GS 420 / TH 420
Science and Religion

Syllabus and Course Outline

Instructor: 
Karl Giberson;  (781) 801-2189; my office is on the 3rd floor of 162 Old Colony. Feel free to email for an appointment: gibersok@gmail.com

Course Description: The Science & Religion dialog has been one of the most stimulating and complex conversations of the past several centuries and has become a major component of contemporary intellectual discourse.  As recently as 2010, the Huffington Post launched a special section for Science and Religion. 

This course will examine this conversation as it has developed historically, as it occurs in its newly invigorated context today, and as it has been and is being scrutinized philosophically.   Our goal in this course will be to explore these issues in a non-dogmatic and intellectually humble way.  We will strive to identify, understand, and appreciate the diversity of perspectives on this topic including those that may be held by members of the class. 

Texts: There are a variety of texts that we will be reading for this course, all of which are useful books to add to your personal library.  In addition we will be making extensive use of books and other materials from the library.  The following are the books that are required for this course:

(Required)

1) Galileo, Science & the Church by Jerome Langford.  This excellent treatment is now in its third edition, which is extremely rare for scholarly books of this type, and St. Augustine’s Press has brought out a new hardcover edition.  The author, a Catholic historian, shows balance and fairness in dealing with the complex interactions between Galileo and the Roman Catholic Church.  

2) When Science Meets Religion: Enemies, Strangers, or Partners by Ian G.  Barbour. Barbour is the most important scholar in the history of science and religion.  His 1966 classic Issues in Science & Religion is considered by many to have launched the scholarly study of the interaction of science and religion.  In the 1990’s Barbour delivered the prestigious Gifford Lectures, published as Religion in an Age of Science, and Ethics in an Age of Technology. This short volume is a popular summary of his most important ideas.

3) Inherit the Wind by Jerome Lawrence and Robert E. Lee.  This fascinating fictionalization of the most famous trial ever held on American soil is a rhetorical masterpiece. Without ever really seeming to distort the historical facts, the play manages to turn the religious players into idiots and the evolutionists into gallant crusaders for truth.  Appreciating the cultural significance of achievements like this is very important in understanding the shaping influences of contemporary America.

4) Species of Origins: America’s Search for a Creation Story by Karl Giberson and Donald Yerxa. This book, by two ENC professors, has been praised by critics from the fundamentalist magazine World, to the on-line magazine atheism.com, for its even-handed treatment of all the major players in the origins controversy.  Most of the books in this area espouse one position and ridicule the others, making it impossible to fully appreciate the enduring attraction of the various incompatible positions.

5) Three Views on Creation and Evolution by Paul Nelson, Robert Newman, and Howard Van Till.  This concise volume offers an authoritative presentation of three Christian views on origins.  The discussion is enhanced by responses from the dissenting authors that highlight important differences.

6) Summer for the Gods: The Scopes Trial and America’s Continuing Debate over Science and Religion, by Edward Larson.  This is an extraordinary retelling of this classic and defining American incident.  The author is trained in both law and history and is a Christian.  The book won the 1998 Pulitzer Prize in History.
7) Supplemental Readings 

There are number of excellent texts and journal articles that I would like to use in this course, but I cannot justify making you purchase a gigantic library of books. I have thus created a set of supplemental readings, reproduced in .pdf (Adobe) format of excerpts from an additional cross-section of sources. Many diverse opinions and materials are important to an interdisciplinary area like science & religion and it is one of the goals of this course to help you become familiar with the current literature and the major figures working in this area.  To simplify your use of many sources I have put many reading selections on the course website.

Grading Scheme: Your grade will be computed on the basis of 100 points in accordance with the following schedule.
20% Journal     
20% Major project                  15% Tests

30% Daily Quizzes 
15% Participation/Attendance

Journal: You must keep a journal in which you answer the questions assigned on the syllabus as well as any assigned in class.  The purpose of the journal is to ensure that you have some kind of an answer to any questions that will be a part of the class discussion.  Your journals will be graded primarily on the basis of completeness rather than content.  If you make a reasonable attempt to answer the assigned questions you will receive full credit for this part of your grade, even though some of your answers may not be completely “correct.”  Many of the questions will not have “correct” answers and we will be looking for insight and thought on your part.  Your journal is also an excellent place to record any questions that you might have.


Your journal entries must be submitted to me via email weekly in the body of an email message and NOT as an attachment. They are due on Tuesday evenings. This will ensure that you do not have too much work to do on the night before class. I will read your submission, make comments, and get them back to you by noon on Wednesday.  You should then put your edited comments in an organized document that you will resubmit at the end of the class as a Word document. 

Major Project: You must do a major project that can be tailored to your individual interests.  I strongly encourage group projects, or collaborative endeavors of some sort. The project could be any of the following, for example:

1) A performance of a major event covered in class (like Galileo’s trial).

2) A video interview with a major figure in Boston.

3) A statistical analysis of internet views on origins.

4) A documentary on evolution at ENC.

5) Public debate on origins

6) An examination of the biological issues involved in the controversy over homosexuality, abortion, euthanasia or another “hot” topic that has a strong connection to science.

7) Script based on Galileo’s Trial

8) Dramatic interpretation inspired by something from the course: Galileo’s frustration, Darwin’s fear, John Scopes motivation.

9) Poetic rewrite of the creation story incorporating evolution.

10) Science teaching at Christian High Schools or fundamentalist colleges like Liberty University.

11) A conventional paper of around 2000 words that can be done in a variety of ways depending on your personal interests and background. These include, but are not limited to the following:

a. A thesis paper in which you defend a position on a relevant topic such as the nature of the Fall, evolution, genes and human nature, dualism and theology, Divine providence, miracles,  etc.

b. A study of an important thinker in this area like Wolfhart Pannenberg,  Ian Barbour, Philip Hefner, Arthur Peacocke, Howard Van Til, Nancey Murphy, John Polkinghorne and any of a multitude of others that you will encounter in the course.

c. A historical survey of a relevant interaction such as the Galileo case, the debate over the Eucharist, the Biblical Flood, vitalism, and any others suggested by the course material.

d. A philosophical treatment of an important question in this science-religion conversation.

e. A review essay on an important book or collection of writings.

Projects of sufficient interest will be presented on the last days of class, or in public settings. You are encouraged to do things in for the college community if appropriate.

In choosing your topic, you should take care not to attempt something too broad.   Students have a tendency to underestimate the sheer breadth of topics and, as a result, often write papers that do little more than present relatively obvious, introductory conclusions.  You should avoid topics like “The Relationship of Science to Scripture,” or “The Galileo Affair,” or “Creation versus Evolution.”  Instead you should look for much narrower topics like “Two views of Galileo—a case study in historiography,” “Evolution and Sin in the writings of Philip Hefner,” or “Contradictions in Karl Giberson’s books on Science & Religion.”

