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Forum on our role in the evolutionary process

The magazine is a continuous online publication of new
articles. The magazine welcomes anyone who is willing to
contribute ideas about the future of our world. With his
evolutionary philosophy Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955)
gave a major impetus to thinking about this future.

Society for promoting the Convergence of Science
and Religion

This society consists of a group of people who sympathize
with Teilhard’s work, but by extension are willing to also
present new ideas.

Subscription to
our online magazine
GAMMADELTA
is free; signing up for it is only possible by filling in the
subscription form on our web site. The magazine can also be
downloaded for free on our web site:

www.teliharddechardin.nl

We welcome contributions to our online magazine, with the
proviso that the length of an articles should preferably not
exceed 3,000 words. The editors reserve the right to abridge
of refuse articles.

Address:
Stichting Teilhard de Chardin
Op de Wieken 5, 1852 BS Heiloo, Netherlands
tel.: 072-5332690;
e-mail: teilhard@planet.nl
internet; www.teilharddechardin.nl
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Introduction

On the occasion of the 25th anniversary of our foundation and its
magazine GAMMADELTA this month’'s issue will not only be
published in its regular Dutch version, but also in German and
English ones. Our magazine’s name refers to the point in the
evolutionary process where we consider ourselves to be. According
to Teilhard de Chardin's evolutionary philosophy evolution is a
process evolving toward its final stage that he called the Omega-
point. In this final stage we will all be united with the creator in our
individuality as persons. Teilhard’s starting point is that all particles
that came into being from the Alpha-point onward (i.e. at the Big
Bang) have a more or less conscious ‘within’ (French: le dedans).
From the first moment after the Big Bang the elementary particles
that exploded started to attract other particles and bond with them,
resulting in an increase in complexity and consciousness on the way
to this final stage.

Till 1994 our magazine was called GAMMA. It is our hope that our
foundation will soon have a new board, which, in 2019, will publish a
magazine bearing the name DELTA, thereby symbolizing the next
step on the way to the final stage. In this way, this next step will be
made visible in the present developments in science, technology
and our ability to achieve cooperation on a global scale and to effect
rapprochement between ideologies and religions.

Those interested in serving on this new board can send their written
application to our foundation’s address. We do hope that among the
applicants there will also be young people from a variety of scientific
and religious fields. After all, they also have a part to play in shaping
the world’s future.

By November at the latest there will be a meeting of the old and the
new board at which it will be decided how our foundation and our
magazine will be able to contribute to this future. We hope that the
very content of the articles in this issue will inspire many to send in
their application.

On behalf of the board | thank all of you for your attention.

Joke Even,
secretary
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Teilhard de Chardin in China:

Challenge and Promise
Bede Benjamin Bidlack *

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin was a

e JESUIL, geologist and theologian, who
spent the years 1923-1946 in Chfna.

In Good His letters, journal entries, and one of
Company his most well known booksThe Hu-
= —_ man Phenomengrexpress his interest
1¢ Body and Divinization in . L X i
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S] in Eastern re“glons In general and Chi-
and Daoist Xiao Yingsou nese rellglon |n parthUIérBut What

Bode Benjamin Bidlack did he know about Chinese religion?
Did his twenty-year's activity in that
land provide him with a particular un-
derstanding of Chinese people and their
culture? Does this Jesuit offer any
inspiration for a Christian's relationship
to other religions? The answers provide

both a challenge and a promise.

Teilhard and Chinese Religion

In his lifetime, Teilhard was most known for hisnt@butions to

geology and paleontology. Of his many expeditionad a
responsibilities in China, what put him in the stilgc spotlight was

his role in discovering Peking Man, the remainsadfiuman who
lived about 400,000 years ago. Perhaps his mosterast

undertaking, however, was the 'Yellow Expeditiom' wwhich he

served as the geologist on a research team thalléd across the

! The author is a doctoral candidate at the * TogpDepartment Boston College, We took
this article fromCHINA HERITAGE QUARTERLYChina Heritage Project, The Australian
National University ISSN 1833-8461, No. 23, Setter 2010. He thanks Ursula King and
Catherine Cornille for their comments on eanliersions of this paper, and to editorial revi-
sions suggested by China Heritage Quarterly.

2 These were not continuous years, but included nouserips out of the country including
Africa, India, Java, and Burma.

% | use 'Chinese religion' in the singular, becahsehree great traditions found in China —
Confucianism, Daoism, and Buddhism — have betmtionally integrated without losing
their distinguishing characteristics since thagbynasty (960-1280).
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Gobi Desert in 1931 and into 1932. They worked lpad re-
discover the Silk Road and partly — if not the geegart — to test

the vehicles provided to them by Citroén, the Fnencar
manufacturef. These and other achievements earned him the esteem
of the scientific community. In 1937, he was awardiee Gregor
Mendel Medal in Philadelphia for his scientific amre-ments. He

was asked to stand as chair at the prestigioug@oltle France, a
position that he was prohibited by his superioosifiaccepting.

In addition to his field studies, Teilhard also gmsed his great
theological work —The Human Phenomenes during his confine-
ment to the European zone of Beiping (as Beijing een known)
during the Japanese occupation. His life was sictsl compared
to his research adventures during those yearshthatferred to his
campus as his 'monastery": 'l am still in my mosgstto the north
of Fujen’. The Human Phenomenawmas written for his scientific
colleagues in order to introduce them to his thgioll speculation,
which itself was born out of his interests in eviln.

“ The official name of the expedition was, in fa@ifroén Centre-Asie Expedition.' | thank
Ursula King for pointing this out to me.

® Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre, S.tters from a Travellettranslated by René Hague, New
York/Evanston: Harper & Row Publishers, 196258.2 etter dated 16 February 1940.
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In the book, he presents a cosmogony that begitis an infinite

dispersal that — over billions of years — comesethgr to create
the universe. Next he takes his readers from teeemt and laun-
ches them into the future where — based on theeaei of the past
— the cosmos further converges towards a singuart,pChrist,

whom he simply names Omega, out of deference ®ririended
scientific audience.

Along with geology and Christian theology, he wésavery much
interested in 'Eastern religions', which for hincluded Hinduism,
Buddhism, Confucianism and Daoiéntlowever, in ‘The Spiritual
Contribution of the Far East' he admitted that belly had no
command of these tradition§6] In this 1947 essay he reveals the
long intellectual trek that he had made from hislyeanegative
impressions of Eastern religions to his later appteon of them.
Nonetheless, his early judgments on Eastern bgjisfems appear
scandalous to the modern reader. Take for exampletea from a
letter written upon his early arrival in China ictOber 1923:

Nowhere, among the men | met or heard abowe ha
discerned the smallest seed whose growth will lietted
future of mankind. Throughout my whole journey Ivaa
found nothing but absence of thought, senile thgugh
infantile thought. A missionary from Tibet returgirirom
Koko-Nor on the Himalayan border, assured me thdat o
there there still survived, to his knowledge, two tbree
solitaries who nourish their interior life by comtplating
the cosmic cycles and the eternal re-birth of Baddut a
chance passer-by like myself is not in a positian t
recognize these infrequent heirs of a venerablditiva of
thought whose fruit is reserved for some new sefson

® The historian of Teilhard can include Islam, whighencountered partly in Egypt but mostly
through his friend Louis Massingnon and otheotas of religion with whom he was fami-
liar.

" Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre, Shward the Futurgtranslated by René Hague, New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975, p.134.

8 Letters from a Travellep.100.
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Setting aside his dismissal of the Chinese, thetecoporary
Sinologist may cringe at his very use of 'the Eastiotion rightly
criticized by Edward Said many years dgdimilarly, he takes his
(mistaken) understanding of Buddhism as repredeataif the
religions of the East: 'The great appeal of Easteligions (let us, to
put a name to them, say Buddhism) is that they sagremely
universalist and cosmit’. Buddhism is a radical split from Hin-
duism, and the staunch sinologist will state thahf@cianism and
Daoism are the two religions of China, while Chim&uddhism is a
foreign import stamped with the Chinese seal. Fthm point of
view of the contemporary understanding of China anidthe
religions of the world, to criticize Teilhard is & but not parti-
cularly fruitful. To discover Teilhard's contribatis to how we think
of the interaction of religions, one must look &ilfiard's thought as
a whole, and not expect too much from direct statiyis inter-
religious reflections. Considering his situatiordahat of China at
the beginning of the twentieth century, one can fiis limitations
understandable.

Teilhard arrived only twelve years after the 1912wd of the
Republic of China. The new Republic wanted to replthe 'super-
stitions' of the past with the analytic precisidnn@odern, western
thought. Religion itself was shunned in the Chirdhard knew, so
he would have had to take great measures to gamitdiscover
Chinese religion. Furthermore, he lacked the iattllal tools to do
so0. He had no knowledge of Chinese — either spokditerary —
nor did he have an understanding of the methodd imsanthropo-
logy for engaging another culture. He had littletimation to change
this situation, because his primary interest wéasnsic, which fo-
cused his activities to that end. His orientationGhina upon his
arrival in 1923 was comparable to that of his timeCairo years
earlier:
This was the East, | caught glimpses of it, drahk it in
avidly, with no concern for its peoples and theistd+

® Edward W. SaidQrientalism New York: Pantheon Books, 1978.
10 Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre, Shristianity and Evolutiontranslated by René Hague, New
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1971, pp.122-1
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ry...but under the attraction of its light, its veagan, its
fauna and its deserts.

Accordingly, his scientific colleagues comprised Bmall circle of
Chinese conversation partners. Such men could bendarily
labeled Confucian, in the sense that to be Chimeseto be cultu-
rally Confucian. However, this Confucianism isn'specially
religious. Religious aspects of the Confuciandfe only now being
rediscovered by New Confucians, like Tu Weiminghig student
John Berthrong? Instead, his Chinese interlocutors included men
like Weng Wenhao, who was educated in the Belgatirine Uni-
versity of Louvain, or Yang Zhongjian who studied Munich®®
These friendships were warm and long lasting. Ohéhe giants
Teilhard worked with was V.K. Ting (Ding Wenjiangkho was
appointed director of the esteemed Academia Simicacholar of
Ting's distinction had his finger on the pulse lué intellectual life
in the Republic of China. Teilhard wrote of a corsation they had
in 1924:

Ting is a very intelligent man, in constantabuwith all
the 'leaders' of young China, and | had a reallgrasting
conversation with him about the intellectual sttenodern
China. We came to the following conclusions: atspré
there is nothing that can properly be called Chértbsught.
Their philosophical traditions have been brokerd &émey
are still too much under the influence of westearchers. In
the end, however, they will 'find their own feegain. From
the religious angle they need, as every man nesugee-
thing to ‘justify (sic) life’, but at the presenbment they are
going through a reaction against a religions thed heen
found wanting — rather like France in the eighthent
century**

Without a knowledge of Chinese, Teilhard was rewd to his
immediate colleagues, the scientific elite, witbaels to his contact

1 Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre, Sthe Heart of Mattertranslated by René Hague, 1st
Harvest/HBJ ed., New York: Harcourt Brace Jaach, p.23.

2 However, the New Confucian movement began abeutihe Teilhard arrived in China.

13 Claude CuénofTeilhard De Chardin: A Biographical Stugdyanslated by Vincent
Colimore, edited by René Hague, Baltimore: ételi 1965, pp.168-69.

14 etters from a Traveller, pp.108-9.
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with and understanding of the religious life in @i These were
western-educated scientists who did not even censitiinese reli-
gion themselves, much less have an insider's viethe subject.
They viewed religion as part of China's past, dr&y twere creating
a new future based on reason, upon which they cauidy ‘find
their own feet'.

