Theology & Science
Final Assignment
Doug Bastien: 4319230

l. Definitions:
A. Provide in your own words, short but adequate definitions of each of these terms.
Definitions are not to be longer than two sentences each.

1 anthropocentrism
Human-centered view on interpreting reality.

2. apologetics
The explanatior of certain things, in arelevant and structured fashion

3. biblical literalism
Opposed to (or contrasts with) Scientific Materialism. The view of Bibleere-Sertptareas authoritative and
doctrine.

4, biotechnology
The"“ General application of biology to commercia practice” —Southgate. Includesthe application of genetic
engineering, gene therapy, etc.

5. cosmology
Pays< attention to the Universe and attempts to explain its meaning and implications through understands of
theology, philosophy and / or Science.

6. creationism
Biblical literalism is chakkenged-ard supported by science. Both scripture and fact attest to religious beliefs
and views on creation.

7. critical realism
An explanation for theworld that criticizeson€' sinterpretation of reality, whether thereis sufficient evidence
to interpret reality.

8. deism
“Religion of reason”. Not an institution, wary of thinking, emphasizes God who initiates creation then
withdraws, and lets Nature follow its course.

0. determinism
All things are determined by Natural laws or God and can be explained exclusively by them

10. empiricism
Sense impressions (Kant). Determining that which isrea by that which is tacit to the senses, interpreting
reality by that which isreadily evident, obvious.

11. geocentrism
Ptolemaic view: Geocentric stars revolve around the Earth. 2™ BCE.
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defense
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vague
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as literally true. 
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The view that ...
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universe
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origin, nature, and structure

Dr. Jim Kanaris
a scientific perspective

I.e.:

The view that attempts to explain scientifically the origin, structure and nature of the universe.
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Dr. Jim Kanaris
The epistemological stance that our relation to reality is critically mediated by our models and theories.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
??

Dr. Jim Kanaris
Earth is considered to be the pivotal centre of the universe, with all other bodies orbiting it.


12. heliocentrism
Nicolas Copernicus: understanding that the Earth and the planets revolve around Sun.

13. idealism
Humans and human thought are above matter and reality.

14. immanence
Focus on God in things.

15. instrumentalism
Theories are as good as their (practical) application. Models are imaginative and temporary, limited in
relevance as they are not literal representations on the world.

16. metaphysics
Systematic synthesis — general concepts toward world rule. Provides an arena for common reflection, not
for the theologian or the scientist.

17. Natural selection
Explains the current existence of life and species by 3 factors: random variation, struggle for survival and
surviva of thefittest.

18. Natural theology

William Paley makes an elaborate argument for supernatural element of the Universe for the teleological
viewsof the Universe. Appealsto biological phenomenaasindicative of the creator. i.e. the eye, constructed
and crafted for vision.

19. neo-Darwinism
Adaptation of an organism acted upon by variation, which were originally unadaptive. i.e. punctuated
equilibrium, Baldwin effect.

20. panentheism
Godinall things, and al thingsin God. God isin everything, not the sum of all part, but beyond the part and
the natural world

21, paradigm shift
(Kuhn) Scienceisnot neutral and beyond the mind. Involvesatotal transformation of though. Reverations

oo,

22, positivism

Consists of 4 distinct theological responses: 1) Non-cognitivists, 2) existentialists, 3) verificationists, 4)
Revelational positivists.

According to positivists, thereis so much that is not experienced, and thereisalimit truth to that which can
be verified, then you rule out all else which is beyond experience.

23. reductionism
Reducethingsto the basic parts...” Nothing but...” i.e. “God isnothing but-...” Means of explaining complex
thought from its components.
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The view that takes reality and our ideas to be one and the same thing.
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??
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The view that reason is able to attain to knowledge of God independent of revelation.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
Twentieth-century modification of the theory of evolution, which weds the concept of natural selection and the developing field of genetics.
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parts
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parts
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What could that possibly mean? And who ever claimed this?
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thought
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The view that only those theories and observations that could be proved empirically were of any value. So-called non-empirical truth is dismissed as conjectural and of no real meaning.
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their
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24, revelational positivism

(Karl Barth) Humans are encouraged not to confront God with reason, but to be confronted by God. It i<
bad to reduce God to reason.