Quizzes and Tests: There will be quizzes to encourage you to prepare for class.  These will be short and should not present a problem for you if you have done the reading.  Most of the class time will be spent in discussion so it is critical that you come to class prepared.  There will also be a limited number of tests as needed.

Participation: Since class will be primarily discussion, small groups, debates, presentations etc. you will be graded on your performance in class.   The following criteria will be used to evaluate the participation component of your grade:

1) Voluntary participation in class discussion.

2) Willingness to assert and defend personal positions.

3) Exercise of restraint in emotionally charged dialog.

4) Competence in using insights from the reading and course material to defend personal positions.

5) Diplomacy in dealing with members of the class (and instructors) with whom you disagree.

6) Restraint in not dominating discussion with an unfair number of personal questions and comments.  Everyone should attempt to make an “average” number of contributions to the discussion and ask an “average” number of questions.   Everyone should also try to ensure that one perspective does not receive an inordinate amount of attention to the exclusion of others points of view.

Introduction

This course is divided into sections of varying lengths and emphases.  The common theme of each section is, of course, the relationship between science and religion.  These sections are:

1) The Scopes Trial--In this section we will be considering the most famous trial ever held on American soil.  This claim seemed questionable in light of the popularity of the OJ Simpson trial a few years ago, but already that trial is fading from memory while new treatments of Scopes continue to appear.  The play based on the trial reappeared recently on Broadway. The Scopes Trial is important because it raises issues relevant to this course in an interesting way, but even more so because it is one of the most powerful symbols of the conflict between science and religion that influences public perceptions and discourse.  This section of the course will help alert us to the subtleties and complexities involved in the academic discussion of a topic with intense popular appeal.

2) Important Considerations—The Scopes Trial, with all its intensity and complexity, reminds us of the depth of issues at the intersection of science and religion. In this section we will develop some tools to help us deal with this complexity. In particular we will review highly relevant aspects of the different disciplines that participate in this discussion-- Biblical Studies, Theology, Philosophy, and Science. 

We will see that there are important considerations to be brought to bear on our topic if we are to avoid simply continuing along the same blinkered trajectory.  

It is the goal of this section to review relevant material from previous courses so that our discussions can be as informed as possible.

3) The Galileo Affair--The Scopes Trial is eclipsed only by the infamous trial of Galileo before the Inquisition of the Roman Catholic Church in 1633.  Like Scopes, Galileo has become a powerful symbol often used to show the (presumed) suppression of scientific truth by religious bigots.  Our historical consideration of this famous incident will show that the reality is much more subtle than this.   The Galileo Trial is a marvelous place to “learn from history,” since the issue at stake--heliocentricity--has long since been resolved and lost all of its former controversy.  

4) America’s Search for a Creation Story--In this section we will survey the contemporary creation-evolution controversy, looking at the various positions at play and what gives them their attraction and staying power.  Our guide for this part of the course will be Species of Origins: America’s Search for a Creation Story, written by Karl Giberson and Donald Yerxa.
Section One:

The Scopes Trial

(Introduction to the Topic and the Course)

“It shall be unlawful for any teacher...to teach any theory that denies the story of the Divine Creation of man as taught in the Bible, and to teach instead that man has descended from a lower order of animals.”






--John Washington Butler, Tennessee Legislator

This section introduces Science and Religion by examining the infamous Scopes Trial in which a public school teacher was tried for teaching evolution.  We are not interested in the details or the verdict; we are interested in the ways that science and religion come into conflict and strategies for avoiding confrontation.  This trial is also important because it has become paradigmatic and has set the tone for much that has occurred recently.  For example, a similar trial in the 1980’s in Arkansas is now known as “Scopes II.”  The 2005 trial in Dover, PA, over intelligent design was also compared to the Scopes trial.
________________________________________________________________________

(Wednesday, Jan 12) Session 1: Science, Religion & Culture

“The Warfare Between science and Christian Theology, in spite of an occasional skirmish on the outposts, is nearly ended, and I think most Christians would admit that their religion is the better for it.  Christianity has been purified of inessentials inherited from a barbarous age, and nearly cured of the desire to persecute.  There remains, among the more liberal Christians, an ethical doctrine which is valuable: acceptance of Christ’s teaching that we should love our neighbors, and a belief that in each individual there is something deserving of respect, even if is no longer to be called a soul.








--Bertrand Russell

What is it: is man only a blunder of God, or God only a blunder of man? 

--Friedrich Nietzsche

In this class we will be to getting to know each other and the various perspectives present on these complex issues. No doubt there will be some members of the class who approach the issues from a conservative perspective, there will be a variety of “middle of the road” positions, and there will be some liberal, perhaps even agnostic perspectives.   We must learn to listen carefully to different perspectives, to try to understand not merely what they believe but why they believe it.  The history of the science/religion dialog is characterized by much shouting and little listening.

I will also summarize material from my book Oracles of Science: Celebrity Scientists versus God and Religion as a way to start thinking about the science and religion conversation in our culture.  

To orient yourself to this discussion, please read the following paper, which is based on this book:  http://biologos.org/uploads/projects/Giberson_white_paper.pdf
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, Jan 19) Session 2: The Science and Religion Culture Wars

I will have no truck with the perpetuation of fallacious illusions, whether honeyed or bitter, and consider the Gibersons of this world to be corruptors of a better truth. That's harsh, I know — a Giberson isn't the clear, present danger of a fundamentalist theocrat, but he is undermining the core of rationalism we ought to be building, and I find his beliefs pernicious rather than malignant. But that's still something we must resist.

--PZ Myers

“The person who thinks there can be any real conflict between science and religion must be either very young in science or very ignorant in religion.”
--Joseph Henry (1797-1878), American Physicist
Our second class looks at the hostile and intemperate way that crusaders for both science and religion assault and vilify each other.  Because it is close to home, we will look at responses to my book Saving Darwin: How to Be a Christian and Believe in Evolution. 

Understanding how people react to this discussion is helpful, both in dealing with your own reactions but also in appreciating where others are coming from.  Any time a topic become emotional, rationality is compromised and we have to be wary of the reactionary dimension of the conversation.  Many people believe they are protecting something precious and enter this discussion fighting to win, rather than trying to understand.

To see how this unfolds I am assigning you to read a series of on-line posts as a “case study” in how complicated the science-and-religion dialog has become in America.   The main thing that I want you to see is how most people are in one of the two “camps” at the ends of the spectrum.  Make sure you skim the reader responses to get a sense of how the “viewers” see all this as well.