Intellectuals like Wong, Young, and Ting were trerk of their

time. So was Teilhard. To be critical of his apmtodo Chinese
religion, one must remember how recent the acadestuidy of

religion is even now. The secular study of religo®gan in the late-
nineteenth century on the coattails of colonialigmd no one, not
even the Chinese, had seriously studied Daoismfifdtescholar to
crack a Daoist text was the historian and philosophiu Shipei in

1911. In the west, Henri Maspero (1883-1945) camiththe work
of a few French Sinologists, but the momentum kebitie scholarly
study of Daoism comes decades later with scholkes Kristofer

Schipper in Europe and Livia Kohn in the Unitedt&sa In other
words, Teilhard did not know much about Daoism, heither did

any other western scholar in the early twentietitury *

A Theology of Religions

Nonetheless, Teilhard's knowledge of Eastern wtigishould not
be dismissed entirely. He did learn and contriboteestern thought
upon Eastern religions in his later years. Duriigy ftve-year resi-
dence in Paris (1946-1951), he had the opportunityontinue his
correspondence and conversations with speciafisésian Studies,

| make the same point with regards to Thomas dfietMerton's Way of Zhuangzi', in
Merton and Taoism: Dialogues with John Wu arelAhcient Sages, Louisville, KY: Fons
Vitae, forthcoming, northern autumn 2010. A féapanese scholars also began looking at
the Daoist influence on Buddhism, but the irgefellowed the work of Liu. See T.H.
Barrett, 'Daoism: History of the Study', in Enlppedia of Religion, Lindsay Jones, ed.,
New York: Macmillan, 2005, pp.2212-16. For saglof the unintended confluence of
Teilhard's thought with Daoism, see my 'In G@mimpany: The Body and Divinization in
the thought of Teilhard de Chardin and Daoisth&imy’, PhD diss., Boston College, forth-
coming 2011; Baudry, Gerard-Henry, Teilhard Deafdin Et L'appel De L'orient: La Con-
vergence Des Religions, Saint-Etienne: Aubi@®2®ergeron, Maria-Ina, La Chine Et
Teilhard, Paris: Aubin, 2003; Stikker, Allerd86. Tao, Teilhard En Westers Denken,
Amsterdam: Bres, 1986, later published in aidagled, English version as The Transforma-
tion Factor: Towards an Ecological Consciousn@sskport, MA: Element Books, 1992.
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such as Solange Lemaitre, Louis Massignon and igtertan René
Grousset, as well as spending time contemplatiegAsian collec-
tion at the Musée Guimet. Notes in his diary inelwdmments on
Buddhism and Daoism from one of Grousset's booksl Grousset
himself read Teilhard's 1947 essay to the Frenamdbr of the
World Congress of Faiths, an essay Louis Massignauld call 'an
outstanding text® Given his time in China, his (albeit incidental)
encounter with Daoist temples, and his later stoidihe Asia, one
may surmise that Teilhard had some grasp of Chimekgion.
Although his limitations are widely acknowledged: hventually
developed an understanding of Eastern thoughtwiat sufficient
for him to write "The Spiritual Contribution of th&ar East' where he
envisions the future confluence of the religiousights of East and
West?’

This mystical bent, along with the fact that Teithavas not a
specialist in Eastern traditions albeit with sorkil & the topic, is

presented in Ursula KingBowards a New Mysticist This book

remains the most thorough exploration of Teilhareffection upon

Eastern religions, and on Teilhard's theology tfi@ns in English.

Even though one can identify a theology of religion Teilhard's

work, as a theological discipline of study, thisaof research only
began after his time. Theology of religions seeksiiderstand the
meaning of one tradition upon another. Althougis itheoretically

not restricted to Christianity, in practice thedlogy of religions has
been driven largely by Christian interests. As sutlpursues an
inquiry into how other traditions fit into the native of the salvific

birth, death and resurrection of Jesus CHhtist.

16 Ursula King, Towards a New Mysticism: Teilhard de Chardin andtEe ReligionsLon-
don: Collins, 1980, pp.90-94.
¥ Toward the Futurepp.134-147.
18 A revised edition ofowards a New Mysticismill appear under the titi€eilhard de
Chardin and Eastern Religions: Spirituality aMysticism in an Evolutionary World
Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, forthcoming 20EE &so King's 1995 papéFeilhard's
Reflections on Eastern Religions Revisitggjon 30 (1): 47-72.
19 A highly praised introduction to this growing fiels Paul Knitter'sntroducing the Theo-
logy of ReligionsMaryknoll, NY: Orbis, 2002.
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The person only casually acquainted with Teilhaay mome to the
conclusion that he viewed all religions mergingihristia-nity*°
More precisely, he saw the religions merging intwi§€, or Christ
Omega, who is beyond Christianity as it is normaltger-stood. As
King notes:

It was (in the context of the Church as an aods
development) that he first spoke of 'a general eoyance
of religions upon a universal Christ who fundaméyta
satisfies them all: that seems to me the only ptessionver-
sion of the world, and the only form in which aigan of
the future can be conceivédHowever, it would be wrong
to conclude from this that Christianity is the fillinent of
the world religions. Teilhard's symbol of the 'weisal
Christ' is by no means identical with Christiantyt far
transcends its limit&.

I will conclude this essay by proposing a theolagfyreligions
influenced by this convergent view propounded bilhbed, while
also building upon another theme of his — what émens 'union
differentiates’ — as | believe it holds the keyattheology of diver-
sity without slipping into insipid relativism ondlone hand, or nar-
row fundamentalism on the other.

Union Differentiates: A 'New' Theology of Religions

'‘Union differentiates’ is a theme that runs throtigh evolutionary
work of Teilhard de Chardin, but best expressedrtie Human
PhenomenaonBriefly, 'union differentiates’ is the notion thall
things join to become more complex structures. dingl so, each
part does not lose its identity in the new struetout becomes most

20 Christian theology of religions is usually presghin a tripartite nomenclature of ‘exclusi-
vist/replacement’, ‘inclusivist/fulfillmentjluralist/acceptance.' An exclusivist denies any
salvific possibilities outside of Christianitgn inclusivist believes that there is truth inesth
religions, but that those religions truly seakvation through Christ; the pluralist states that
other traditions are salvific by virtue of tfaéth and practices within that tradition. Today,
however, theologies of religions are more ssjifated and refuse easy placement within
these broad categories. Therefore, | try tmdausing these terms.

2L Christianity and Evolutionp.131.

ZTowards a New Mysticism.162.
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truly itself by contributing beyond itself withirhé structure. The
union happens because the individuals are differeott despite of
their differences. The theory applies to everythimghe universe:
‘Whatever the domain — whether it be the cellsha&f body, the
members of society, or the elements of a spirimjalthesis —
“union differentiates™

In The Human Phenomenomeilhard looks backward in cosmic
time. He noticed that the initial particles of thaiverse did not
remain infinitely multiple, but that they slowly & together. A
simple electron and nucleus became the first Helaiom; other
subatomic particles joined to form new elementstieumore, these
atoms did not continuously bounce off each othetrjdined to form
molecules that became more complex, and so on,pieess that
continues today. The important thing here is tlbatain atom to be
an atom — to take an example — the subatomic pestimust
remain subatomic particles, and these must beréeiffefrom each
other. They converge and come to their fulfillmbgtjoining in the
greater thing — the atom — but they can only ddogovirtue of
their difference. The atom is a simple example, thig holds true
for the components of the material universe, ldemplex beings,
societies, and even religions. The energy driving tosmic wave
of convergence is Christ of 'the Ahead.' This Ghsighe future and
not simply the Jesus of Nazareth of the past, erlonited to His
Church. This is the Universal Christ, Christ Omega.

Of what value are these reflections to theologyedigions? Teil-
hard's theory is one that requires differencessacreligions. Simi-
larly, S. Mark Heim in his 1995 Salvations formelsa theology of
religions that finds differences in religious trémiis to be good.
Instead of assuming that only one religious futigint is possible
and discussing the possibilities of religions reagtihat fulfillment
(or not), he turns the discussion around and patstsiimultiple reli-
gious ends. In other words, instead of taking @lansHeaven as the
only religious end — even for, say, a ConfucianDaoist — he

% Teilhard de ChardifiThe Human Phenomendnanslated by Sarah Appleton-Weber,
Brighton/Portland: Sussex Academic Press, 20086.
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postulates that Confucians and Daoists will enjogirt own reli-

gious fulfilments. Furthermore, they can only reabeir distin-

guished fulfillments if they adhere to their reigs commitments.
By viewing religions in this way, says Heim, we cgpreciate reli-
gious differences as values and not liabilitiegnierreligious dis-
cussions, because we are not trying to make a Débisto a

Christian salvatiofi?

Applying this to Teilhard's 'union differentiateite only way reli-
gions will enjoy any kind of ultimate fulfillmentsiif they remain
true to what makes them different from each otRaligions have
only been around for thousands of years; cosmicgaking, they
are new. What is needed now is a continued appi@tiand deve-
lopment of those theologies unique to each traditiditimate union

in Christ Omega remains far ahead in the futurertéen and a half
billion years was needed for the disparate padiofethe cosmos to
converge into the universe we know today. Such an gpf time

requires a rich imagination to appreciate how |timaf is. Just so,
the future in Omega lies in a mysterious distance.

The answer to interreligious challenges todayfaita in the future.
Exercising that faith means growing in one's owigieus tradition.

Fulfillment in Christ will only happen if memberd each tradition
are true to their religious commitments and devéhlar traditions
from within. Precisely how that will happen and witiais conver-
gence will look like will appear surprising and wupected from our
present point of view. If one religion absorbs &eotf then all of the
religions will suffer for it. Teilhard gives the ample of white light:

Like the countless shades that combine in adinipro-
duce a single white light, so the infinite modaktiof action
are fused, without being confused, the one singl®rc
under the mighty power of the universal Chfist.

2 |n The Depth of the Riches, his sequel to Salvatidaisn explores whether his theory is
cogent for Christian theology. Ultimately, aligions relate in difference within a singular
Reality, as the Persons of the Trinity are Thme®ne. See S. Mark HeirBalvations: Truth
and Difference in Religionaryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1995; andhe Depth of the Riches: A
Trinitarian Theology of Religious EndSrand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001.

% Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre, Skience and Christranslated by René Hague, New
York/Evanston: Harper & Row, pp.170-171.
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Only if every shade is present will light appe&u@d one shade be
lost to another, then no white light will shine.

My proposal is not to call for a prohibition on enteligious lear-
ning, but a challenge to have modest goals whesidenng other
religions?® Rich theological speculation at its best can dalg-rate
learning of one's own tradition and one other. Aearning from
another tradition complements the experience awlénstan-ding of
one's home traditioff. The theology of religions | sug-gest, in fact,
encourages learning across religious boundariede vahthe same
time discourages facile syncretism.

Challenge and Promise

In this essay | have described the context of &eillde Chardin's
time in China. Following this | proposed a theolagyreligions that

Teilhard never explicitly formulated himself, buheo that builds
upon his theme of 'union differentiates’. By sondoil read in Teil-

hard a challenge and a promise. A study of Teileamligious spe-
culations, especially in regard to Chinese religicmallenges scho-
lars not to judge religions from a distance. Deepaunstanding of
and learning about another religious tradition cesult through bi-
bliographic study, but the texts one reads shoalgrimary sources
from that tradition, preferably in the original Grage’® Secondary
sources from outside the tradition should only setw give the
reader some tools for understanding the primarycesu In addi-
tion, reading should be supplemented with integielis dialogue
with members from within the tradition being studlieleilhard’s

speculation on Chinese religion was too broad, wod@et upon
western sources, and devoid of religious insiders.

% Nor does it require an end to Christian mission ti@& contrary spreading the Gospel is part
of beingChristian. Christians must not reduce evangelisomtsess to baptism.

" Francis X. Clooney, SJ, makes this point in hisynaorks. See, for exampl€omparative
Theology: Deep Learning across Religious Bordetalden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010.

2 s scripture scholar, Joseph Jensen, OSB, saysanélation is something you can under-
stand with the help of the original' (persoc@imunication).
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The promise of Teilhard de Chardin's approach, leweis that

convergence of religions lies far ahead in theriutand is beyond
the religious institutions that we know today. Thay to arrive at
this future is to lay aside interreligious competit in favor of

interreligious dialogue that appreciates differemnaeile at the same
time, studying one's own tradition and growing ¢hfom. Natural-

ly, we may be attracted by resemblances betweegiars, but ho-

noring difference means refusing hasty judgmerdsistake simi-
larities for sameness or difference for deficieacMyhat is required
of us is a faith in the future and a great degdaifence.

Cover of the book, published at The Teilhard der@inaCentenary
Exhibition, London Westminster Abbey June 16 —30)y1983 — Chapter
House, and Edinburgh, New College Martin Hall, Asg16- September

10, 1983
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Scientific Proof of the Existence of God —
Has physics found a way to demonstrate that

consciousness creates the material world?
An interview with Amit Goswami
by Craig Hamilton

Before you read any further, stop and close yoesdgr a moment.
Then open them and consider the following questibar the

moment your eyes were closed, did the world stibteeven though
you weren't conscious of it? How do you know? I6thounds like
the kind of unanswerable brainteaser your Philogdfll professor
used to employ to stretch your philosophical imagon, you might

be surprised to discover that there are actualgiplsts at reputable
universities who believe they have answered thissgon—and

their answer, believe it or not, is no.