25. scientific materialism
Fundamental reality of the Universe is matter. Clockwork reality of God is squeezed out

26. teleology
Telosand Logos: rational account of ends or purposes of something. Why God understands things, purpose,
end, goal, from the shape, colors, etc. Aristotle: all things have a natural resting place/state.

27. theocentrism
Human being's view of God at the center of (our) understanding (contrasts with humans at center).
The“Great chain of being” places God at the top (then angels, then Humans, then animals, then matter.

28. theology of nature
Starts with religious traditionstrying to understand own nature. Triesto understand self interms of religion
and what is known. Insight to nature, meaning of nature.

29. transcendence
shares view of deism. (Creator and withdrawer). Diving apart from things. God is totally separate from
everything.

30. uncertainty principle

(Werner Heisenberg) At the fundamental level of atomic interaction, the position and velocity of an atom
cannot be determined simultaneously (for acommon state of matter, at acommon time). This pointsout that
indeterminancy of our knowledge is a property of the system of nature.


Dr. Jim Kanaris
Rejects the canons of reason as proper to the work of theology

Dr. Jim Kanaris
I haven't a clue what you man by this, i.e.: clockwork reality of God.
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The view which places God at the center of understanding

Dr. Jim Kanaris
Takes it stand on religious tradions.
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Transcendence is not a deistic notion. Deism emphasizes the transcendence of God in a way that believers who hold the same concept cannot, i.e. that God takes no interest in the affairs of the world. Transcendence merely refers to God's nature as totally other. Deists add that God is not involved in the course of events. Those who believe that God is transcendent don't necessarily follow the deists in this.
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???
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God is neither dependent on, nor limited by, the physical universe -- which is something different from saying that God is separate from everything.


®
Short Essay Questions

Do 1p. 2x space essays on each

B. Discuss which of the various interpretations of the anthropic principle you prefer outlined in Southgate

(p. 126-30), et pourguoi?

There aretwo main interpretations of the anthropic principle: the Weak Anthropic principle (WAP)
and Strong Anthropic principle (SAP). | personally prefer the WAP, mainly because | very much disagree
with the SAP. | also disagree with the anthropic principle, and the “weakest” interpretation of the anthropic
principle provides a sufficient response. Although the anthropic principle does “ underscore the importance
of the observer” it also “does not initself offer any casua explanation” (Barbour, p. 205). The SAPismuch
too sweeping in its claim that our existence explains the Universe, and the interpretations raises issues that
conflict with the WAP. The nature of the Anthropic principle to focus on the meaning of design, with an
openness for dial ogue between Science and Theology and the issues of “...chance and necessity” (Barbour
p. 205). The limitations of the views and presumptions of SAP seem to limit its support for dialogue
(between ,ﬁience and f heology). WAP will point to the precise fine-tuning of the elements, physical
characteristics and minutiae possibility for the existence of lifein our L’niverseto explain the existence of a
designer. Thedial ogue continueswith such responses asthe possibility of “Many-World theory”, “ Symmetry”
and “ Supra-Gravity” to suggest that the occurrence of lifeisalikely possibility (or a possibi Iity)hat isnot
near impossible.

The SAP presumesthat our existence explainsthe Universe, with the FAP (Final Anthropic principle)
stating that conscious life must come into existence. Perhapsthis view over-emphasizes the capacity of the
observer to observe, making conclusionswith the benefit of hindsight and existenceinthe now. The presence
and existence of human-life, whether on acosmological scalewith the*capacity to understand and manipul ate
matter on a cosmic scale” presumes extensively that the Whiverse exists because of our existence. SAPis
not open to such responses as the “Many-World theory” to explain the existence of life, because SAP does
not presume an existence of the Universe without the existence of human thought to interpret and bring
meaning (except for time leading up to the existence of life). Theview istoo idealistic, to argue that human
lifewill existindefinitely (in human form or not) isaverificationist statement, proven only by the annihilation
of human life (or thought)...of course by then there would be no conscious thought to realize the obvious
limitation of this view.

SAP makes too many presumptions that are not verifiable and limited in dialogue. WAPisamore
satisfactory response because it focuses on meanings of our existence, and encouraging dialogue for further

insight into the role and focus of the Universe to (human) life. @
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There are also the weaknesses of these interpretations as design arguments (p. 129-30).