This particular story starts with me being asked to blog about evolution in the public schools on a website.  Because I had just published Saving Darwin, I used this occasion to promote the book a bit.

http://evanevodialogue.blogspot.com/2008/06/evolution-in-public-schools-threat-or.html
There was an immediate response from Bill Dembski, one of the leaders of the intelligent design movement who I know well and who has visited ENC.  He also wrote a nice blurb for the back cover of my book Species of Origins and is thus not one of my enemies.  Dembski has a loyal following and you can see their responses after his blog entry. Note how appreciative and even sycophantic his readers are.

http://www.uncommondescent.com/evolution/saving-darwin-whats-the-point/
His response and the letters that followed reveal something of the conservative reaction.  The next chapter in this story is an interview with me that appeared on salon.com. Salon is a very influential but quite liberal on-line news outlet. Note the responses.  Where do you think the salon.com audience is coming from?

http://www.salon.com/books/atoms_eden/2008/07/01/saving_darwin/index.html
A most colorful and articulate reaction appeared on PZ Myers’ blog. Several science magazines rank this blog as the leading science blog in the country.  Note that PZ Myers has a loyal cadre of followers who love him and his colorful prose. Compare Myers’ groupies to Dembski’s. 

http://scienceblogs.com/pharyngula/2008/07/theology_is_a_deceitful_strate.php
Myers’ colorful response inspired me to use him as the lead to an article that I had been working on for a while.   Making shameless use of rhetorical tricks, I wrote a strong critique of him, calling him the “Rev. PZ Myers” and accusing him of being an evangelist for science. (That label appears to have stuck and there are now many references to “Rev. PZ Myers” on the web.)  

http://www.salon.com/opinion/feature/2008/07/31/religion_science/index.html
This article generated almost 500 letters, most from unhappy atheists.  Some seemed not to have even read the article carefully.  Please read my article carefully and note some of the odd misunderstandings that show up in the letters.

http://scienceblogs.com/pharyngula/2008/07/karl_giberson_strikes_back.php
Because salon and PZ Myers blog are widely read sites, the “battle” between Myers and Giberson became its own news story and many outlets reported on it. In general the science outlets takes Myers’ side and religious outlets take mine. This is an interesting division in some ways. The position I defend in the book, the interview and the article is not a conservative religious position.  And you can certainly find many examples of conservative Christians bashing me on the internet.  But—and this is the point—when what should be a dialog becomes a shouting match, bystanders are drawn to pick one side or the other.

Here is one comment from a science magazine about the conflict.

http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/realitybase/2008/08/04/are-scientists-the-next-religious-zealots/
Here is a comment from a conservative daily news outlet.

http://religionblog.dallasnews.com/archives/2008/07/scientism-as-religion-a-religi.html
In this confrontation between an atheistic and a religious understanding of the world, the positions run along a spectrum between two “fundamentalisms.” On one end are anti-evolutionary biblical literalists who insist that all statements in the Bible about the natural world are literally true. On the other end are those that champion scientism, which says that science is the only source of truth. In various conflicts over evolution, the “line” between the two sides moves back and forth.  In different conversations I have sometimes been placed on completely different “sides.”  

Here is one of the more “exciting” conflicts.  Al Mohler, president of Southern Baptist Seminary and perhaps America’s leading biblical literalist, gave the following address in which he critiqued Saving Darwin and the BioLogos project.

http://www.biologos.org/resources/albert-mohler-why-does-the-universe-look-so-old
BioLogos responded to Mohler. My part of the response is here.

http://biologos.org/blog/how-should-biologos-respond-to-dr-albert-mohlers-critique-karls-response/
Mohler completely ignored our efforts at dialog, so I became a “bully” and called him out on the Huffington Post.

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/karl-giberson-phd/charles-darwin-versus-the_b_688485.html
He responded.  The first was to my post and the second was to the general project at BioLogos.

http://www.albertmohler.com/2010/08/25/a-letter-to-professor-giberson-on-darwin-and-darwinism/
http://www.albertmohler.com/2010/11/09/no-pass-from-theological-responsibility-the-biologos-conundrum/
And on it goes.  There are countless blog and even some newspaper stories following up on this controversy.

For our class discussion on this topic prepare to respond to the following questions:

1) In your surfing of the web you should have encountered both religious and secular people.  Do you think the responses from the religious people are more or less articulate and fair than the responses from the secularists? Do you think the responses indicate,  in general, careful thought, or “bashing”?

2) Find a site where you can post a response. (Some of the discussion is closed down now so not all sites are still accepting posts.)  Bring your response to class to share and explain why you responded there. 

3) Democracy requires a free and civil exchange of ideas and openness to dialog and disagreement.  In terms of America’s commitment to democratic values, comment on what this conversation indicates.

4) Do you see any reason to believe that the two “sides” here can ever be reconciled?

(Wednesday, Jan 26) Session Three: Science and Religion on the Big Screen
“He that troubleth his own house shall inherit the wind.”






--Proverbs 11:29

Assignments for session 4: 

For our next visit to this conversation, we will step back into history and examine a more significant and interesting interaction between science and religion. Read the play Inherit the Wind.  This play is loosely based on the actual historical events; but it is important to note that the presentation in this play has become far more important than the actual historical events in representing the issue in the minds of the public.  In the minds of most people familiar with the Scopes trial, this is how it happened. We will be discussing the issues raised by the film and how it portrays the issues.

Be prepared to answer the following questions for our class discussion:

1) Carefully note the essential dialog between the two famous lawyers. Which seems more credible, and why?

2) How does the play/movie portray the following people: 

(a) citizens of Hillsboro

(b) agnostic ACLU lawyer--Drummond (based on Clarence Darrow); 

(c) fundamentalist attorney Brady (based on William Jennings Bryan); 

(d) teacher Bertram Cates (based on John Scopes); 

(e) sarcastic journalist (based on H.L. Mencken). 

3) How do you think the people in the town of Dayton/Hillsboro compare to the people in your church?

4) Why did the playwrights write Inherit the Wind?  What message were they trying to communicate?

(Note:  this is a discussion-based class.  I expect you to be prepared to give extended answers to each of the above questions, making reference to the play and any other sources you might choose to consult.)  

(Wednesday, Feb 2) Session 4: What Really Happened? Behind the Scenes at the Scopes Trial
“3000 AT TRIAL, GET THRILL”



--Courier Journal Headline, July 21, 1925



   (Louisville, Kentucky)  

Assignments for session 4: 

Read chapters one through seven in Summer for the Gods.  The first two give relevant background to the trial and the rest provide the actual history.  (This book won a Pulitzer Prize and its author visited this course when it was offered in 2000.)  What did you find to be the most startling departure from historicity in the fictionalized version (the play)?

