tory of philosophy, and while
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there may well be good reasons to renew scholastaspphy and theology, new ways
of thinking about the relationship between the disciplimeed also to be explored.

And third, Christian theologians and philosophers shoutitarnitating
scientific methods of argumentation. They need to razedhat they deal with matters
of ultimate significance—the meaning and purpose of life—dad&ched from this world,
but in it and for its improvement, all the while wih eye on the next world.

What then ought we to conclude about the Dover casehith | referred at the
beginning of this article? It is fair to say, | beée that the controversy at the heart of the
Dover case seems to be primarily a battle for whaulsl be taught in public schools.
Unfortunately, in public schools, religious perspectivesedigious perspectives are now
rarely taught. Scripture scholar Luke Timothy Johnsoa, neview of a textbook that
contains a Bible curriculum for public schools, affirthe need to teach the humanities
in a way that includes the serious exploration of i@ligBut after complimenting the
authors of the textbook for their “mild, informativedabalanced” treatment, he criticizes
them for presenting religion in a bloodless way, o ¢ives “little sense of the
passions out of which this literature emerged, or theigasit can still engendef”He
also thought that it would be very difficult to find teachwho would be able to teach
Biblical texts well to high school students.

Others have suggested that instead of trying to teaclt adlmion in public
schools, philosophy should be taught. Robert Miller,lanbva law professor,
recommends that high school seniors should be offepbdcsophy course which
includes metaphysics, texts by Aquinas on the existenGed, as well as texts by Hume

and Kant that challenge metaphysical argum&hBut again it might be asked just how
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many high school teachers are prepared to teach suelrse® And how many high
school seniors are predisposed to such philosophicalngihkiardinal Schénborn noted
that the philosophical approach that he wishes to pmaoatural philosophy—has long
been discredited and discarded. We in the United Stageis lav culture whose
philosophical tendencies include pragmatism and processgpitg, hardly friends of
metaphysics. How to approach these questions in the gehliols in the United States
presents considerable difficulties. One thing for sumtelligent design as it now is
presented should not be a part of a biology class.

Nor are the issues raised by Cardinal Schéonborn easityved. It is encouraging
to learn, however, that since the appearance otilyi005 editorial, he has consistently
called for and participated in public debate on evoluti@h@atholicism. Schénborn did
his doctorate under the direction of Joseph Ratzingerydars, Ratzinger set aside a
weekend in the summer to meet with some of his foduoetoral students, his
Schuelerkreisto renew acquaintances and to continue to pursue academists. As
pope, he is continuing this practice. In the summer of 20@5group decided that for
their 2006 summer meeting, which took place September 138wihad discuss
“creation and evolution.” The group includes not only ferrstudents, but also,
depending on the topic, other scholars. For their 2006 mgedkiey invited Professor
Schuster, a molecular biologist who wrote in respoasgchdnborn’s op-ed piece:

Darwinian evolution...is an empirical scientific factfa@t in the same

class with the Copernican solar system, Newtoniathen@cs, Einstein’s

universe or the world of guantum mechanics, and is medtte hypothesis

among others, nor an ideology. The interpretation eéplations in
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biology, as we understand it today, does not need a gadoes it

provide obvious hints for an active desigfter.

It should be a source of encouragement that at the highets of ecclesiastical
circles, open and informed discussions continue to take.puch discussions are
precisely what Benedict’s predecessor, John Paul dccédr in a letter to Fr. George
Coyne, S.J., published on the three hundredth annivesttmg publication of Isaac
Newton’sPrincipia. In that letter, John Paul Il expressed his fervash what

The dialogue (between science and faith) should contimiig@w in

depth and scope. In the process we must overcome egeegse

tendency to a unilateral reductionism, to fear, anctlferaposed

isolation. What is critically important is that eadiscipline should

continue to enrich, nourish and challenge the otheetmore fully what it

can be and to contribute to our vision of who we akwaho we are

becoming?
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