C. Which theological model outlined in Southgate (p. 372-6) do you consider the best equipped to meet the
problems posed by biotechnology?

| find the Positivist model is best equipped to meet the problems posed by biotechnol ogy.
This model is open to the application of science and man’s involvement with nature and the
natural world. Theflexibility of the Positivist view isitsflexibility and strength to emphasize the
human capacity “to reject and affirm the latest developments” in science and technology. If we
view biotechnology as another area of science that exists for the benefits of human life, the
knowledge of biotechnology can be applied (in an idealist view) to resolve problems that are of
human concern. Applications of the knowledge of biotechnology are not without consequences,
such as threat to animal welfare, negative impacts on the environment and human well-being,
however the advantages are significant. There are advantages and consequences to any impact of
scientific applications.

The positivist model, more than Processtheol ogy or eco-feminist theol ogy, isbest equipped
to investigate the consequences and resol ve them, while still advancing the area of biotechnology
to provide with scientific knowledge to apply tc areas of concern to humans. Advances in
biotechnology, unlike other areas of science, are responsive to ecological and natural impact.
The positivist model seeks for the ultimate good with a balance for nature and life, encouraging
dialogue and awarenessfor peopleto consider what isin the benefit of natureand life. A positivist
view isopen to criticisms of genetically altered foods or ecological impacts on genetic diversity,
and focuses on the ultimate good to resolve those issues. This contrasts with the other models,
which are not responsive to the changing pace and views of biotechnology. The attempt of
processtheology to find teleological interpretation of everything is suppressed by biotechnol ogy.
As advances in biotechnology progress and the interpretations of everything change, process
theology plays catch-up to meeting the problems posed by biotechnology. Any inhibition (or
discouragement) of the advancement of biotechnology would create conflict. The theological
element of the positivist view makes it ideal to address ethical impacts, while still encouraging
human creativity and freedom for biotechnology’s quest to explain and improve human’sroleto

interact with nature and its el ements.@
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potential dangers
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I thought you meant process thought by "positivist"? If not, there is something definitely wrong with this use of "positivist".
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grammar
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I'm not sure you are clear as to the dependence of the "positivist" view on process, which you say is less equipped to meet the problems posed by biotechnology.


O,
. Long Essays Questions

Do 2p. 2x space essays on each.

D. Look at the passagesfrom Monad, Dawkins, and Wil sons quoted in Southgate (p. 154-6). Examinethe presuppositions

of thewriters-don’t merely repeat what they say. How do they compare with your own presuppositions about religious
belief? ishumanity “alone” or “at home” in the universe?

The passagesfrom Monad, Dawkins and Wilsons are argumentsfrom biol ogical atheistsresponding
totheistic defensesof belief. Thetext statesthat Monad makesa*badly stated conclusion” that the“ Universe
with chance has no meaning.” that may cloud the intended message with a debate about meaning and
interpretation. But the MCW, the Universe is “nothing but chance”. By
contrast, Polkhinghorne integrates chance to explain God: “ chance alowed God to create creation to create
itself.” | think that Monad would easily dismiss this view referring to the second part of his statement
explaining the need of the human mind to believe in God. @

| find difficull to believe that creation and existence is nothing more than chance. To apply an
analogy, athough the dice determines the fate of the playing pieces, the pieces play according to rules, on a
common board. Monad's passage aims to explain man’'s unwillingness to believe that life is nothing but
chance: “man at least knows that he is alone in the unfeeling immensity of the Universe, out of which he
emerged by chance’. Thisreminds me of theteacher’s quote from Darwin doubting hisbelief in God, about
how Darwin gquestioned the existence of God because if his mind arose from evolution, how could he trust
that God exists beyond his faith, that hisfaith is not alimitation of his evolved brain?

Thisview is shared with other thinkers who believe that Darwinism eliminates theology: Dawkins,
Wilson, Crick. Earlier in the coursethe examplesof scientistswerereferenced and cited to provide arguments
to support the existence of God. These thi nkerghowe\/er‘belie\/e that God can be explained as phenomena
in the history of human evolution. In thisview, humanity is alone, not at home, but in the mind.