A recurring theme in this class will be the conflict—real, imagined, manufactured— between science & religion.  In the reading assignments for today, make note of the key conflicts and the degree to which they can be interpreted as being between science and religion.

In class we will be watching the classic Hollywood movie Inherit the Wind, with the beloved Spencer Tracy playing a defanged, sanitized, and even winsome, Clarence Darrow.

After the movie end break into 3 groups and prepare answers to the following questions:

1) What are the most striking differences between fact and fiction in this story?

2) Do the differences between fact and fiction here matter?  Why or why not?

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
(Wednesday, Feb 9) Session 5:  Arguing About the Truth

“The contest between evolution and Christianity is a duel to the death....If evolution wins in Dayton, Christianity goes--not suddenly of course, but gradually--for the two cannot stand together.”







--William Jennings Bryan 

Assignments for session 5:

1) Read Chapters 8 through 10 in Summer for the Gods.   Pay careful attention to any discussion of the constitutional issues surrounding the teaching of origins in the classroom. Read the brief summary of the trial in Henry Morris’ History of Modern Creationism (pp. 63-69, available on the website).   Morris, who died in 2006, was the leader of the modern creationist movement and has a very definite perspective on the Scopes Trial.

Answer the following questions in your journal.

1) What were some of the relevant historical circumstances at the time of the trial?

2) What role did the individual personalities of the major participants play?

3) Were the citizens of Tennessee justified in passing the law?

4) Who do you think should decide about public school curricula?

5) In light of the fact that some of the "creationists" involved in the Scopes trial were well-educated and intelligent people, defend the position that they took.  Make sure that you "understand" exactly what it was about evolution that they did not like. 

6) What was the interest of the ACLU in this trial?  Is this an appropriate concern of this organization?  What were the constitutional issues involved? 

7) What key questions surrounding the Scopes trial represent the essential issues in the dialog between science and religion?

In class we will be giving some time to the following question:  Who should get to decide how taxpayers’ money is spent on the education of taxpayers’ children?  

For the purposes of discussion throughout the rest of the course the student should remember the following lessons from the Scopes Case--lessons that will provide wisdom to deal with similar controversies in other contexts: (1) The participants in debates such as this often have agendas that are not "on the table" for discussion.  (2) All debates are rhetorical enterprises and arguments from both sides must be analyzed carefully to determine how a particular argument actually works to persuade; what assumptions one must hold in order for it to be persuasive; and whether such an argument is appropriate and valid in the particular context.  Participants in debates (as opposed to research activities) often use a variety of "tricks" to make their points, since their goal is generally to “win” the debate.  It is important to distinguish between an argument for a particular position on a topic and an exposition on that topic.  In subsequent discussion and reading you should be mindful of the various factors at work in the argument and not just the argument itself.

2) Read the introduction and first three chapters of Ian Barbour’s When Science Meets Religion.  We will use Barbour’s framework for understanding the relationship of science to religion to organize our reactions to various topics.  To get you thinking about this,  apply Barbour’s four-fold typology to Inherit the Wind and the quarrel between PZ Myers and me and see how it works.  Note that people are usually not deliberately applying one of Barbour’s four approaches and may, in fact, use more than one at different times.

Section Two: Important Considerations 

Insights from Scripture, Theology, Science, Philosophy  

“Science seems to me to teach in the highest and strongest manner the great truth which is embodied in the Christian conception of the entire surrender to the will of God”



--Thomas Huxley (in 1860, one year after publication of Darwin’s 



       “The Origin of Species”)

“...the church and the scientific community will inevitably interact; their options do not include isolation...The only question is whether they will do this critically or unreflectively, with depth and nuance or with a shallowness that debases the Gospel and leaves us ashamed before history....We shall make our choices much better if we live in a collaborative interaction in which we are called continually to be more.”




--Pope John Paul II 

This section will acquaint us with relevant general themes covered in more detail in other ENC courses. We will appropriate those insights for the consideration of issues specific to the interaction of science and religion.  

1) Theology: How do we understand the doctrine of creation? What are we saying when we say we believe that God created the world? 3) Science: How we understand it, what its role is in the Science/Religion dialog. 

2) Philosophy: What is our basis for claiming that a particular idea is true?

3) Scripture: What kind of inferences are appropriate to make from the Bible?

________________________________________________________________________

(Wednesday, Feb 16) Session 6: The Nature of Truth

“You shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free”



--Jesus of Nazareth

“You shall know the truth and the truth shall make you mad”



--Aldous Huxley (1879-1964)



   Grandson of Thomas Huxley, “Darwin’s Bulldog”

“The pursuit of truth will set you free, even if you never catch up with it.”

  

--Clarence Darrow

Assignments for session 6: 

1) Our goal in this session is to reflect on the nature of truth.   This is a familiar concept that is overwhelmingly complex when you try to pin it down.  As children we learn to “tell the truth” which basically means “make statement consistent with the way things are.”  We offer up that we ate the cookie, hit our sister, broke the window or whatever.  This early concept of truth is called the “correspondence” theory of truth and presumes that it is possible to know “the way things are” and that speaking the truth means making statements that correspond to the ways things are.

This concept of truth becomes problematic when we deal with situations where it is not clear how things are, either because we can’t really know, as is the case with lots of historical events or events on other planets; or because the reality is ambiguous and beyond our experience, as is the case with the exotic theories of modern physics, like quantum theory; or because there are incompatible ways of describing phenomena, like free will.

Philosophically unschooled people generally work with a simple correspondence theory of truth, acquired as a child, never critically examined, and fully adequate for virtually all of life’s day-to-day decisions.  But complex questions require more careful consideration.

Unfortunately, there is no generally accepted “grown-up” theory of truth, but rather a collection of perspectives, all with something of value to offer.  Our goal in this session will be to move beyond a simple correspondence theory of truth in a recognition that truth is a complex concept.

To start your explorations you are assigned to research the following different concepts of truth, all of which have been proposed by different philosophers and defended in different ways.  All of these theories of truth have much to commend them.  If they seem “silly” or “implausible” to you, it is because you have not understood them.  Remember that great philosophers, whose pencils you are unworthy to sharpen, have been the champions of these positions, none of which are “wrong” (or right) in any simple sense.

Some of the different concepts of truth are:

1) Correspondence

2) Pragmatism

3) Coherence

In addition to these criteria for determining truth, you should also encounter intellectuals who deny that there is such a thing as “truth.”  Some of the extreme post-modernists deny that human beings have the objectivity to transcend their parochial interests.  As a result, all “truth” claim, are just grabs for power—attempts to makes themselves relevant and culturally powerful.