Now consider something even more intriguing. Imagihe entire
history of the universe. According to all the dttat scientists have
been able to gather, it exploded into existenceesbifteen billion
years ago, setting the stage for a cosmic daneneafgy and light
that continues to this day. Now imagine the histoirplanet earth.
An amorphous cloud of dust emerging out of thatmprdial
fireball, it slowly coalesced into a solid orb, faliits way into
gravitational orbit around the sun, and througlommex interaction
of light and gases over billions of years, generata atmosphere
and a biosphere capable of not only giving birttbtd sustaining
and proliferating life.

Now imagine that none of the above ever happenemsiGer
instead the possibility that the entire story oetysted as an abstract
potential — a cosmic dream among countless othemimodreams
— until, in that dream, life somehow evolved to thaint that a
conscious, sentient being came into existence.hat moment,
solely because of the conscious observation of itttividual, the
entire universe, including all of the history leagliup to that point,
suddenly came into being. Until that moment, nahirad actually
ever happened. In that moment, fifteen billion gehappened. If
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this sounds like nothing more than a complicatecktheop for a
science fiction story or a secular version of ohéhe world's great
creation myths, hold on to your hat. According toygicist Amit

Goswami, the above description is a scientificalble explanation
of how the universe came into being.

Goswami is convinced, along with a number of otharso

subscribe to the same view, that the universe,rderoto exist,

requires a conscious sentient being to be awaiié ®¥ithout an

observer, he claims, it only exists as a possjbiind, as they say
in the world of science, Goswami has done his misiiérshalling

evidence from recent research in cognitive psyahgldiology,

parapsychology, and quantum physics, and leaniagillgeon the

ancient mystical traditions of the world, Goswambuilding a case
for a new paradigm that he calls "monistic idealfsthe view that
consciousness, not matter, is the foundation ofytivieg that is.

A professor of physics at the University of Oregard a member of
its Institute of Theoretical Science, Dr. Goswasmiipart of a gro-
wing body of renegade scientists who, in recentgjdaave ventured
into the domain of the spiritual in an attempt bathinterpret the
seemingly inexplicable findings of their experimgeand to validate
their intuitions about the existence of anotheretision of life. The
essence of Goswami's theory is presented in hik Odwe Self-
Aware Universe: How Consciousness Creates the Néhtévorld

(1995). Rooted in an interpretation of the experitakdata of quan-
tum physics (the physics of elementary particld®, weaves
together myriad theories and findings in fieldsifrartificial intelli-

gence to astronomy to Hindu mysticism in an attetopghow that
the discoveries of modern science are in perfecordcwith the

deepest mystical truths. Quantum physics, as veekh aumber of
other modern sciences, he feels, is demonstratiaigthe essential
unity underlying all of reality is a fact that céme experimentally
verified. He asserts that because science is npabta of validating
mysticism, much that previously required a leafagth can now be
empirically proven, and hence the materialist pgradthat has
dominated scientific and philosophical thoughtdeer two hundred
years can finally be called into question. By afténg to bring
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material realism to its knees and to integratdiellls of knowledge
in a single unified paradigm, Goswami hopes to pheeway for a
new holistic worldview in which spirit is put first

Yet for all the important and valuable work Goswamnd others are
doing to reconcile the long-divorced domains oksce and spiri-
tuality, thinkers such as Huston Smith and E. FhuBtacher have
pointed to what they feel is an arrogance, or astle kind of nai-
veté, on the part of scientists who believe thaytban expand the
reach of their discipline to somehow include orlakpthe spiritual

dimension of life. These critics suggest that tkeeyvattempt to

scientifically validate the spiritual is itself aqauct of the same
materialistic impulses it intends to uproot. Be@awd this, they

claim, such efforts are ultimately only capablereflucing spirit,

God, and the transcendent to mere objects of duiefalscination.

Is science capable of proving the reality of thanscendent
dimension of life? Or would science better seregpiritual poten-
tial of the human race by acknowledging the inhefignits of its

domain? The following interview confronts us witlese questions.

WIE: In your book The Self-Aware Universe, you spea&@udlihe
need for a paradigm shift. Could you talk a bit @blmow you con-
ceive of that shift? From what to what?

AMIL GOSWAMI: The current worldview has it that everything is
made of matter, and everything can be reduced décetbmentary
particles of matter, the basic constituents — ugdcblocks — of
matter. And cause arises from the interactionsheée basic buil-
ding blocks or elementary particles; elementarytiglas make
atoms, atoms make molecules, molecules make aaliscells make
brain. But all the way, the ultimate cause is alsvihye interactions
between the elementary particles. This is the belieall cause
moves from the elementary particles. This is whatoall "upward
causation". So in this view, what human beings -4 pod | —
think of as our free will does not really exist.idtonly an epiphe-
nomenon or secondary phenomenon, secondary taatlsalcpower
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of matter. And any causal power that we seem tabbe to exert on
matter is just an illusion. This is the currentguigm.

Now, the opposite view is that everything startthvaionsciousness.
That is, consciousness is the ground of all beimgdhis view, con-
sciousness imposes "downward causation". In otleedsy our free
will is real. When we act in the world, we reallyeaacting with
causal power. This view does not deny that matser has causal
potency — it does not deny that there is causal gpofrom
elementary particles upward, so there is upwardatian — but it
insists that there is also downward causationhéws up in our
creativity and acts of free will, or when we makerai decisions.
On those occasions, we are actually witnessing d@sch causation
by consciousness.

WIE: In your book, you refer to this new paradigm asofiiatic
idealism”. And you also suggest that science sdene verifying
the truth of oneness that mystics have describemiginout history
— that science's current findings seem to be mrall the essence
of the perennial spiritual teaching.

AG: It is the spiritual teaching. It is not just pdeal The idea that
consciousness is the ground of being is the bdswll espiritual
traditions. In the West, there is a philosophyethllidealism” that is
opposed to the philosophy of "material realism,"icihholds that
only matter is real. Idealism says no, consciousigshe only real
thing. But in the West, that kind of idealism hasually meant
something that is really dualism — that is, congsitess and matter
are separate. | don't mean that dualistic kind @siarn idealism,
but really a monistic idealism, which has existactlie West, but
only in the esoteric spiritual traditions. Wher@aghe East, this is
the mainstream philosophy. In Buddhism, or in Hisduwhere it is
called Vedanta, or in Taoism, this is the philogopheveryone. But
in the West this is a very esoteric tradition, okiypwn and adhered
to by very astute philosophers, the people who haedly delved
deeply into the nature of reality.
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WIE: So you are saying that modern science, from a (=igip
different angle — not assuming anything about tkistence of a
spiritual dimension of life — has somehow come baicund and is
finding itself in agreement with that view as aulef its own
discoveries?

AG: That's right. And this is not entirely unexpect&tarting from

the beginning of quantum physics, which began ényiar 1900 and
then became full-fledged in 1925 when the equatimihguantum

mechanics were discovered, there have been inoisatihat our
worldview might change. Staunch materialist phygtechave loved
to compare the classical worldview and the quanuoridview. Of

course, they wouldn't go so far as to abandondba that there is
only upward causation and that matter is supremethe fact re-
mains that they saw in quantum physics some gresadmm-

changing potential. And then in 1982, results sthtoming in from
laboratory experiments in physics. That is the yelaen, in France,
Alain Aspect and his collaborators performed theagrexperiment
that conclusively established the veracity of tip@itsial notions,

and particularly the notion of transcendence. Shogpo into a little

bit of detail about Aspect's experiment?

WIE: Yes, please do.

AG: To give a little background, what had been happemias that
for many years quantum physics had been givingcatitins that
there are levels of reality other than the matéeiatl. How it started
happening first was that quantum objects — obj@ttgjuantum
physics — began to be looked upon as waves of lgbigsi Now,
initially people thought, "Oh, they are just likegular waves". But
very soon it was found out that, no, they are nates in space and
time. They cannot be called waves in space and dinmadl — they
have properties that do not jibe with those of mady waves. So
they began to be recognized as waves in potenizales of possibi-
lity, and the potential was recognized as transeetidbeyond matter
somehow.
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But the fact that there is transcendent potentid wot very clear
for a long time. Then Aspect's experiment veriftadt this is not
just theory; there really is transcendent potentijects really do
have connections outside of space and time! Whapédras in this
experiment is that an atom emits two quanta ot ligalled photons,
going opposite ways, and somehow, these photorectafine
another's behavior at a distance, without exchanginy signals
through space. Notice that: without exchanging sigyals through
space but instantly affecting each other. Instauasly.

Now Einstein showed long ago that two objects cawen affect
each other instantly in space and time becauseytbigy must
travel with a maximum speed limit, and that spewsit lis the speed
of light. So any influence must travel, if it trdszehrough space,
taking a finite time. This is called the idea ajcality.” Every signal
is supposed to be local in the sense that it nakst & finite time to
travel through space. And yet, the photons emittiedhe atom in
Aspect's experiment influence one another at amtst, without ex-
changing signals, because they are doing it iresteously — they
are doing it faster than the speed of light. Angréifiore, it follows
that the influence could not have traveled throsigdice. Instead, the
influence must belong to a domain of reality that must recognize
as the transcendent domain of reality.

WIE: That's fascinating. Would most physicists agreéh what
interpretation of his experiment?

AG: Well, physicists must agree with this interprematiof his
experiment. Many times, of course, physicists wike the follo-
wing point of view: they will say, "Well, yeah surexperiments.
But this relationship between particles really tismportant. We
mustn't look into any of the consequences of thasmidcendent
domain — if it can even be interpreted that waw'.other words,
they try to minimize the impact of this and stily to hold on to the
idea that matter is supreme.

But in their hearts they know, as is very evidémt1984 or '85, at
the American Physical Society meeting at which §weesent, one
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physicist was heard saying to another physicist #fier Aspect's
experiment, anyone who does not believe that sangeik really
strange about the world must have rocks in his head

WIE: So what you are saying is that from your poinviefv, which
a number of others share, it is somehow obvious aha would
have to bring in the idea of a transcendent dineeng really un-
derstand this.

AG: Yes, it is. Henry Stapp, who is a physicist at ltheversity of

California at Berkeley, says this quite explicityone of his papers
written in 1977 — that things outside of space aimg affect things
inside space and time. There's just no questianttiaa happens in
the realm of quantum physics when you are dealiity guantum

objects. Now of course, the surprising thing ist the are always
dealing with quantum objects because it turns loatt quantum phy-
sics is the physics of every object. Whether itlbnsicroscopic or
it's macroscopic, quantum physics is the only ptsysie've got. So
although it's more apparent for photons, for etewdr for the sub-
microscopic objects, our belief is that all manifesality, all matter,

is governed by the same laws. And if that is sentthis experiment
is telling us that we should change our worldviescduse we, too,
are quantum objects.

WIE: These are fascinating discoveries that have iedpir lot of
people. A number of books have already attemptadake the link
between physics and mysticism. Fritjof Cap'® Tao of Physics
and Gary Zukav'The Dancing Wu Li Mastersave both reached
many, many people. In your book, though, you mentlwat there
was something that you felt had not yet been cavdbat you feel
is your unique contribution to all of this. Couldwy say something
about what you are doing that is different from whas been done
before in this area?

AG: I'm glad that you asked that question. This shaedlarified,
and | will try to explicate it as clearly as | carhe early work, like
The Tao of Physigshas been very important for the history of
science. However, these early works, in spite gipsuing the
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spiritual aspect of human beings, all basicallydtei to the material
view of the world. In other words, they did not bage the mate-
rial realists' view that everything is made up ditter. That view
was never put to any challenge by any of thesg daxbks. In fact,
my book was the first one that challenged it sqyasnd that was
still based on a rigorous explication in scientiferms. In other
words, the idea that consciousness is the groueiafy, of course,
has existed in psychology as transpersonal psygholaut outside
of transpersonal psychology, no tradition of scéenc scientist has
seen it so clearly.

It was my good fortune to recognize that all theagaxes of quan-
tum physics can be solved if we accept consciogsagshe ground
of being. So that was my unique contribution, ahdourse, this has
paradigm-shifting potential because now we canytrntegrate

science and spirituality. In other words, with Gapind Zukav —
although their books are very good — because tledg bn to a
fundamentally materialist paradigm, the paradignmas shifting,

nor is there any real reconciliation between gmtity and science.
Although these books acknowledge our spiritualitye spirituality

is ultimately coming from some sort of materiakirgction.