Dawkins continues the view elaborating the human interest for believing in. “The survival [of God
provides] great psychological appeal [withits] superficialy plausible answersto deep and troubling questions
about existence.” (Southgate, p.155) Dawkins explains for the existence of the God of the Gaps “The
‘everlasting arms' [is like] a cushion against our own inadequacies [which are just] imaginary.” This
characteristic of God has been repeated; God existed when it was convenient. Devout scientists with some
idea of God present in the Universe seemed to successively pushec God further and further back as
cosmological thinking advanced further and further. The concept shared among scientists of the deist God
that created the Earth and withdrew, instead created the Universe, with its immense planets, solar system

and properties of physics and withdrew. To those who shared Polkinghorne's view, God was pushed even
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Of course he would. But that's the whole point: he does so on grounds that are questionable.
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I find it difficult to...
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don't know what you're implying here: can't one be "in the mind" and "at home"?
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He obviously has superficial views in mind. I doubt Dawkins reads wholistic, serious expositions of the same data he prefers to see reductionistically.
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???
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God exists only when it is convenient?
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push
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grammar. I can't follow your meaning.


Q)

Monad and Dawkins are more genera with their explanation for the willingness of people to have

further back, involved with chance to create the mechanism that created creation.

faithin whatever God. Thereisnothing supernatural beyond the mind and culture; cultures want to believe
inaGod, it keeps societiestogether. From an anthropol ogical perspective, acommon religion or supernatural
belief in asociety, culture or community providesabasic fabric of belief, alleviating concernsand providing
an explanation for otherwise distressing and troubling questions. Thisis evident during times of pain, such
as catastrophes, death or suffering. Questions such as “why is there suffering?’ or “why do bad things
happen to good people?’. An atheist responseis hardly consoling, “it happens becauseit just does’ (despite
the truth or rational arguments behind it). A more “human” response is one of understanding, of a higher
understanding. People may even seeintrinsic faith surface in times of great pleasure or happiness, such as
the birth of a child or success. Saying “lifeis good” may suggest there is a higher order at work (athough
this contrasts with someone saying “1 am so lucky”).

Wilsons' passage seemslike areductionist interpretation of the Universe using Naturalist arguments
to support his view. Suggesting that “[W]e have come to the crucial stage” grabs me tc think if this can be
interpreted as an evident paradigm, to think that the current trends and state of scienceis at the forefront of
progress. Wilson's positivist vievx,bel ieving that science (more specifically Biology) can explain religi or_l‘is
difficult to interpret as being an argument for conflict or dialogue. Wilsons places emphasis on biology and
asubordinate role for religion, encouraging an exchange, but with science as the moderator and contestant.
| believe that Wilsons presumes too much about what biology can offer to theological thinking, faith and
religion. | don’t think that the arguments made from biology to explain mythology, the development of
language and culture and the brain will silent responses about a higher order or being at work behind i@

My belief shares elements with the overlap of the arguments of Monad and Dawkins. | personally
find relevance in the argument that belief in God is a convenient faith that bears more easily on the mind
than conceiving aworld without a higher being. The existence of life, the Universe or nature is beyond the
understanding of any human mind when one considers the humanly-inconceivable and unimaginable length
of timerequiredto bring it about. The number isstaggering, and unimaginable. The creation and devel opment
of lifedid not occur overnight, but given enough time, it becomesvery possible. Thesociological perspective
suggests the following in its analyses of societal dynamics: “What exists works, and what works, exists’.
Perhaps life, the Universe and nature exists because it works, and it works because it exists. Perhaps God

can be explained as an emotional response to an abstract existence of real it@
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strikes me as ... 

and then reformulate the sentence
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These individuals are also involved in what thinkers describe as the genetic fallacy. Loosly, knowing the origin or purpose of something does not discount what that something is about.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
Perhaps. But does identifying the source of a belief discount that about which a belief is? I think one has to appeal to canons of reasonability when it comes to such issues; reductionism does very little to advance understanding of complex issues of meaning.
However, even reason has its limits when the question of God arises.