These concepts can easily be researched on-line or you can find them in the library in philosophy books.  One good source is Solomon’s book The Big Questions: A Short Introduction to Philosophy, especially chapter five: The Search for Truth, which is available online through the course website.

2) To gain some experience in thinking about the importance of considering multiple concepts of truth, read chapter one again in Ian Barbour’s When Science Meets Religion. Barbour, the premier scholar in the field of science-and-religion, outlines the standard typology for ways to relate science and religion to each other and this entails making note of a cross section of different ways to think about truth.  The complexity of this task is created by the multiple concepts of truth at work.   As you read, identify specific examples of the various theories of truth that you have outlined above.

In the two books Cosmos, Bios, Theos, and Cosmic Beginnings and Human Ends (on reserve in the library) scholars respond to the question “What do you think should be the nature of the relationship between science and religion?”  In the various answers the scholars often betray that they perceive religious truth as different and sometimes inferior to scientific truth.  There are also a host of responses to the relationship between science and religion on the internet.  Six such articles gleaned from the internet have been compiled and placed on the course website for your perusal.  These articles are written by some of the leading thinkers in this field: Michael Ruse, Nancy Murphy, Ted Peters, Stanley Hauerwas, and Philip Clayton.

Choose ten of the responses and be prepared to describe the responses in terms of the perspectives on truth from assignment 1) above.  What approach to truth is operative in each author?  Then identify which of Barbour’s four ways of relating science and religion seem to inform each of the answers.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, Feb 23) Session 7: How, then, do we search for truth?
"What is at stake in the falsification of theological theories is not whether they can prove the existence of God, but rather whether, with the help of auxiliary hypotheses, they lead to interpretations of the world and of our experience in the world that are empirically credible and fruitful--that is, productive of new insights and research."

-- Philip Hefner

“The semantic horizon which habitually governs the notion of communication is exceeded or punctured by the intervention of writing, that is of a dissemination which cannot be reduced to a polysemia. Writing is read, and "in the last analysis" does not give rise to a hermeneutic deciphering, to the decoding of a meaning or truth.”

-- Jacques Derrida

“In philosophy of science it is important to haggle over fine points (such as when it became irrational to pursue the phlogiston program).  In philosophy of religion the important point of contention is still whether it is possible to be a rational theologian.  Here the game is won by anyone who can show that theology is in the same ball park with science.”



--Nancey Murphy, Fuller Theological Seminary

Our goal in this session will be to look at some recent work in the exploration of epistemology, the branch of philosophy that looks at truth.  Our guide will be Nancy Murphy, a Christian philosopher from Fuller Theological seminary, and one of the leading scholars in science-and-religion.

Murphy contends that epistemology has now become philosophy of science.  This is a controversial and subtle claim.  Basically Murphy starts with the assumption that ordinary scientific knowledge is the most reliable sort of knowledge we have, a claim that is controversial in itself, although reasonable and defensible,  and at least one your professors agrees completely.  She suggests we go from this insight to the conclusion that the methods of science must be effective and, if we can figure out those methods, we will have a reliable way to find truth.  She then makes the very controversial, but interesting, claim that theology can also use this same method and thus can claim to be a reliable guide to truth.

Assignments for Session 7:

1) Read the essay “Postmodern Apologetics, or Why Theologians Must Pay Attention of Science” by Nancy Murphy, which comes from the volume, Religion & Science: History, Method, Dialogue. This essay is available on the course website.

2) Read the chapter “Paradigms in Science” by Ian Barbour, which comes from the volume, Myths, Models and Paradigms: A Comparative Study in Science and Religion.  This chapter is available on the course website.

Because both of these readings are challenging and abstract, you need to apply these theories to some real world situations.  Your assignment, which will require some real creative thinking on your part, is to take some of your common ordinary beliefs and think about how they fit into the scheme outlined by Nancy Murphy and Ian Barbour.  

For your journal, answer the following questions:

1) Define “auxiliary hypothesis.”

2) Suppose you see a guy named Bill eating out with Sara in a setting that could be described as “romantic.”  

a. What might you infer about Bill and Sara and what would be the basis for the inference?

b. Suppose you are engaged to Bill, who has been a very reliable and trustworthy fiancé.  How might this change the inference you would make if you saw him eating with Sara?  

c. What would be the basis for making a different inference from the same data? 

3) Think of someone that you love (no need to bare your soul here).  

a. What aspects of his/her character are central to your love of this person?  In other words, if these “facts” were challenged you might question your relationship with this person.  

b. What aspects of her/his character are auxiliary to your love for this person?  These aspects might be altered or removed and your relationship would be relatively unchanged.

4) Look up the meaning of the Christian doctrine creatio ex nihilo (Creation out of Nothing).  Answer the following questions:

a. How important is this doctrine to you?  

b. Is it central to your faith (if faith you have)?  Is it in the “core” area of belief for Christians or the “auxiliary” area?

c. What support would you give for your opinion on this doctrine?  How important is it if Christians agree on this doctrine?

5) How important is simplicity in your opinions about the world?

6) Do you regard complex explanations in science to be problematic?  Provide an example to illustrate your opinion on complex explanations.

7) Do you regard complex explanations in theology to be problematic?  Provide an example of a complex theological explanation.

We will be pursuing this in class with more examples, so don’t worry if you feel a bit lost on your first pass through these ideas.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, Mar 2) Session 8: The Meaning of Creation

“There is no other cause by which the different parts of the universe were created than the Word himself. . .not driven by any necessity. . .but out of his abundant love.”

--Gregory of Nyssa (c. 334-395), Bishop of Nyssa and important theologian in the early Church

The doctrine of creation is not the story of an event which took place “once upon a time.”  It is the basic description of the relation between God and the World...The doctrine of creation does not describe an event.



--Paul Tillich, Systematic Theologian (1886-1965)

“We believe in the plenary inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, by which we understand the 66 books of the Old and New Testaments, given by divine inspiration, inerrantly revealing the will of God concerning us in all things necessary to our salvation, so that whatever is not contained therein is not to be enjoined as an article of faith.”

-- Article of Faith, IV, Manual: Church of the Nazarene
“The theological affirmation that the world of nature proceeds from an act of divine creation implies the claim that the existence of the world as a whole and of all of its parts is contingent...[It] is contingent in the sense that it need not be at all.  It owes its existence to the free activity of divine creation.”