But that's not the spirituality that Jesus talkbdw. That's not the
spirituality where a mystic recognizes and says$)0Wv know what

reality is like, and this takes away all the unhiapps that one ever
had. This is infinite, this is joy, this is consggmess". This kind of
exuberant statement could not be made on the baspipheno-

menal consciousness. It can be made only whenemogmnizes the
ground of being itself, when one cognizes diretttht One is All.

As long as science remains on the basis of therralide world-

view, however much you try to accommodate spiriergberiences
in terms of parallels or in terms of chemicals lie brain, you are
not really giving up the old paradigm. You are gyiup the old
paradigm and fully reconciling it with spiritualitgnly when you
establish science on the basis of the fundamepititiusl notion that
consciousness is the ground of all being. Thathatwhave done in
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my book, and that is the beginning. But alreadydlae some other
books that are recognizing this, too.

WIE: So there are people corroborating your ideas?

AG: There are people who are now coming out and réziognthe

same thing, that this view is the correct way tplax quantum
physics and also to develop science in the futarether words, the
present science not only has shown quantum paradaxealso has
shown real incompetence in explaining paradoxical anomalous
phenomena, such as in parapsychology, the parahermaven

creativity. And even traditional subjects, like @eption or biolo-
gical evolution, have much to explain that thes¢emalist theories
don't explain.

However, if we do science on the basis of the primaf con-
sciousness, then we can see real creativity ofcomnsness. We can
truly see that consciousness is operating cregtetn in biology,
even in the evolution of species.

WIE: This brings to mind the subtitle of your bodkpw Con-

sciousness Creates the Material Worlkhis is obviously quite a
radical idea. Could you explain a bit more condyeteow this ac-

tually happens in your opinion?

AG: Actually, it's the easiest thing to explain be@aiurs quantum
physics, as | said earlier, objects are not seetefisite things, as
we are used to seeing them. Newton taught us thgcts are
definite things: they can be seen all the time, imgpn definite tra-
jectories. Quantum physics doesn't depict objdwsway at all. In
guantum physics, objects are seen as possibilgeEssibility waves.
Right? So then the question arises: What converssipility into

actuality? Because when we look, we only see aewvahts. That's
starting with us. When you see a chair, you seacamal chair; you
don't see a possible chair.

WIE: Right — | hope so.
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AG: We all hope so. Now this is called the "quantunasoeement
paradox". It is a paradox because who are we tihidaconversion?
Because after all, in the materialist paradigm, de@'t have any
causal efficacy. We are nothing but the brain, Wh&cmade up of
atoms and elementary particles. So how can a brdiich is made
up of atoms and elementary particles, convert aipitisy wave that
it itself is? It itself is made up of the possityilivaves of atoms and
elementary patrticles, so it cannot convert its gwgsibility wave
into actuality. This is called a paradox. Now i thew view, con-
sciousness is the ground of being. So who conyergsibility into
actuality? Consciousness does, because conscisudoes not obey
guantum physics. Consciousness is not made of mat€on-
sciousness is transcendent. Do you see the paradignging view
right here — how consciousness can be said toectbat material
world? The material world of quantum physics id jogssibility. It
is consciousness, through the conversion of pdisgitnito actuality,
that creates what we see manifest. In other wardssciousness
creates the manifest world.

WIE: To be honest, when | first saw the subtitle of rybook, |

assumed you were speaking metaphorically. But aétading the
book and speaking with you about it now, | am dedlg getting the
sense that you mean it much more literally thaad thought. One
thing in your book that really stopped me in mycks was your
statement that, according to your interpretatibie, éntire physical
universe only existed in a realm of countless emglhpossibilities
until at one point, the possibility of a conscioggntient being
arose, and at that point, instantaneously, theesktiown universe
came into being, including the fifteen billion yesaf history leading
up to that moment. Do you really mean that?

AG: | mean that literally. This is what quantum phgsitemands. In
fact, in quantum physics this is called "delayedich. And | have
added to this concept the concept of "self-refez&néctually the
concept of delayed choice is very old. It comesnfi@ very famous
physicist named John Wheeler, but Wheeler did metthe entire
thing correctly, in my opinion. He left out selffeeence. The
guestion always arises: The universe is supposhdwve existed for
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fifteen billion years, so if it takes consciousnéssonvert possibi-
lity into actuality, then how could the universe amund for so
long? Because there was no consciousness, norgefii@ogical,

carbon-based being in that primordial fireball, thg bang, that is
supposed to have created the universe. But thes ety of looking

at things says that the universe remained in pitiggibintil there

was self-referential quantum measurement — so ithdhe new
concept. An observer's looking is essential in pritle manifest
possibility into actuality, and so only when thesetver looks does
the entire thing become manifest — including tirBe. all of past
time, in that respect, becomes manifest right at thoment when
the first sentient being looks.

This idea has existed in cosmology and astronongeuthe guise
of a principle called the "anthropic principle" —hetidea that the
universe has a purpose. It is so fine-tuned, thezeso many coin-
cidences, that it seems very likely that the ursgas doing some-
thing purposive, as if the universe is growing utls a way that a
sentient being will arise at some point.

WIE: So you feel that there's a kind of purposivenesbe way the
universe is evolving, that, in a sense, it readtsefuition in us, in
human beings?

AG: Well, human beings may not be the end of it, leutaenly they
are the first fruition, because here is then thesjimlity of manifest
creativity, creativity in the sentient being itséllhe animals are sen-
tient, but they are not creative in the sense Wetare. So human
beings certainly seem to be an epitome right naw this may not
be the final epitome. | think we have a long wagto and there is a
long evolution yet to occur.

WIE: In your book, you even go so far as to suggestthigacosmos
was created for our sake.

AG: Absolutely. But that means sentient beings — Far $ake of
all sentient beings. And the universe is us. Thaly clear. The
universe is self-aware, but it is self-aware thfowg. We are the
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meaning of the universe. We are not the geograbberger of the
universe, but we are the meaning center of thesusiv

WIE: Through us the universe finds its meaning?
AG: Through sentient beings.

WIE: This human-centered — or sentient-being-centerestance
seems quite radical at a time when so much of nmogergressive
thought, across disciplines from ecology to fernminito systems
theory, is going in the opposite direction. Thesespectives point
more toward interconnectedness, in which the digarite of any
one part of the whole — including one species, saglthe human
species — is being de-emphasized. Your view seerhark back to
a more traditional, almost biblical kind of ideaow would you

respond to proponents of the prevailing "nonhidraad" paradigm?

AG: It's the difference between the perennial philbyapat we are
talking about, monistic idealism, and what is ahlee kind of pan-
theism. That is, these views — which | call "ecidad) worldviews"

and which Ken Wilber calls the same thing — areualty deni-

grating God by seeing God as limited to the immameality. On

the face of it, this sounds good because everythempmes divine
— the rocks, the trees, all the way to human beifigey are all
equal and they are all divinity. It sounds finet Hucertainly does
not adhere to what the spiritual teachers knewthinBhagavad
Gita, Krishna says to Arjuna, "All these things aramme, but | am
not in them". What does he mean by that? What renmes that "I
am not exclusively in them".

So there is evolution in manifest reality. Evolutibappens. That
means that the amoeba is, of course, a manifastaficonscious-

ness, and so is the human being. But they arenrtbiei same stage.
And these ecological-worldview theories don't dest.tThey don't

rightly understand what evolution is because theyignoring the

transcendent dimension, and they are ignoring thipgsiveness of
the universe.
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WIE: So you would say that they have part of the pectbut
without this other aspect that you are bringingtleir view is very

AG: It's very limited. And that's why pantheism is ydimited.
When Westerners started going to India, they thbitglvas pan-
theistic because it has many, many gods. Indialogtphy tends to
see God in nature — they worship rocks sometintest, kind of
thing — so Westerners thought it was pantheistid, @nly later did
they realize that it has a transcendent dimengsiofact, the trans-
cendent dimension is developed extremely well ididn philo-
sophy, whereas in the West, it is hidden in a Vevy esoteric sys-
tems, such as those of Gnostics and of a few greesters like
Meister Eckhart. In Jesus' teachings, you can tse@ethe Gospel
according to Thomas. But you have to really digpdeefind that
thread in the West. In India, in thépanishadstheVedanta and the
Bhagavad Gitait is very explicit.

Now, pantheism sounds very good, but it's only phthe story. It's
a good way to worship; it's a good way to bringigility into your
daily life because it is good to acknowledge thnre is spirit in
everything. But if we just see the diversity, if yust see the God in
everything, but don't see the God which is beyoveheparticular
thing, then we are not realizing our potential. We not realizing
our Self. And so, truly, Self-realization involvegeing this pan-
theistic aspect of reality, but also seeing thagcaendent aspect of
reality.

WIE: In addition to being a scientist, you are also iatspl practi-
tioner. Could you talk a little bit about what bgit you to spiritua-
lity?

AG: Well, I'm afraid that is a pretty usual, almosasdic, case.
When | was about thirty-seven, the world startethticapart on me.
I lost my research grant, | went through a divoead | was very
lonely. And the professional pleasure that | usedét by writing
physics papers stopped being pleasure.
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| remember one time when | was at a conferenceadindhy | had
been going around, beating my own drums and arguitigpeople.
Then in the evening when | was by myself, | feltleoely. And |

realized that | had heartburn and | had alreadynested a full bottle
of Tums, and still it would not go away. | discoeérsuffering, lite-
rally. And it is that discovery of suffering thatdonght me to spiri-
tuality, because | couldn't think of any other wayalthough | had
given up the idea of God entirely and had been &madist physi-
cist for quite some time. That particular world —here God didn't
exist and where the meaning of life just came fiain-pursuits of
glory in a profession — just did not satisfy me aiid not bring

happiness. So | came to meditation. | wanted tdf¢bere was any
way of at least finding some solace, if not hapgénénd eventually
great joy came out of it, but that took time.

WIE: It's interesting that while you turned to spirlityabecause
you felt that science wasn't really satisfying yawn search for
truth, you have nevertheless remained a sciehtisughout.

AG: That's true. It's just that my way of doing sciecbanged. The
reason that | lost the joy of science was thatd heade it into a
professional trip. | lost the ideal way of doindesce, which is the
spirit of discovery, the curiosity, the spirit ohdwing truth. So |

was not searching for truth anymore through scieacd therefore |
had to discover meditation, where | was searchargtriuth again,

truth of reality. What is the nature of realityeaaftall? You see my
first tendency was nihilism — nothing exists. Bat meditation |

had a glimpse that reality really does exist. Wiatat is | didn't

know, but | saw that something exists. So that gagethe preroga-
tive to go back to science and see if | could nawsdience with
new energy and new direction, and really investigaith instead of
investigating for the sake of professional glory.

WIE: How then did your newly revived interest in truthis spiri-
tual core to your life, inform your practice of ence?

AG: What happened was that | was not doing sciencemargy for
the purpose of just publishing papers. Insteadad doing the really
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important problems, which are very paradoxical &edy anoma-
lous.

For example, the quantum measurement problem oseg to be a
problem which forever derails people from any pssfenal achie-
vement because it's a very difficult problem. Pedmve tried it for
decades and have not been able to solve it. Butdght, "Well, |

have nothing to lose and | am only going to inggge truth, so why
not see?" Quantum physics was something | knew wetl | had

researched it all my life, so why not do the quamtmeasurement
problem? So that's how | came to ask this quesiighat agency
converts possibility into actuality? It still tooke from 1975 to
1985 until, through a mystical breakthrough, | calmerecognize
this.

WIE: Could you describe that breakthrough?

AG: Yes, I'd love to. It's so vivid in my mind. Youesethe con-

ventional wisdom was that consciousness must besraergent

phenomenon of the brain. And despite the fact $bate people, to
their credit, were giving consciousness causat@tf, no one could
explain how it happened. That was the mystery besaafter all, if

it's an emergent phenomenon of the brain, thegaalkal efficacy
must ultimately come from the material elementaastiples. So this
was a puzzle to me — this was a puzzle to everybedynd | just

couldn't find any way to solve it. David Bohm tatkabout hidden
variables, so | toyed with his ideas of an expécatder and an im-
plicate order, but this wasn't satisfactory becandgohm's theory,

again, there is no causal efficacy that is givendsciousness. It is
all a realist theory. It is a theory in which evitipig can be explai-
ned through mathematical equations. There is redmn of choice,

in other words, in reality. So | was just struggliand struggling be-
cause | was convinced that there is real freedochoice.

