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HITCHENS V. MILLER

No, but it shoulc

Christopher Hitchens is the author @bd Is Not Greaand the editor of
The Portable Atheist

Of course not.

Kenneth R. Miller is a professor of biology at Browniversity and the
author ofFinding Darwin's God: A Scientist's Search for Casnm
Ground between God and Evolutiand ofOnly a Theory: Evolution
and the Battle for America's Soul

Hitchens:

| am not scientifically certified in any field, buthen | read a “creationist" account of an Edereda@volutionary fairy-story, | consider myself sci#intly qualified to understand and to refute the
mental process by which it is argued. On the dilaeid, | do possess some small qualifications imibigd of language and its relationship to cogmifiand | have to confess that | simply cannot
make sense of a single one of your most importsseréions or (perhaps | should better say) avowals.

What does it mean to say, "The Deity they rejecasily is not the one | know"? If you have suclegtmaordinary acquaintanceship, or source of médion, is it only humility that keeps you
confined in the small compass of Rhode Island? ¢fmon to state that a rather intriguing and immenssstion (why is the world "bursting” with so mual-diversity?) has in fact a rather
obvious answer. You write: "To a person of faitie answer to that question is God."

Well, I hope | may be excused if | state that €atty knew about the things that faith can appareatise people-without a rag of evidence—to beliBugis this same reply also the answer to the
question: "why have 99.9 percent of all known spgan our planet become extinct?" If so, then gdanlt capitalize my concepts—explains everythimd @othing with equal ease.

This same tenacious addiction to tautology ands®uitur must be the explanation for the lattet piyour essay, in which you accuse atheistsyafigrto make god "an ordinary part of the
natural world" (no we don't: the pantheists andRh&yites do that). You make the circular assettiat god is “the reason for nature, the explandtr why things are" and the incoherent
proposal that "He is the answer to existence, adtqf existence itself." | have heard Zeransuttered with more articulation. It would be unkitedask you how you proceed from such deistic
assumptions to your theistic ones—the Resurredtiorexample. Why do you believe in such things?/Do believe that you have superior access touh@mous, and because such beliefs—in
common with all other superstitions—are not subjedirect disproof or falsifiability? If so, youilly by the same token, have to accept my deeply belief that such opinions are the moral and
verbal equivalent of white noise.

Before any further damage to the good name of seiendone, let me point out that it is perfectguard to say that there is a "scientific faith" efhassumes that all matters are reducible to the
immediately comprehensible. | would briefly citB.B. Haldane's observation that the universe igusbjueerer than we imagine, but queerer thanawemagine. | might add Einstein's remark
that the miracle is that theage no miracles: that the natural order is in facni@mious and not to be interrupted by capriciousmaggural interventions. If that doesn't take adréeism, it takes
care of theism—and it's religion we are talking @tia this debate. Professor Miller, you appean®to fail the elementary test of being able towshgt your opponents are talking about. But
then, by your absurd use of the term "validatehiclosing sentence of your essay, you would gedrmave no idea what you yourself are talking apeititer.

Miller:

I must confess that | am surprised by the tonecantent of your writing, and especially by your eaggss to move the discussion away from science irk@ked history, writing that revelation
came at the wrong time and to the wrong people afgntly a proper God would have avoided "gapingaets,” and delivered his message instead to afgé at Oxford. You deliberately
misread my reference to personal belief as a atdispecial revelation, and even found time to ttica tiny American state—ironically, the very amgch first gave birth to the concept of
religious freedom. Why such departures from thedsst hand?

Perhaps it is because you sense the inherent wesaihgour argument. Your essay cited three séiepints, which, you were confident, would hawepkus from "adopting monotheism."
Ironically, in essence these were: 1) our speaesehbeginning, 2) the universe had a beginnind)3amur existence will come to an end. Last tinmoked, each of these was actually a teaching
of the great monotheistic faiths. So much for trefquind contradiction you sought.