--Wolfhart Pannenberg (1928- present), Systematic Theologian 

“The doctrine of creation, then, is preeminently an affirmation about the sovereignty of God and the absolute dependence of all creatures.”
--Bernard W. Anderson, Contemporary Old Testament Scholar

Assignments: 

1) Read the following scriptures carefully, sketch a picture of the physical universe described there, and bring it to class: Genesis 1:1-19; 7:11, 8:1-3; Exodus 20:4; Ps 24:1-2, 46:1-3, 104:1-9, 148:1-4; Proverbs 8:27-29; Isaiah 44:24-28; Psalm 74:14.  Note that these references are from the historical books (the Law), the prophetic books (the prophets), and the poetic books (the writings) and appear in both narrative and poetic contexts.

2) Read Genesis 1-11 and answer the following questions:

a) In 1:1-4 what does it mean to say that there was “evening and morning, the first day” when the sun and moon were not created until the fourth day?

b) Read Genesis 2 carefully, with attention to the different approach to the process of creation.  Does this appear to be a separate creation narrative?  How does it differ and how is it similar?

c) In 4:13-17 who is Cain afraid of, where did his wife come from, and what does it mean to say that he built a city?

d) Compare 6:3 to 9:28 and 11:10-23, 32.  What’s going on here?

e) Compare God’s instructions to Noah in 6:19 and 7:2.  Exactly how many of each type of animal did he take with him into the ark?  By the way, how does Noah know how to distinguish between clean and unclean animals since it is not until Leviticus 11 that God reveals to the Israelites which animals are clean and which are unclean? 

3) Based on our discussion of the nature of truth, what you know about scripture, and the above assignment, write out an answer to the following question and be prepared to defend it in a small group: What do we mean when we say that Genesis 1-11 is true?

In this class we will be contrasting the historical meaning of the Christian belief in creation with the more recent interpretation that has emerged out of American fundamentalism. The Oxford English Dictionary on Christian Fundamentalism defines fundamentalism as follows: The strict maintenance of orthodox religious beliefs or doctrines, especially belief in the inerrancy of Scripture and literal acceptance of the creeds as fundamentals of Protestant Christianity.

The New Standard Encyclopedia on Christian Fundamentalism puts it like this: In United States Protestantism, a conservative movement opposing modernism in the churches. The movement, beginning around 1910, opposed liberal attempts to reconcile the teachings of Christianity with the findings of science, especially evolution. 

Modern fundamentalism often makes the claim that its approach to scripture has always characterized the “true” church, pointing back to comments like this from St. Augustine (354-430): Nothing is to be accepted save on the authority of scripture. However, this snippet does not represent Augustine’s full thinking on this topic.

Assignments:

1) Read the supplemental reading introducing Christian fundamentalism: 

a) What makes Christian fundamentalism difficult to define?

b) Why is this movement so important in our discussion of the relationship between science and religion?

c) Why do you think this movement only began in the early 20th century?  Why were these issues not raised prominently in previous eras?

2) Christian fundamentalism has many notable and eloquent adherents.  Read the collection of brief articles from the Hank “Bible Answerman” Hanegraaff in defense of this particular approach to Scripture (supplemental reading): 

a) Are you familiar with other popular proponents of these approaches to Scripture?

b) What appears to motivate the adamant insistence on Scriptural inerrancy?

c) What are the securities and comforts provided by a fundamentalist approach to Scripture?  

d) What are the insecurities and difficulties that accompany this hermeneutic?

4) Read the abbreviated versions of the ancient myths that have been provided in the supplemental reading. The Israelites would have been familiar to some degree with these myths.  What are some of the similarities and differences you see between these myths and the creation account(s) in Genesis?

5) Read the supplemental readings by Alister McGrath and Michael Lodahl.  If you are a religion major, instead of the above, read three robust treatments of “The Doctrine of Creation” by theologians such as Paul Tillich, Karl Barth, Wolfhart Pannenberg, etc.

6) Read the short article by leading Church historian Jaraslov Pelikan. 

7) Answer the following questions:

a) Historically, what has been the essential content of the doctrine of creation? 

b) How was this content influenced by contemporary challenges that the church was facing at the times when the issue arose?

c) In what ways might a good understanding of this doctrine help us to respond to contemporary comments like the following:

Henry Morris: “The purpose [of Genesis 1] is clearly to tell about the beginning of all things. . .The creation of the universe took place five days earlier than the creation of man. . .these were literal days, not ages.”  (From The Genesis Record.)

Stephen Weinberg: “It is almost irresistible for humans to believe that we have some special relation to the universe, that human life is not just a more-or-less farcical outcome of a chain of accidents reaching back to the first three minutes, but was somehow built in from the beginning. ...It is hard to realize that this present universe has evolved from an unspeakably unfamiliar early condition, and faces a future extinction of endless cold or intolerable heat.  The more the universe seems comprehensible, the more also seems pointless.” (From The First Three Minutes.)

Carl Sagan: “The Cosmos is all that is, ever was, or ever will be.” (From Cosmos.)

Stephen Gould: “Since human intelligence arose just a geological second ago, we face the stunning fact that the evolution of self-consciousness required about half of the earth’s potential time.  Given the errors and uncertainties, the variations of rates and pathways in the other runs of the tape, what possible confidence can we have in the eventual origin of our distinctive mental abilities? Run the tape again, and even if the same general pathways emerge, it might take twenty billion years to reach self-consciousness this time--except that the earth would be incinerated billions of years before.  Run the tape again, and the first step from prokaryotic to eukaryotic cell might take twelve billion instead of two billion years--and stromatolites, never awarded the time needed to move on, might be the highest mute witnesses to Armageddon.” (From Wonderful Life.)

Huston Smith, one of the great 20th-century philosophers of religion, was concerned about the “science only” worldview that was emerging.  Referred to as scientism, this worldview accepts as true only those things that can be validated by science. His concern is eloquently captured in this quote: “Scientism asked man to sacrifice a good part of that which made for him the reality of the world-its beauty and its holiness.”

8) In what ways might we have to wrestle with attempting to see what (if any) degree of coherence we can find between this past tradition and present scientific understanding of the cosmos?  What happens if no real degree of coherence can be achieved?

In class we will be discussing the essential content of the doctrine of creation and the interaction between it and scientific understandings of the origin and nature of the cosmos.  Our goal will be to see that this is a dynamic conversation that is much more than a debate about “creation versus evolution.”

_______________________________________________________________________Section Three

The Galileo Affair

“Philosophy is written in this grand book--I mean the universe--which stands continually open to our gaze, but it cannot be understood unless one first learns to comprehend the language and interpret the characters in which it is written.”

 

--Galileo Galilei (1564--1642)

________________________________________________________________________

(Wednesday, March 16) Session 9: Historical Rumblings

“The high minded man must care more for the truth than for what people think.”