So then one time — and this is where the breaktirdiappened —
my wife and | were in Ventura, California, and astiy friend, Joel
Morwood, came down from Los Angeles and we all werthear a
talk by J. Krishnamurti. And Krishnamurti, of coarsvas extremely
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impressive, a very great mystic. So we heard hid,then we came
back home. We had dinner and we were talking, awdd giving

Joel a spiel about my latest ideas of the quantueory of con-

sciousness, and Joel just challenged me. He s@&h tonscious-
ness be explained?" | tried to wriggle my way tlglodhat, but he
wouldn't listen. He said, "You are putting on stifmblinders. You

don't realize that consciousness is the ground beang". He didn't

use that particular word, but he said something, liKThere is
nothing but God". And something flipped inside rhattl cannot
guite explain. This is the ultimate cognition, thdtad at that very
moment. There was a complete about-turn in my psyahd | reali-
zed that consciousness is the ground of all beingemember
staying up that night, looking at the sky, and hgva mystical
feeling about what the world is, and having the plate conviction

that this is the way the world is, this is the waglity is, and one
can do science. You see, the prevalent notion Wasi can you

ever do science without assuming that there istyeshd material?
But | became completely convinced that one canciknse on this
basis.

WIE: So that night something really did shift for youyiour whole
approach. And everything was different after that?

AG: Everything was different.

WIE: Did you then find, in working out the details ohat it would
mean to do science in this context, that you wéte t penetrate
much more deeply or that your own scientific thimki was
transformed in some way by this experience?

AG: Yes, exactly. What happened was very interestimgas stuck
with this question before: How can consciousnes® ltausal effi-
cacy? And now that | recognized that consciousnessthe ground
of being, within months, all the problems of quantmeasurement
theory, the measurement paradoxes, just melted.akagr since
that night in 1985, | have been blessed with ideer &ea, and lots
of problems have been solved — the problem of dmgmi of
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perception, of biological evolution, of mind-boddiing. It has
been a wonderful adventure in creativity.

WIE: So it sounds pretty clear that taking an inteirestie spiritual,
in your case, had a significant effect on yourigbtio do science.
Looking through the opposite end of the lens, hosuled you say
that being a scientist has affected your spiriavalution?

AG: Well, | stopped seeing them as separate, so thideness, this
integration of the spiritual and the scientific,smaery important for
me. Mystics often warn people, "Look, don't divigeur life into

this and that". For me, it came naturally becauskstovered the
new way of doing science when | discovered sgjirit is the na-
tural basis of my being. So since that time, whettdvdo, | don't
separate them very much.

Dr. Amit Goswami is a retired full professor
from the University of Oregon’s Department of

called “science within consciousness,” an idea

famous observer effect.
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Interview with John Haught
Robert Wright

John Haught is professor of theology at
Georgetown University and director of
the Georgetown Centre for the Study of
Science and Religion. He's the author of
"What is Religion?" "Responses to 101
Questions on God and Evolution" and
"God after Darwin." | interviewed him at
Georgetown University.

Wright: Well Jack, thanks for letting me
come into your office here and talk to
you today.

John Haught: It's a great pleasure.

Wright: | have to tell you | was | was reading your bds&d after
Darwin on a train a couple of months ago and | looked avel the
man sitting immediately next to me was reading 2&iethe. And |
thought that's kind of an interesting juxtapositimtause Nietzsche
thought that you really couldn't take the concdpgBod seriously in
the modern age. Certainly a premise of your botkaswe can take
the concept of God seriously in a modern age butd@argue that
in light of Darwinian theory, in light of the infectual evolution
that Darwin ushered in, we may need the conceftoaf and in fact
to some extent you kind of take other theologiamsask for not
reckoning sufficiently with Darwin and the Darwiniaevolution
what what can you summarize what your...

John Haught: Yes | think after Darwin but also after Galileo,
Copernicus and Einstein we can't have exactly #mesthoughts
about God that we had before because our conceptiorhat we
consider to be God's creation is inevitably goingchanged by
scientific information and what | would argue esphyg in the case
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of Darwin is that theology has not yet generallgapng caught up
with the revolution that Darwin brought about.

Wright: What's an example of a change you think needs tmdxle
in the conception and we're taking particularly @tb&hristian
theologians here | guess...

John Haught: Well we have to remember that the whole idea of
God and divine providence originated from what froour
perspective was a relatively small time and spaae]atively small
universe, and that what Darwin did in effect wasate a revolution
which in combination with geology and now big bartgysics has
given us a 15 billion year old universe in whiclfe liappears
gradually out of matter and mind appears graduaiy of life and
what that seems to have done is to have flattemecdierarchical
view within which the concept of God came abouhia first place.

Wright: By hierarchical view you mean...

John Haught: The hierarchical view | mean the view in which
reality consists of levels of reality moving fromsk important to
more important but with discontinuity between thgmu have the
level of inanimate matter, then plant life, thennaad life, then
human life and then God and whatever levels thexebatween us
and God and that's a rather vertical hierarchigad\of things. And
what happens in the post-Darwinian period is thHat twhole
hierarchy as it were gets pushed over on its gideta contents sort
of spills out in the 15 billion year river of timehich is dominated
by what the hierarchical view had considered to the least
important, the purely inanimate material realm #arsgems that life,
just gradually life, is in no hurry to come out tifis material
background nor is mind in the sense of human igeice in a great
hurry to come out of life, and so what happensha tve have a
problem and | think this is one of the big problemsscience and
religion of how to map the new 15 billion year didrizontal type
picture of nature onto the hierarchical view ofurat And that's the
great task of theology in our time and | don't khihat we've really
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yet begun to do that as vigorously and in a sojghigd way as we
need to.

Wright: Ok. Now one issue you kind of touched on is istere
that that | think is central to our figuring out vaoyou would
integrate evolution into any theology which is htawwhat extent
was the evolution of intelligent life kind of in éhcards from the
beginning and that's a a subject you touch ortla iit the book and
it's a subject of great contention...

John Haught: Yes.

Wright: You seem in what you just said to be kind of dgaaying
the prospects for intelligent life a little, am tamg about that?

John Haught: Well | don't want to downplay them but | do think
that we have to make a distinction between theraiogical place
of intelligence and its ontological place. And wiveg have to do
from a theological point of view -- and | thinkdan be done -- is to
salvage the ontological primacy of intelligence...

Wright: And can we have a quick definition of ontology toose of
us who need it?

John Haught: Ontology is a Greek word that simply refers tanigei
what kind of being so when we use the term ontcklgive are
referring to the kind of being that something had huse the term
ontological discontinuity to emphasize the distmads between the
kind of being you have at the level of matter amel kind of being
you have at the level of life and the kind of beyay have at the
level of intelligence and the kind of being you &aat the level of
the divine. That's ontological discontinuity... fdilent kinds of
being, that's what I'm talking about. So what hkhdone of the great
confusions of the modern age is that we've confus@dlogical
primacy or ...certain the kind of being that weocasste with matter
we confuse that with chronological primacy so thattend, at least
scientific skepticism tends, to give ontologicainmacy to matter
simply because it's chronological prior to life anthd and logically
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does not necessarily follow it, so it can be theecthat the more
significant level of reality emerges later chrorgit@ally much later
in the process so that | say intelligent life corabsut very late and
almost grudgingly from a chronological perspectig in no way
diminishes its ontological primacy.

Wright: Does it diminish its probability when you say itigence
life and intelligence appeared grudgingly, do yoeam it almost
wasn't really kind of in the scheme of things &tjhappened and it
might well not have happened?

John Haught: Well yes | mean the sort of scenario that prompts
Bertrand Russell the great British skeptic to gt if the point of
the universe was to produce intelligence then whyitdie there so
long to produce so very little. And it's that kiodl of location of
intelligence as a kind of an afterthought, a kirficcasmic flu that
then arises if we look at things only from the emibn of
chronological development but what I'm saying weldanake the
case logically speaking anyway that what comes iageyand with
great fragility and precariousness onto the scempeihaps the most
significant thing that the cosmos has ever produedi... and so |
think we have to make that distinction between lmgical and
chronological primacy.

Wright: Ok. | guess the reason | ask is because wheadIthe book
—and I'm not up on current theological trends egfigc— | was

struck by how different a a conception of God thierin the book
than the one | might naively associate with Chaistthought, for
example, the one that | was brought up with. Arefdhthe idea is
basically you know the guy up there...

John Haught: Right.
Wright: ... created everything...
John Haught: Right.

Wright: ... looking down...
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John Haught: Yes.

Wright: Intervening... and and | think on all those psialmost you
differ in a certain sense. Is this just what corgerary Christian
theology is or are you a radical or what? Whatsdtiory?

John Haught: No. In fact some scientific thinkers and others
who've read the book think that tailored the tiadal notion of
God to fit nicely and consonantly with the pictafdife that Darwin
has given us. But my whole argument in "God AftemBin" is to
say | stand within a tradition which has given sh&p my sense of
God independently of my ever having read Charlesndabut |
didn't really study science and religion until afte got my
theological education and so the theological ide@aaul that | use as
the basis, as the framework, for talking about @od evolution in
that book came to me in my theological trainingobefl even
thought much about God and evolution and and sd yaain fact
have pointed out is there is a great disparity iwitie religious
world as to what exactly God means and even iflgold within the
Biblical texts you'll find that there is certainlgvolution in our
understanding of God. What | start with as a Claistheologian is
the understanding of God that's given in the péictofr Jesus. As a
Christian I'm instructed not to think about God hewt thinking
about this man and picture of this man that's prteseto us in the
classic texts of my tradition, which is one of huenlself-giving
promising love if | could summarize it that way. 8ahe key to
ultimate reality in Christianity, in Christian fhit in Christian
theology and I'm certainly not alone in saying tisishe picture of
Jesus as humble self-giving promising love then tal& about
evolution God and evolution we should talk abowdletion in terms
of that God and not the God who is sometimes ifledtiwith the
man up there or or with the supernaturalism agéted where God
is just a supernatural reality has no connectidh tie with life I'm
talking about incarnate God a God who enters intobecome
enfleshed and suffers. This is the God of Chri#tifaso | think it's
pointless to talk about nature if you don't comehat with with a
picture of God as it's given in religious traditiohnd so | did not
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make this notion of God up, it's the one that hkhis certainly
central in contemporary Christian theological retilen.

Wright: When | was reading your book | had just beennt@wéhibit

on Daoism in a museum in Chicago and | was remirdedmber of
times in the book of Daoist philosophy and thenaime upon a
passage where you actually referred to Daoism amavbndering

whether indeed you know am | imagining this or there some real
resonances between your thinking and Daoist plplogd

John Haught: Well, I'm talking about philosophical Daoism suash
you find in the famous classic the Dao De Jing bg famous
philosopher Laozi and according to the philosopHyD@aoism
ultimate reality -- called the Dao -- is humbleuisobtrusive, is not
prominent, doesn't stick out but precisely becadghat humility of
ultimate reality it allows the rest of nature toage and perhaps the
best example given by the Dao De Jing is to imagingrcle, a
wheel with spokes, converging from a center and tenter
geometrically speaking is essentially nothing, byt this
nothingness generates a wheel. Or think of the ieegd of a
window which allows light to come in. It's this ighkt in the Daoist
philosophy which is most effective and is also st unobtrusive
and they have the notion of the way which simply ba translated
as effective non-interference so that which is nmefé¢ctive and
most foundational to reality is not going to be riduamong the
objects of ordinary experience and | correlate with the Christian
notion of the humility of God and that's one of tthemes that
perhaps you found perhaps a bit strange. It's nettleat you might
have grown up with and that many people have nowvgrup with
in their religious experience but yet a case cambde and has been
made by contemporary theology that this is the nobstracteristic
feature of the God of Christianity and the clagsit for this is St.
Paul's letter to the Philippines in in which hespan early Christian
hymn which says Christ was in the form of God hdtrbt want to
cling to that status but emptied himself and tooktloe form of a
slave and subsequent theological reflection hastélesn that to
mean that ultimate reality is self-emptying, salfbling reality and
that fits nicely the new understanding of all theverse because a
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humble God would not overwhelm the world, would stitk out

prominently as one object among others which ratigiften looks
for and we're disappointed because we don't fiad type of God
we find very unavailable that kind of God but theawuailability of

God is a correlate of the fact that we find a urgeewhich is

constantly striving to become itself, that's hownberstand from a
religious point of view this is what evolution ibaut, even the
expanding universe that we live in, as Penbergtediout, can be
interpreted theologically as consonant with thaertheof a God who
lets the world become itself. God wills the indegpemce of the
world. And this is kind of like the God of Daoismn the ultimate

reality | don't want to use the word God to referthe Dao but
there's some sense that what is ultimately in theidd position is
exceedingly humble and unobtrusive and not avalablscientific

observation.