Discuss the four typologies Barbour proposes regarding the relationship between science and religion. Which one do
you find most satisfying? (Conflict, Independence, Dialogue and I ntegration)

It seems that Integration is the obvious answer from any student who studied well in a
course of Theology & Science, asit isthe last step in Barbour’s Typology that best resolves and
addresses the concerns of theology and SciencE-lowever I must commit to Dialogue. The
ongoing debate between theology and science is evidently adynamic one. Whether one believes
that both are part of the whole, or display a nature of duality at work. | must say that | find each
area of the typology provides strong and convincing arguments for the relationship of science
and theology to exist and develop to the best of their respective areas of understanding. In the
sphere of each typology, the arguments are sensible, rational and logi CaIBhe dynamic relationship
of the two has experienced periods of friction (conflict), cooperative understanding (dialogue),
identification of boundaries (independence), and deeper interpretations of views and beliefs
(integration). | find much relevance in the typology of Integration, and | have believe that that
domain is where science and theology can best work constructively for a greater understanding
of the issues of faith. But | think integration is much too dependent on the advancement of
Dialoguefor itscause. If discussionsabout how greater understanding from theology and science
are to come about, Dialogue provides the common ground to exchange the ideas, and then the
possibility to integrate the two is possible.

Of coursethisisasweeping analysisof thefour typologies of relating Science and Religion.
Generalizations are necessary to compare them effectively. Within every typology are sects,
groups, and descriptive labelsand/ or recognized religiousfaiths, and some even span typologies.
Most authors can be classified as articulating views that distinctively fall in one category, but
there are always the exceptional ones that walk the fence between any of the four areas. This
demonstrates the fluid and dynamic nature of Science and Theol og,@l’ his reinforces my notion
of therelevance of Dialogue. Although Dialogue exists asits own typology, | believethereisan
element of it present in every typology that is substantially more relevant. For Independence to

argue its case, for a separation and distinct areas of focus between Science and Religion, an


Dr. Jim Kanaris
Not necessarily. I, for instance, am caught between Independence and Dialogue, since I'm not satisfied with the systematic synthesis of Whitehead. At some point in the near future I may try to develop my own vis-a-vis the cognitional theory of Bernard Lonergan, whom I've mentioned in class.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
I don't find this with regard to conflict.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
grammar
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See for instance Ted Peters' typologies briefly outlined in Southgate (pp. 9-10)
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understanding of Dialogueisnecessary. Thisexample extendsto the other typologies; for Conflict
to argue against Science or Theology (or Religion), the dialogue that exists between the two is
recognized and mini mizeB also find that Dialogue best adds to atheol ogical understanding of
theworld (or “all that exists’). Dialogue isopen to the possibility of scientific understanding, or
theological understanding. Not to dismiss dialogue as not being critical, dialogue has a greater
perspective to argue the meaning of theories in science and the rationality of religious beliefs.
This follows because for arguments to be made against the other, understanding of the other is
necessary. For example, Biblical literalism must understand the impact and doubts that may be
raised by rational introspecti@and the history of nature must have anticipated arguments to
retort against science. Theology does not follow blindly, and | believethat it isthrough Dialogue
that theology gets a full perspective. The belief that results from this understand does not
necessarily haveto include any elements of the lessons of Dialogue (such as presuppositions and
limit questions, or Methodological Parallels). However | believe that Theology does not gain a
full perspective from Dialogue alone. Openness to all four ways that Theology and Science
relate is healthy, as there are no strict areas of jurisdiction regarding foundations of faith or

subjects of debate. @

=


Dr. Jim Kanaris
I really don't see "dialogue" in the proper sense of the term at work in conflict. "Participants" who take this stance talk past one another.
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Try to avoid double negatives
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That's the point, you can't talk to biblical literalists about "rational introspection." They don't recognize a rationality as legitimate which is not wholly given to the literal truth of the Bible. That's why Barbour rightly (in my opinion) locates it in his typology of conflict. The same could be argued about a stubborn scientific materialism, which won't admit anything but materiality into its worldview.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
I tend to agree with you, except, again, for your reading of the conflict typology.

Dr. Jim Kanaris
Doug,

Good work! I found your definitions a little weak and parts of your treatment of C and D. However, on the whole I'm very pleased with your work.

A -  

PS - I've given you an "A" for the course.