--Aristotle (384--322 BC)

“If as a matter of fact the earth does move, then we cannot change nature so that it does not move. But we can easily eliminate inconsistency with Scripture simply by admitting that we have not penetrated into its true meaning.  Thus the secure way to avoid error is to begin with astronomical and natural investigation, and not with Scripture.”



--Galileo Galilei (1564--1642)

“Whereas you, Galileo, son of the late Vincenzio Galilei, of Florence, aged 70 years, were denounced in 1615, to this Holy Office, for holding as true a false doctrine taught by many, namely, that the sun is immovable in the centre of the world...we pronounce this Our final sentence...We condemn you to the formal prison of this Holy Office for a period determinable at Our pleasure.”



--Galileo’s Inquisition


Assignments for session 9.

1) Read Langford’s book “Galileo, Science and the Church.”  

2) Find one piece of empirical evidence that the earth moves.  You can peruse the internet, history of science books, or do an experiment yourself.  Your only constraint is that the obtaining of this piece of evidence does not demand the application of technologies that did not exist in 1600, when this question was very much alive. Bring this to class.

3) Review the material from the earlier discussions about The Nature of Truth.

4) Make a brief note about each of the following and the role that they played in the Galileo Affair.   You can use whatever sources you would like beyond your texts.

a) The authority of Aristotle

b) The Reformation

c) The Counter-Reformation

d) The perceived role and function of tradition: "The Magisterium"

e) The Inquisition

f) The approach to scripture

g) The responsibilities of a practicing Roman Catholic to ecclesiastical authorities.

Our goal with this discussion will be to understand the currents of thought at the time and how all of these interacted in the complex confrontation of the Galileo Affair.  

In class we will be discussing the epistemic values of the medieval synthesis and some of the scientific models of the cosmos that preceded Galileo.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, March 23) Session 10: Galileo as a tool of the debaters.  What can we learn?

“It is an old story....Giordano Bruno, who fought for scientific knowledge and against astrological superstition, was condemned to death by the Inquisition.  It is the same psychic pestilence which delivered Galileo to the Inquisition, let Copernicus die in misery, made Leeuewenhoek a recluse, drove Nietzsche into insanity, Pasteur and Freud into exile.  It is the indecent, vile attitude of contemporaries of all times.”



--William Reich (1897--1957), American Scientist

“Great is God our Lord.  Great is his power, and there is no end to his wisdom.  Praise Him, you heaven, and glorify Him sun and moon, and you planets, for out of Him, through Him, and in Him are all things--every perception and every knowledge.”



--Johannes Kepler (1571--1630), German Astronomer

Assignments for session ten:

1) Read the discussion of Galileo in Andrew Dickson White’s famous book A History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in Christendom.  (This is one of the major polemical works of the 19th century and is responsible for much of the current mythology about Science and Religion having been constantly at war.)  This is available as a supplemental reading online.

2) Read the discussion—another supplemental reading—of Galileo in Jacob Bronowski’s equally famous book The Ascent of Man. (This text and an accompanying film series were required in EMES here at ENC when I was a student.) 

3) Go online and get at least 5 additional perspectives to add to those above.  Try to sample contributions from very different kinds of sources.  Talk to some “ordinary” people—students, faculty, parents—and see what they know about Galileo and why they know it.  Make sure you encounter a few people who actually know enough to have an opinion.

4) Come to class prepared to contribute meaningfully to a discussion of the following questions (you should journal about these questions):

a) How has the “Galileo Story” taken up residence in our culture?

b) How widely is it known and what is the significance of the fact that it is known?

c) What relevance to today is the recollection of this famous historical event?

d) It is helpful to use the following analogy to compare the various historical accounts? History itself consists of events, which cannot be presented as such to later generations.  They can however be metaphorically presented as films, photographs, paintings, or abstract paintings each of which is increasingly less faithful to the “event.”  

________________________________________________________________________

Section Four

America’s Search for a Creation Story

“In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth.”

 

--Genesis 1:1

The creation-evolution controversy has been raging unabated in America ever since Darwin’s ideas arrived from England. The primary battleground has been the public schools and the controversy has been in court many times.  America is unique in all the world as the only developed country where the majority of the citizens reject the theory of origins provided by science and embrace a biblical story instead.  Other countries have made their peace with science.

In this section we will survey the American landscape and try to understand the various ideas at play. Our primary guide through this mine-field will be the book Species of Origins.

________________________________________________________________________
(Wednesday, March 30)  Session 11: America’s Search for a Creation Story

“Great is God our Lord.  Great is his power, and there is no end to his wisdom.  Praise Him, you heaven, and glorify Him sun and moon, and you planets, for out of Him, through Him, and in Him are all things--every perception and every knowledge.”



--Johannes Kepler (1571-1630), German Astronomer

“The existence of a Being endowed with intelligence and wisdom is a necessary inference from a study of celestial mechanics”



--Sir Isaac Newton (1642-1727)

Assignments for Session 11

1) Read the foreword, introduction, and first three chapters of Saving Darwin.  How does your experience growing up compare to mine?  (Chapter four of Saving Darwin is about the court cases involving evolution and is largely a short summary of material in Summer for the Gods.
2) In the light of what we have been talking about regarding images and myths from the past that shape our perceptions, comment on some aspect of “Darwin’s Dark Companions” that strikes you as interesting. Go on the internet and find three examples of people who connect Hitler to Darwin and analyze what they are doing in the light of the discussion in this chapter.

3) Read the “First View” in the “Three Views” book.  What do you make of Nelson and Reynolds argument that we should maintain loyalty to young earth creationism in spite of it weak scientific support?  Do you agree that the scientific support is weak? Why do you think so many young earth creationists disagree with them, arguing instead that there is overwhelming scientific support for their position?

In class we will be discussing special creation from a variety of perspectives.  Bring your questions and be prepared to engage this controversial topic.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, Apr 6) Session 12: America’s Search for a Creation Story

“Philosophers and theologians have yet to learn that a physical fact is as sacred as a moral principle.”


--Louis Agassiz (1807-1873)



   Swiss-American Zoologist

Assignments for session 12:

1) Read chapters 5, 6, 7 in Saving Darwin.

2) Read the “Second View” in the Three Views book.

Address the following questions in your journal.

a) “Old Earth Creationism” emerged in the late 18th century as an attempt to harmonize the findings of geology with the Bible.  It has been around in various forms since then.  The best-known proponent today is Hugh Ross, of the organization “Reasons to Believe.” This viewpoint attempts to find a literal, but somewhat “creative” reading of Genesis in order to bring that text into alignment with science.  Do you agree with this approach?  Are Christians required to find interpretations of Scripture that will preserve its “inerrancy?”  Find Hugh Ross’s website and comment on what he is doing.  Do you agree with his approach?

b) Do you agree with the descriptions of creationism and intelligent design in Saving Darwin? In your answer comment briefly about Dawkins recent book The God Delusion and the reaction to it.  (You can get this easily on the internet by Googling—it’s everywhere.)

c) Are any of these positions attractive to you? Where would you place yourself after the reading you have done?
Bring your questions to class.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, April 6) Session 13: America’s Search for a Creation Story

“I am unable to perceive any justification for cutting the universe into two halves, one natural and one supernatural.”