Wright: In your book you talk about a number of scientifimkers,
some in more flattering terms than others, let os give you a
series of names and and and...

John Haught: Yes. Sure, sure.
Wright: ... Daniel Dennett.

John Haught: Well Daniel Dennett | think is a good philosoplrer
a sense of very logical and very consistent | glast't think that he's
fully aware of his fundamental assumption that muath his

philosophy is based upon a belief system. He wauitbably not
call it a belief system but that belief system I tview that
essentially matter as he has said in "ConsciousBgptained" as
well as in his book on Darwin that matter, that litgais

fundamentally reality, that matter is fundamentadly that there
really is and once you start with that then thatinsethat you have
to explain everything including consciousness amduding life

including evolution simply as the movements of |&&s matter
according to invariant physical laws and that hagmain appeal to
it, there's a certain clarity to the materialisteatific materialism
that he has but it's really when you come right ddwit it's a belief
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about science and not science itself and | thinktwie tends to do
is to present to the public as science or as sfieetitought what is
really a conflation of science with a particulartaphysics and that
metaphysics is materialism.

Wright: So you are not a materialist? On the one hand.not
John Haught: No.

Wright: ... thorough going material. On the other handu y
subscribe to Darwinian theory more or less, | mgan believe
natural selection...

John Haught: Yes yes.
Wright: ... happened.

John Haught: Sure. | think when you do science you have to
abstract from any other causes than what we noyroall material
causes and | have no objection to science abstgatitat phyiscal
approach to things and and presenting that asiascsc What |
object to is the philosophical belief that afteuy@ done that you've
given us an adequate understanding of reality. uldvdbe among
those who would say science gives us only a very seall thin
cross-section of the ultimate depths of the real.

Wright: So what is a Darwinian account of emergence af Iif
missing? What is it not showing us?

John Haught: Well | don't want to say the Darwinian account is
missing anything as far as science is concernealsec don't wamt
to make room for a God of the gaps or anything tiie. ..

Wright: And by God of the gaps you mean God as the source.
John Haught: God who comes in and who theologians and

religious people bring in to answer questions ft&nce has not yet
dealt with.
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Wright: Right, which is necessarily a God of shrinkingngficance,
and science...

John Haught: Right. And science...
Wright: ... marches on...

John Haught: Exactly.

Wright: Right.

John Haught: And 1| think | would emphasize we should push
scientific explanation as far as we possibily daiat | would argue
for is what | would call a hierarchy of explanason which science
and the various sciences themselves constist eftaic number of
levels of explanation themselves but that that dmgsule out what
I would call an ultimate kind of explanation that mot given by
science. If | can give you an example that JohkiRghorne gives
if | can adapt it... suppose there is a pot of watdling on the stove
and somebody comes along and says why is thang®ilDne very
good answer is to say it's because the moleculesnasving
excitedly around... a good physical explanationt Bat does rule
out another explanation somebody else might cormegabnd say
it's boiling because somebody turned the gas ol that doesn't
rule out a third explanation: it's boiling becalisgant tea. So what
we see in science is more like the first level mplanation but
occasionally we have scientific thinkers and | khidennett is one
of these who would say this is enough, we donk labany other
possible levels of explanation and that contenttbaf conviction,
that decision to see the world at that level oflaxation is not
logically speaking a scientific movement of the djiit's rather a
belief. | believe that | can explain everythingtads level. Now what
I would like to say is | think we should push tkatd of explanation
as far as we possible can and not allow theologixplanations in at
that level, that causes enormous confusion andriumfately that's
what often happens but rather we should allow Fat tevel of
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explanation but not rule out arbitrarily it seeragrie the possibility
that there are other levels of explanations sudhast tea.

Wright: Ok. Let me give you another another scientific aam
Stephen J. Gould.

John Haught: Stephen J. Gould is one of my favorite writers and
I've learned an enormous amount about evolutiom f8ephen J.
Gould. | really have essentially one beef as faBtephen J. Gould
is concerned and that's that he sees Darwinism asxi@re of
scientific ideas and philosophical ideas and hésnosaid in his
books that the reason people accept Darwin or danit to digest
the evolutionary science is not that the sciencepasticularly
difficult. The science is relatively simple. But tsays that the
Darwinian theory brings along with it what he calphilosophical
message and that philosophical message is thasliféectionless
and that the universe is purposeless and that matel there is.
Now those three statements are metaphysical statemk don't
think any scientist really seriously wants to migliefs in with
science | mean the whole idea of science is toratisas much as
possible from beliefs but yet | don't think StephknGould can
ideologically separate the science of evolutionmfrthat philo-
sophical message and | don't agree with that, nkthiou can
contextualize the information that scientists aa¢éhgring from the
genetic code and the geological record and comparaibryology
and anatomy and homology and so forth you can lederéhat with
what | would call a metaphysics of promise of tlhwufe just as
easily and make just as much sense of it that Wway we're not
compelled to think of Darwinism as Michael Rosnhas lealled it as
an ineradicable materialist theory. | think sciststiactually sabotage
their own discipline by making statements like thatause they are
in effect telling people you can't separate scidrmm this particular
metaphysical system and in a culture that is domipatheistic
when you present evolution to the public as thoitigheradicable
materialistic. | think that does not serve the eaws science
education and | think it's unnecessary to make [Dagm and
materialism such happy bedfellows.
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Wright: | would quibble with you a little there becausiink one

of those propositions, the issue of directionalityevolution, is in

some ways a scientific proposition. | mean it'gddy an argument
about the facts about...

John Haught: It's a phenomenon that you can observe yes...

Wright: Yes yes and there | think Gould is just wrong vgram the
facts.

John Haught: Oh, okay well that's right ... ok that's anothgvess
of Gould. | mean | would agree with you on that...

Wright: If | were going to accuse him of something it wbbk and
I'd be willing to...

John Haught: Yes yes.

Wright: It would be... it would be having a philosophib&s as you
described about wanting the universe to be purpesel

John Haught: Yes.

Wright: ... and then reading that into the account ofiigian and

then being determined to depict evolution as hawegn highly
unlikely to create intelligent life, of course we'all susceptible to
the accusation because, however you come out odirenetionality

issue, it has these philosophical implications, éam | think a
directional evolution is more likely to suggest poge so you know
but | think that on the issue of direction | thigku can argue in
scientific terms and ...

John Haught: Yes | said | had one beef with Gould, but | think
have two beefs and your second one is entirely tak#n and that's
that he has made too much of the directionlessrfesgolution but |

think the reason for that is and | don't think gculiar to him alone
but a lot of evolutionary biologists have focusedame chapter of
the whole cosmic process that deals with life @aadevolution and
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they've haven't backed up and looked at the whadenic process
and and that cosmic process clearly shows cleactinality...

Wright: Beginning with the big bang...

John Haught: Yes.

Wright: And so you think like Teilhard de Chardin...
John Haught: Yes.

Wright: ... that you can see everything since the big bana
process of kind of complexification although it agved...

John Haught: Generally speaking.
Wright: ... pretty darn slowly at times by our standards.

John Haught: Generally speaking, right generally speakingrehe
has been a trend toward increasing complexity attiink when
Gould criticizes Teilhard for Teilhard's directidisan | think Gould
often forgets that Teilhard was one of the firgestfic thinkers of
the 20th Century to realize that the whole cosnsom ievolution.
This is a really new idea relatively speaking armastof us haven't
digested this and it was that cosmic context theith@rd had in
mind when he talked about directionality not jue branching bush
that you see at times in the biological realm.

Wright: Let me give you another scientific name to reacRichard
Dawkins.

John Haught: Well once again Richard Dawkins is someone from
whom | learned quite a lot when | read his booksnjoy reading
him, he's a very good writer, a very clever wrltet he has decided
in advance to understand God primarily as a designé he is
assisted in that by the fact that | think unfortiehasome Christian
thinkers define God primarily as a designer. Orme gefine God as

a designer then you can say well look at this wesyy messy
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evolutionary process which is designed but the giesian be
explained in purely naturalistic terms and therefwhat need do we
have of your designer God, there is no God, thezefgience has
ruled out the theology and theology should be eated from the
university context all together. And once agairhink there are
some certain assumptions there | mean he's sagtisglay by these
rules namely that God is a designer and thengsgliwell | win and
that | think is something that | as a theologiamy don't start
defining God in those terms or understanding Gatidse terms.

Wright: In "God After Darwin" you talked a little bit abouhe
perennial philosophy... this is the name of a bddbelieve by
Aldous Huxley...

John Haught: Aldous Huxley... yes.

Wright: And the idea is that there are certain reoccurtiggnes in
the great religious...

John Haught: ...in the religions...

Wright: ... traditions around...

John Haught: ... and philosophies of the world traditionally.
Wright: What do you make of that?

John Haught: Well the two themes are first of all that thereie

ultimate reality which is named God, Brahma, Allathatever, by
different traditions, but the second main featufethe perennial
philosophy is the way in which it's organized therl into an

hierarchy of levels moving from inanimate to anien&d conscious
to God and this is something that you do find cmdturally and

and so there is a kind of perennial quality toWhat | have
problems with is that there's a third assumptiotually that the
perennial philosophy has and that's that there ssase primordial
revelation of God and that what human history heenkis the story
deviation from the primal purity of that initial velatory moment
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into various traditions and therefore what we stodd with our

lives is make our way back up stream to that pritiabrevelation.

Huston Smith is an advocate of the perennial pbpjby who had a
great deal of influence on people. My problem witls that it just

does not fit well the evolutionary understandingle universe that
we have and as a matter of fact my perennial pbylosrs if not

most have a very very difficult time appropriatieyolutionary

thought into their thinking.

Wright: So in what way exactly does evolution not fit m the
perennial philosophy?

John Haught: Well, because evolution lets us see that mindecam
very late gradually teased out of life which inrtuwas gradually
given rise to by the material elements so you leakind of conflict
between the horizontal picture that science giwesfdife emerging
out of matter and mind out of life and the vertipaiture that you
have in the perennial philosophy and | think thenpry reason why
the perennial philosophy has its appeal is thatoiés provide a
reason for saying for example that life is moreushle than
inanimate stuff and that human life is more valeahln animal life
and that God is ultimately valuable. It greys tisimgnd what | would
want to do | don't want to deny there are diffedentls of value. |
think it would be sheer madness to deny that thera certain
hierarchy in our making of judgements. | think yoan argue for a
sort of 45 degree hierarchy in which the hierarghyan emergent
one in which more important levels do emerge latethe process
and therefore you can preserve both the evolutyopécture of
things and the hierarchical understanding of natflihat's what I'm
trying to do, just to give you a snippet of thewargnt that | would
follow there.

Wright: On this issue of the perennial philosophy, on ikésie of
there being the possibility of a future convergenédhe world's
religions, you certainly don't want to see themdkiof homo-
genized...

John Haught: Right right.
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Wright: ... on the other hand, there needs to be a kinslooking
compatibility among them it seems to me, | mean Kord of
practical...

John Haught: Yes.

Wright: ... purposes of keeping people living in harmanyg things
like that...

John Haught: Yes, one of the really promising projects is timegt's
based upon themes like justice and ecological iityegethical
issues like that do more to get religions to sivdand talk to each
other to one another than all the ecumenical $gotamning that we
do and many of us in religion have found a remdskabnvergence
especially on the issue of ecology. | teach a @orsreligion and
ecology in which we don't deal just with Christigribut with native
religion, with Hinduism, Buddhism, Islam and theidsnts all do
reports on these and in the course of the sentbstgreally learn to
appreciate other traditions for the wisdom andginisthat they have,
that other traditions don't have and so it's bezaifis- you're right —
convergence on specific concerns like that thdtdalmore toward
bringing about a convergence but again a convesgtrat does not
reduce them all to some common denominator....

Wright: Right.

John Haught: ...but allows each to maintain its distinctiveness
within a world community in its search for meaniagd ethical
responsibility.

Wright: Well, in the realm of more of theology and metapby do
you think that when somebody like Aldous Huxley s@éiyndamen-
tally all the religions are talking about the sathing that he's
reading his hope into it a little?