--Thomas Huxley 



   (1825-1895 British biologist)

Assignments for session 13: 

1) Read chapter 8 and the conclusion in Saving Darwin.  

2) Read the “Third View” in the “Three Views” book.

To close our discussion of the creation-evolution controversy we will be focusing on the question of God’s interaction with the world and whether there is room for that idea within the framework of evolution. 

The larger question of how God interacts with the world is the question of divine providence.  More generally, providence refers to God’s care and love in bringing about the divine will in the course of events. We will be primarily interested here, however, in how this might be construed in natural history.

Prior to the emergence of science, there was a very limited concept of how things worked.  Simple natural phenomena like the wind and rain were thought by many to be the work of supernatural forces.  Many Christians believed God was the direct source for such things and, in general, most things happened because God made them happen.  (This was not universal however, and there are alternate views emerging very early in the history of Judaism.  The book of Job is a complex exploration of why things happen.  Ecclesiastes explores some of the same themes, suggesting that “stuff just happens” and we can’t suppose there is some grand meaning behind events.)  

After the emergence of science, with its well-articulated description of a nature following natural laws, the question of God’s interaction with the world became more complex.  The concept of natural laws seemed to divide the world into natural and supernatural, with almost everything happening naturally.  Anything specific that God did would require an intervention into the natural course of events.  The complexities of making sense of this made deism attractive.  Maybe, as deism suggests, God just created the world and then left it to run by itself, following laws installed at the creation.  

This was an emerging belief that did not actually undermine belief in God, as it was still assumed by most everyone that God had created this complex and interesting world and that the complexity of the world actually pointed to a transcendent creator for its origins.  This idea, of course, was aggressively challenged by Darwin who proposed a non-supernatural mechanism for the nature’s production of order and complexity.

Christianity however, needs more than a deistic God.  Christianity, for most people, needs a God that can raise Jesus from the dead, perform miracles, and otherwise “do” things in the world, including create human beings.  One of the most animated parts of the science-and-religion dialogue is sorting this out.  Some, like John Polkinghorne, argue that we need a way for God to “do” things without breaking his own laws.  Polkinghorne looks to chaos theory for a way for God to work in the world.  Others simply accept that God can do anything and we just can’t understand how he does it.  

In this class we will be exploring this complex problem, particularly as it pertains to evolution.

In your journal, briefly develop a model of how we should think about God’s interaction with the world, particularly as it pertains to our origins. You should address the following issues and anything else you think is relevant.

a) How do you think that God actually does interact with the world?

b)  Do you think that Christianity demands belief in ongoing miraculous supernatural interventions in the course of history?

c) The Intelligent Design movement is built on the idea that God’s intervention is needed to explain certain things in natural history—events that required more “intelligence” than we can reasonably expect to emerge from nature on its own.  What do you think of this argument?  

d) What do you think of the “truth versus clarity” discussion of this topic? Are you OK with retreating into mystery on this topic?

e) Is it reasonable to try to “understand” an issue like this one?  

This is the last class day devoted exclusively to the question of origins, so you should come to class with your final questions on this topic.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Wednesday, April 13 and April 20) Session 14: Presentations and wrap-up.

 “The very first evolutionist was not Charles Darwin or Lucretius or Thales or Nimrod, but Satan himself.  He has not only deceived the whole world with the monstrous lie of evolution but has deceived himself most of all.  He still thinks he can defeat God because, like modern “scientific” evolutionists, he refuses to believe that God is really God.”



--Henry Morris



   Founder and President, Institute for Creation Research

“The very fact that the universe is creative, and that the laws have permitted complex structures to emerge and develop to the point of consciousness--in other words, that the universe has organized its own self-awareness--is for me powerful evidence that there is “something going on” behind it all.”


                --Paul Davies (born 1946, still active in the field)

Cosmologist and winner of the 1995 Templeton Prize in Religion (The Templeton Prize is a sort of “Nobel Prize” for contributions to our understanding of religion.)

This class will be devoted to some of the presentations that class members have been working on for their assignment.  Those of you who have not been chosen to present must submit a 1200 essay addressing the following question:

Using your extensive reading and discussion of origins as a framework, what do you think is the best way to understand the relation between science and religion?

Your essay should indicate familiarity with the key figures, key ideas, and key issues in the origins controversy.  Don’t quote irrelevant authorities unless it is to make the point that there are oddball positions out there.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

            (Wednesday, April 27) Session 15:  Snow Day
Because of the way the semester unfolded with no Wednesdays off we do not need to meet on this last class day.  If there is a snow day or some other event that cancels a class, we will use this to catch up. 

                  Appendix: Books in the library

The following books are in the library and portions of some of them are assigned reading and provided online.  We are using this broad cross-section of books as a way to encounter the diversity of the literature in this field.  Some of these authors are important because of their historical influence, some represent the thinking of people currently working in the field, and some are simply scholars with something to say.  If you would prefer to read books, rather than pdfs, we encourage you to visit the Nease Library. 

Barbour, Ian. Religion in an Age of Science: The Gifford Lectures: Volume One.  Harper & Row, 1990.

Bronowski, Jacob. The Ascent of Man. Little Brown: 1973

Gamble, Harry. The New Testament Canon: It’s Making and Meaning,  Fortress, 1985.

Giberson, Karl. Worlds Apart: The Unholy War Between Religion and Science.  Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, 1994.

Hefner, Philip J. The Human Factor: Evolution, Culture and Religion. Augsburg Fortress Publishers, 1993.

Jewett, Paul.  God, Creation & Revelation: A Neo-Evangelical Theology.  Eerdmanns, 1991.

Lodahl, Mike.The Story of God. Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, 1995.

Morris, Henry.  History of Modern Creationism. Master Book Publishers, 1984.

Polkinghorne, John. Reason and Reality: The Relationship Between Science and Theology.  Trinity Press International, Philadelphia, 1991. 

Solomon, Robert. The Big Questions:  A Short Introduction to Philosophy.  Harcourt Brace, 1994.

Webb, George E. The Evolution Controversy in America.  University Press of Kentucky, 1994.

White, Andrew Dickson.  A History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in Christendom. The Free Press, 1965.