John Haught: I'm a little bit wary of statements like thatathall
religions are ultimately saying the same thing #md comes out
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especially when we bring Buddhism into the convarea

Buddhism which does not have a concept of a trantsrd deity but
is yet in some sense very ethically oriented, \iirgply compassio-
nate, it shares in many ways and in an ultimatelgartant sense
with other religions the elimination of sufferindpe bringing about
of happiness and meaning and so forth, so | woatduvant to look

forward to a time when Buddhists become theistesearily. | don't

know that that could ever happen.

Wright: If you believe that there really are some aspe€tshe
theologies of the great religions or the metaptsysit the great
religions that are not logically compatible in atag sense, | mean
that either there is a transcendent god or them'sa transcendent
god | mean...

John Haught: Yes right.
Wright: ... does this pose problems for you as a as azmi..
John Haught: Sure.

Wright: ...I mean the question arises why would God reh@aself
only to half of humankind, the half that happensitbabit a
particular part of the world?

John Haught: | have no easy answers to those things, buhkthi
helps to contextualize questions like this one iwitdm evolutionary
picture of the world, after all there are many dseeforms of life
but life burst forth probably in one single instanaf life and that
particular event was a privileged moment you knaithiw the total
scheme of things. | don't know that we can logyjcallle out the
possibility that a revealing God would first emeng®st vividly
within a particular historical tradition. | don'tamt to make a big
deal of that, but | don't think we can logicallyedhat out. My own
belief is that revelation is actually somethingtthaoextensive with
the universe, except the universe is the primamneletion of
ultimate reality. As the universe unfolds, eachnfaf life reveals its
ground, its ultimate ground, in a unique sort ofywand then it
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becomes conscious and social and this same remeladality
discloses itself in a unique way in each religitnaslition as as well
so | don't think revelation in that broad and dessmse can be
claimed as unique to only one of these traditions.

Wright: Yes, although if you take certain traditional agpeof of
Christianity seriously, which may or may not shi taken serious
by a lot of theologians, but the notion that yowkrnyou don't go to
heaven if you don't believe the right thing. Theeetainly are a lot
of practicing Christians who believe that.

John Haught: There are practicing Christians and historically
there's been ... there is no salvation outside thecbhand that is is
still something that some Christians believe bt litthink a good
example of how religions themselves evolve, howtrilwal develop-
ment itself takes place to point out that for exbamip the Catholic
community today which | belong to that statemeninat taken
literally. In fact, those who take it literally aret considered to be
up to date with their theology and with doctrine,y®u have to be
very careful to place religion itself in an unfined universe | think
we have to expect that our religions are goingaabfinished also
and that means they have a future and that doctteneelopment is
possible regardless of what some static thinkersaad that religion
is as much an evolutionary phenomenon as anythisgy ia the
history of the universe.

Wright: So it's no longer a belief of a kind of mainstre@hristian
theology that non-believers go to hell...

John Haught: Yes exactly yes. There are different ways in which
theology finesses that point, but the general ekglem that
characterized an earlier epic has been pretty nalichinated in
contemporary mainline Christian theology...

Wright: That's a load off my mind. I'm glad | came hereatod
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Wright: Among the attempts to reconcile religion with ace is
pantheism, which as | understand it means basitadly everything
we see ...

John Haught: Is God.
Wright: ... is God. God is the physical universe.

John Haught: The universe is the ultimate reality, there is mgh
beyond the universe.

Wright: Right, and you're not a pantheist.
John Haught: I'm not a pantheist.

Wright: Maybe you're not the person to ask, but it seemsedf
God is only the physical universe then in what sesshat God? |
mean where's the value added?

John Haught: Right. Well Spinoza the great philosopher in tighl
Century essentially said the same thing ... God,reatall it what
you will, you know it's still there, there's stilbthing beyond it as it
were. It has an appeal to people today, espegiaibple aware of
the evolutionary epic and so forth who find thae thAnthropo-
morphic one planet deity of Christianity in Biblicgligion is just
too small for their enlarged cosmic horizons andtlsere are a
number of people who are arguing for a kind of etiohary
spirituality or cosmic kind of spirituality whicmia sense logically
speaking in my view does not really differ from gaism in the
sense that ultimately the ultimate context of theiistence is the
universe there's no need to posit the reality oytrang that
transcends the physical universe and that's remllyinteresting
challenge to contemporary theology because oftestiwe do fail to
present our pictures of God as larger than theeusésand if you
don't present your picture of deity as larger tht@ universe then
that's not going to work religiously so people widl to the universe
as the ultimately context of their religious revere and surrender
and so forth. But there's no finity in the theotmgitradition, God
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after all is called the infinite and the universefinite, no matter
how large it is and after Einstein we know how éaig is, after

Hubble we know how large the universe is, we hatetter sense
rather of how large it is, still by by my mathencatithe finite just
does not quite equal the infinite so there's né tfe@ological basis
for saying that God is smaller than the universepsychologically
| think both the God that's presented in the sudnunulpit is often
times smaller than what smart scientifically ededapeople are
really looking for and that's largely | think thewult of our

seminaries. | think our seminaries today are jestly failing to

educate religious leaders and clergy in this largderstanding of
the universe that we have.

Wright: Do students ever come to you, | mean this is igeusity
where religion is kind of a prominent...

John Haught: Yes we we...
Wright: ... part of life...
John Haught: ... require two courses in religious studies.

Wright: And do they ever come to you for something moré¢hi
way of guidance than...

John Haught: Sure.

Wright: ... you know ... | mean do students ever come o anud
say to you | feel there's something missing in ifg; I don't have
religious faith and and perhaps even further, timg lof scientific
world view that I'm imbibing here seems to makerity harder to
reach the kind of meaning I'm after.

John Haught: Exactly. This is one of the reasons why thirtyarge
ago | invented a course on science and religionigely because |
realized that some students were taking sciencesesuwhere
they're bombarded with atoms and molecules andsgame so forth
and at the end of the day they wonder what dossaithhave to do

Foundation Teilhard de Chardin Netherlands 52 25fnniversary, September 2018



with anything really really significant so what fytto do in my
course is precisely to give free complete freedamstientific
inquiry to push scientific inquiry as far as it pidy can go but at
the same time offer to the students mostly throwggidings that |
give to them | don't preach to them or anything likat to open up
to them avenues of thought that will allow themlocate their
scientific thinking including their evolutionary aneness within a
framework that will allow it to make sense in tlaeger sense of the
term... that's basically what | do for a living &éextt at Georgetown.

Wright: And if after discovering that science doesn't ¢tose a
religious possibility they wind up as Daoists or dd8hists or
Muslims are you about as happy as you would bleei§ tvound up
Christians?

John Haught: | don't lose any sleep over the fact that moshefrt

are not converted to a particular religious traditi'm more

concerned that they realize that their own liferjey and their own
guestioning process is something that they shatie many others
and that they don't have to become anxious thatdba't have or
that they can't share the kind of doctrinal sedesthat religious
traditions give them but as a matter of fact | tadkmany of the
students who come back years years after leaving dred and by
that time in their lives many of them have settdmvn into a

particular religious tradition often times they baat least nominally
abandoned their Catholicism or their Christianityan they come to
college and so forth but many of them look backhat so called
atheistic moment as a very important developmerth@ir growth

process, in their spiritual journeys as it were amydexperience has
been most of these students who go through thaadpeon't stay
agnostic or sometimes call themselves atheistsaforindefinite

period but I'm very relaxed about letting them dioesand the

reason for that is that religion and theology sHoukver ever
suppress the legitimate intellectual aspirations pefople and
sometimes it does and that's a tragic thing fogicel and theology
when that happens so | like to be more relaxed tatiair their

guestions.
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Wright: And when they say that the atheistic phase is rapois
that related to the way you say that reckoning wvdthence is
ultimately an enriching experience even if it letmgloubt at first?

John Haught: Yes. Exactly. What that sometimes does is is allow
them to appropriate ideas from science that theyldvbe afraid to
take seriously if they took too literally some bktpreconceptions
that they've had from their religious educationtle past and it
takes time for you know a new set of ideas is gamgopstle and
break down previous psychological and intellecwaithesis. This
is a perfect example that | talk about how evohuti® not just a
picture of reality that | have is not just ordet louder plus novelty
and especially in the intellectual realm but nowelomes in and
breaks down our previous preconceptions of thimgkthis happens
not just intellectually but religiously and theolcaily and so on.

Wright: So the on-going evolution of religious doctrineaisalo-
gous to the ongoing evolution of these students...

John Haught: ... of a person. Yes.

Wright: We await the next word then in evolution. I'll wir your
next book.

John Haught: It's indeterminate.

Wright: Il wait for your next book to get the next wortVell
thanks very much.

John Haught: Thanks thanks. | enjoyed our conversation. Thanks.
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Simon Conway Morris: Life’s solution -

Inevitable humans in a lonely universe
Anthony Campbell

This book is in effect a counterblast to two papwnd influential
writers on evolution, Richard Dawkins and
Stephen J. Gould, with whose views Con-
way Morris disagrees profoundly. In the
case of Dawkins it is his militant atheism
Lfes Solution . that Conway Morris dislikes. As for Gould,
smonconwarmormis it IS his claim that if the tape of life were
rerun it is very unlikely that anything re-
sembling humans would emerge. Conway
Morris's view is that, given the right start,
it is pretty well inevitable that intelligent
- life will appear and will almost certainly be
= ~ quite similar to humans. However, he also
' ~ thinks that the right start is a pretty unli-
kely event, so we may in fact be unique in the galar even the
universe.

The book is certainly ambitious and wide-rangirtgstarts at the
very beginning, with the origin of life. In spité a lot of speculation
we are still far from having an adequate theonhoW this could

have happened. And although some people mainteaih e

emergence of life is probably almost inevitablgha right circum-

stances, there is a lot of evidence to suggestlieatevelopment of
complex life forms, as opposed to bacteria, reguirery special
conditions that are probably exceedingly rare. @wmexist in many
solar systems apart from our own but most are fghansuitable

for any kind of advanced life.

Still, life did arise on earth and eventually gaise to complex life
forms, including us. Gould and those who think lin believe that
the course of evolution might conceivably have takey one of a
huge number of paths, resulting in worlds that weoenpletely
unlike our own. In support of this, Gould made ateesive study of
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the famous Burgess Shale fossils and suggestedt tvals almost
entirely due to chance that the vertebrate body meentually
developed from among the varied forms that exigtedhe time.
Conway Morris is an authority on the Burgess Shal& has reached
diametrically opposite conclusions about whatgngies. His view
is that evolution has been constrained to follow c&in paths
leading more or less inevitably to the developmenof intelli-
gence, and the bulk of his book is a detailed expiation of why
he believes this.

As Conway Morris realizes, his argument entails sk that he
might be taken for a "creation scientist". He igains to point out,
in his Preface, that this is not the case. Hefisr all, Professor of
Evolutionary Palaeobiology at Cambridge and a caying

Darwinian, who is fully signed up to the idea thablution has been
guided by natural selection. At the same time, hawehe is

convinced that evolution has "metaphysical implicabns", so

one can understand why he needs to go out of hystevaistance
himself from Biblical literalists. He does seem lte treading a
rather fine line here and | am not sure that héredptmanages to
avoid crossing it at the end of his book.

His essential position is that evolution does rmteha completely
free hand in what it produces. "The number of ethary end

points is limited: by no means everything is pdssipAnd] what is

possible has usually been arrived at multiple timesaning that the
emergence of the various biological properties ffectvely

inevitable." Of all the possibilities that might iprinciple be
realized, only a small subset has actually arisemd this, he
believes, is not just a local phenomenon on thithelaut will be

found to be true if any other planets harbouringaaded life are
ever discovered.

In support of his thesis he provides a huge nurobenstances of
convergent evolution -- far too many to summarizreh They
include the eye, which has evolved a considerabieber of times
from different starting points but arriving at rerkably similar
solutions. The same is true of other senses, imguthe familiar,
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such as hearing, and the more unusual, such asléh&ic sense
organs of fishes. There are also interesting siitida in the brains
of different groups of fishes that use electricity this way.

Convergences are also explored in the evolutiorards, birds,

moles, and many other organisms. There is a goad dé

discussion of the sophisticated agricultural tedbgy possessed by
some types of leaf-cutter ants, with its curiousafpels to human
agriculture (even in some cases the same risky ndigmee on
monocultures).

It is however convergence in the evolution of iingeince that is the
real quarry for Conway Morris. The main groups beking
intelligence are the anthropoid apes, the elepHantily, the
cephalopods, and the whales and dolphins, althaaghe birds,
notably the New Caledonian crows, show behaviouramsplex as
that of any of the other groups. Conway Morris dsveh the degree
of intelligent behaviour exemplified by these speciand on
convergences in the neurological basis for thisletur.

When we come to the human level we seem to encoargvel of
intelligence well above that of any of the othee@ps on the planet,
and we also find sophisticated language which agpeabe unique
to humans. But Conway Morris holds that the treras vnoving in
that direction in any case and he believes thateihad not evolved
to become bipedal and tool-using, another primageciss would:
"... from the present evolutionary perspective we andeniably
unique. Yet ... if we had not arrived at sentieand called ourselves
human, then probably sooner rather than later sother group
would have done so, perhaps from within the prisgberhaps from
further afield, even much further afield.”

This claim is really the culmination of Conway Msfs argument;
his purpose in writing was to reach this point. Amdhis concluding
chapter (plus a postscript) we see why he wantedrioe here.
Chapter 11 has the title "Towards a theology ofligi@n?" and the
guestion mark is not really needed. Much of thiapthr is a
sustained attack on the views of "ultra-Darwiniggth as Richard
Dawkins and Edward O.Wilson and on what Conway Morr
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regards as their adherence to genetic determirisnts place we
should "ask ourselves what salient facts of evolutire congruent
with a Creation."

At this point we get a frank recommendation (quptam extended
passage from Michael Polanyi's Personal Knowledge) to
acknowledge the validity of the Book of Genesishé&Tassumption
that the world has some meaning which is linkedupown calling

as the only morally responsible beings in the wigdan important
example of the supernatural aspect of experiendehw@hristian

interpretations of the universe explore and devélpother words,

Conway Morris (citing Polanyi) is making an ovekeg for Judaeo-
Christian religion as a guide to what we shouldashal how we

should think. And before long we he is citi@S.Lewis and the

"cosmic view" of G.K.Chesterton.

| have to say that here | part company with thén@utUnless you
believe in the uniqueness of the Judaeo-Christvelation there
seems to be no particular reason to prefer the Bddkenesis to
Hindu or Buddhist cosmology (to name two possibiteraatives).
And ancient Chinese civilization produced a viattsmology and
mythology without a Creator God that satisfied artgr of the
world's population for millennia. Conway Morris do&ot even
mention any of these rival mythologies.

At the end, therefore, this book turns out to mkemical tract. But
the maddening thing about it is that, if we leawe polemics aside,
it contains a huge amount of fascinating informatibhe examples
of convergence it provides are in many instancegaioty
astounding, even if others do appear to be sometrivél. And
there is no doubt that Conway Morris is making bdvpoint: there
is a question to be answered.

He touches only in passing on the notorious Antiardrinciple,
which is an attempt to account for the astonisliang that our very
existence depends on the fine tuning of certainmotmgical
numbers [see Just Six Numbers, by Martin Reesh bense, this
book could be seen as a transposition of the AptarBrinciple to
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the biological level. Conway Morris quotes with apgal the late
Fred Hoyle's opinion that the Universe is a sefalp And it can
hardly be denied that the book provides an impvessirray of
evidence to support its author's contention.

At the same time, | still find myself wonderingtife trend towards
sentience and intelligence is as inevitable as ve@d it is. Mind
certainly took its time in arriving on the scenéeTdinosaurs were
around for a very long time but there does not s¢éerbe any
evidence that they went in much for developing liigience; they
seem to have focused on size more than anythirggwarto suppose
that if the fatal meteor had not ended their cartbery would
eventually have produced a civilization? (Thougluppose Conway
Morris could point to his friend, the New Caledanierow, as an
intelligent descendant of the dinosaurs.)

It seems to me to be perfectly possible to maintaat intelligence
is simply one manifestation of life and that itasly because we
value it so highly that we are tempted to thinkrises inevitably in
evolution. Is this perhaps the ultimate anthropt@eiilusion? | am

not convinced that Conway Morris has adequatelyeareadase for
the view that it was in some sense the "purposetofution to give

rise to intelligence.

B sfamy simd phou
Simon Conway Morris
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. The God Delusion by Richard
RICHA RD Dawkins. Boston and New York:

W Hought Miffli C ,
DAW Kl N 5 Z(C))(l)Jg. 4%% pp., Inoltr:es andomzzz.y

THE Richard Dawkins — eminent biolo-
gist and béte noire of creationists —

endeavors to show that belief in a

supernatural being that created and

designed the universe is a perni-
IDIBREAY K@\ cious delusion (31, 108). As one
would expect, Dawkins makes his
case with cleverness, pugnacity, and
flashes of brilliance. The first 160
pages attack theistic arguments as
“spectacularly weak” and argue that
it is overwhelmingly probable that
God does not exist. In the remaining 200 + pagesykins sketches
a theory of religion as the misfiring of somethingeful (like
children believing what their parents tell themces the Darwinian
origins of our moral sense, denies the relevanaelafious beliefs
to sound ethical principles, lays bare the miscti@fe by absolutist
religion (especially harm to children), and waxésgaent on how
science can inspire us. Dawkins promotes his bosk aa
“consciousness-raiser” for “atheist pride”. He hepghat religious
readers follow the examples of Douglas Adams (autbb
Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy) and others whadmee atheists
after reading Dawkins’ earlier books (5, 116-117233

Much of Dawkins’ project can be endorsed by intglially res-
ponsible theists. For example, if “is” and “ougla’e not conflated,
few theists would object to exploring the evolutiohour sense of
right and wrong. Or again, Dawkins omits to mentibat many
theists embrace the Socratic dictum that an acbeagood whether
or not it is loved by God. Thoughtful people oftfawill join Daw-
kins in bemoaning evils done in the name of religibhey might
add that religiously motivated individuals are afte- but not often
enough — in the vanguard of social justice movesietitink of
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William Wilberforce on slavery and animal cruelprothea Dix

on the humane treatment of the mentally ill, andtMd_uther King

Jr. on civil rights. In recent memory, the Anglicreologian Nor-
man Pittenger advocated full acceptance of homads»and lived
openly with his partner. Theists also agree thatstudy of sacred
writings is integral to a literary education (34(nally, theists, no
less than atheists, can appreciate the grandeuheofworld as
revealed by science. Teilhard de Chardin was fdndaging that
research is adoration.

Where, then, is the battle joined? A. N. Whitehealted the obses-
sion with the idea of the necessary goodness ifioal a “dange-
rous delusion”. Dawkins, however, seems to be alesksvith the
contrary extreme of the necessary badness of oaligir at least of
the tendency of religion to be bad. He speaks loé ‘feligious [or
theological] mind” (313, 358, 360), thereby empiayia rhetorical
trick (the use of the singular) that he recogniresacist writing as
reducing “an entire plurality of people to one &/p(269). The fact
is that there is no single religious mind, but @iety of minds that
think in often sharply conflicting ways. Dawkinsdstes religion
with amplifying in-group loyalties and out-group dtitities (254f).
This is true of what Henri Bergson called closedatity and static
religion, but it is false of open morality and dyma religion.
Modern religious thinkers from Kierkegaard to THi speak of
doubt as an essential ingredient in the life dhfaHence, Dawkins’
identification of faith with unquestioned dogmatiq306) is du-
bious, notwithstanding that these nuances areyeasised when
religious extremists dominate the headlines.

The book’s first part is where Dawkins directly reakthe case for
atheism. Unfortunately he does not present themtguments in
anything like the forms that their most thoughtfigfenders would
recognize. Consider Anselm’s ontological argumetdr nearly half
a century philosophical discussion has focusedhensecond, or
modal, version of the argument (formalized by GémiHartshorne
in 1962). Dawkins ignores these developments. He &€ piquing

some philosophers and theologians by his adaptatiohnselm’s

(first) argument to prove that pigs could fly. Heda this enticing
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morsel: “They felt the need to resort to Modal Lotp prove that |
was wrong” (84). Yet, modalities are precisely wbat needs to
deal intelligently with Anselm. Moreover, Hartshermrged that
Anselm’s reasoning, though inconclusive, shows fingity of
framing God'’s existence as an empirical questiark@rl Popper’'s
sense of falsifiable by some conceivable experigrtbés directly
challenges Dawkins’ own assumptions.

Harry Emerson Fosdick said that religion has tghtrio be judged
by its most worthy expressions. Dawkins does nottntleis stan-
dard. One must look elsewhere for accurate presemsaof the best
theistic arguments and thoughtful criticisms of ntheDawkins
knows that there are respectable atheistic (andtitjecriticisms of
these arguments, for he mentions J. L. Mackig'® Miracle of
Theism(1982), which rivals Michael Martin’&theism: A Philo-
sophical Justificatior{1990) as the top book of its genre. If Dawkins
knows this, why waste time clowning with frivoloasd incompe-
tent scholarship? And why the sophistry of supppsinis approach
settles important issues? Hartshorne rightly shiat bne should
judge by argument, not insinuations. In the caseladsical theistic
arguments, Dawkins mostly insinuates.

Dawkins is much better at his old game of expoghng folly of

considering “God did it” as a workable hypothessfitl real (or

imagined) gaps in the scientific account of the 0§ life on earth.
Most philosophers and theologians — with notableeptions —
would put Dawkins on the side of the angels ondhisstion. But he
aligns himself with the fallen angels in his unglieny assumption
that the existence of God is best considered aiatdic hypothesis
(2, 50). This claim is philosophic, not scientifisut one looks in
vain for an argument for it, or for consideratidnrgelligent rebut-
tals of it. Dawkins’ view that this is the only iégate approach
may stem from a belief that one can engage indinati argument”
about the world if and only if one engages in soee(cf. 154). He
insists that he is not advocating a “narrowly sogtic way of

thinking” (155). Perhaps not, but again he dealth Wis philoso-
phical opponents by means of what C. S. Peirced#ie method of
convenient ignorance.
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It is David Hume, interestingly, not Darwin, whoopides Dawkins
with his central argument that God does not exstcording to
Hume, it is unavailing to use God to explain comjle(or design)
since a divine being would have to be at leasbagptex, and hence
as much in need of explanation, as the complekay it is invoked
to explain. Dawkins approvingly quotes Daniel Ddtineassess-
ment that this is an “unrebuttable refutation” efief in God (157).
Or is it? Mozart’s brilliance may be in need of Exmtion, but his
creativity is surely central to explaining his nugDf course, appea-
ling to Mozart’s creativity presupposes intentidgtyalfinal causes,
and purposes. One suspects that Dawkins would adgméxplana-
tion as fully adequate that made such appeals fwHillowing
Dennett, he describes as skyhooks, or mind-firptagmations). This
is another controversial philosophical thesis fdnick Dawkins
gives no argument.

There is, to be sure, a legitimate issue barelyedisble through the
dust that Dawkins kicks up: What, if anything, &rged by way of a
rational account of things by positing God as thlmgical ground

of the universe rather than accepting the univemseyen God plus
the universe, as the ultimate metaphysical factzeSDawkins is

preoccupied with tilting at creationist windmills -assuming that
God'’s existence is a scientific hypothesis — heengets around to
this question. The closest he comes is to clairhatantities com-

plex enough to be intelligent are the result ofletronary (non-sky-

hook) processes (73). Theists might agree tharaities within the

universe are products of evolution. They can evgneathat there
are aspects of deity affected by evolutionary psees; but they
should demand a reason for grouping God with leedlibeings. In
any event, one wonders (and here Hume would agvha} basis

Dawkins has for assessing probabilities at thedsglevels of meta-
physical generality. Once again, Dawkins does wotnsich settle
guestions as to beg them.

The deepest irony in this book is the failure tketalevelopmental
perspectives seriously where religion is concerimsivkins knows
that the Bible is a library of books written oveamturies (237), but
he has a decidedly monochromatic understandingeofdeas about
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God in those books. He never considers what it imighan for
people in very different historical contexts toarefo God with theo-
logical constructs appropriate to their particidattings. Dawkins is
apparently “an atheist for Jesus” because the Magaepresents “a
huge improvement over the cruel ogre of the Olddrasnt” (250).
Yet, Jesus and the Hebrew prophets speak with oige wn issues
of justice. Finally, one must ask how an atheistianifesto that
touts the power of evolutionary thinking to raisensciousness
could ignore those theists who are similarly impess(I mentioned
some of their names in this review). They couldeaist applaud
Dawkins’ impassioned case that the extremists pteragernicious
delusion. Beyond this, Dawkins does not prove angtparticularly
pernicious or delusional about theism.

Donald Wayne Viney
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