You tip your hand when invoking extinction as alpem for faith, having fixed your arrow on nothinpre sophisticated than an "Eden-based evolutidaamystory." You declare yourself, just
as young-earth creationists do, unable to strételtioth of Genesis around the Big Bang, massaidim and human evolution. But scripture reflabts flawed cosmology of its age, just as one
might imprint today's imperfect and incomplete sceon the specifics of either your disbelief orfaiyh. Finding that old conceptions of nature areng, just as many of today's theories surely
are, does not even begin to invalidate the religimessage that we live in a universe reflectingntiieand rationality of a creator. You say thag thatural order is harmonious. | agree. At issue is
the source of that harmony.

You say that the grand sweep of the cosmos malketksetic nonsense" of the notion that human existé&part of a plan, but on whatientificbasis do you make that judgment? In reality, the
potential for human existence is woven into evéygifof that universe, from the starry furnaces thayed the carbon upon which life is based, ®dhemical bonds that fashioned our DNA
from the muck and dust of this rocky planet. Sekkesa plan to me.

| was particularly impressed—but not in a good vigyyour misuse of Einstein. In saying that thee"ao miracles," he was not ruling out the divibet speaking to the scientific



comprehensibility of nature. Einstein also saidetare two ways to live: as though nothing is aagli@, or as though everything is. | choose therasind clearly, so did he. Finally, you say that |
am an "opponent" who simply does not know what gautalking about. Mr. Hitchens, | regard you &seand not an opponent, and would suggest thateheproblem is | understand what you
are talking about all too well.

Hitchens:

To take these points in reverse order: Albert Einstook a Spinozist worldview that excluded thesidf a personal god or a deity that intervendtuman affairs. The natural order does not
respond to prayer or propitiation: it maintainsatraordinary regularity. This may not rule outeastain non-specific deism or pantheism, but itsdo@ke nonsense of the idea of a god to which
human beings can address themselves.

The argument from design has seldom been stateel stappily than in the "grand sweep" paragraph (inaascending order) undergirds this misreadingiogtein. Pray tell, is #ll designed, or
just the apparently harmonious bits? The impendailision between our galaxy and Andromeda: pathefplan or not? A series of lifeless failed ptarie our own solar suburb: good design or
random coincidence? As with every other such intiooathe fans of the designer must convict hirheitof a good deal of waste and fumbling or a gieat of cruelty and indifference, or both.

It is cheap to compare me to a young-earth creatifrst because | suggest that one must chooseéet'scripture” and science. The former does mdegect “the flawed cosmology of its
age," but that is precisely because it is a wonah and not a work of a deity. Which was my o@gjpoint.

| cannot see how this insistence on an appareaetliigded harmony can be squared with your origissgion that god is "the answer to existencepadtof existence itself" or with your scorn
for the idea that god is "an ordinary part of tlagunal world." Is he or isn't he the key to theunakorder, or at any rate a dynamic element ihd&h understand your avoiding my question about
resurrection, but if you want to stay focused dersze then you can't have this both ways.

It's good of monotheists to accept that things Hegnnings and ends. ("By god, sir," as Samuehda said in a slightly different connection, "theyd better".) | suppose one difference here is
the eschatological one, or the way in which relidamks forwardto the end. That important distinction to one ste materialist view is simply that science ceovjule us, and indeed has
provided us, with explanations for the origin ahe terminus of our cosmos and our species thatreeqa supernatural element. If this is not a sdierrefutation of faith (which it isn’t, since

faith isn't susceptible to such procedures), it esafaith and science look increasingly hard tomeite.

I was ridiculing you and not Rhode Island, as aangeful reader will see. And yes, | do think that #rchangel Gabriel and the Virgin Mary and othgpaxitions ought at least once in human
history to have shown themselves to people who aleto read and write, who were not terrifiedlemons and ghosts, and who possessed the abilégttevidence in the crucible of
experiment. It hasn't happened yet, and | prehattit isn't going to happen, either. Nonetheltss witchdoctors and shamans can always counteoarédulity of second-and-third-hand
witnesses, descending to tenth-and-twentieth heorde of whom will sadly claim to base their beliefsscientific method.

Miller:

You know, Christopher, | think we're making progre® your invocations of Einstein and Spinozaéhera grudging, if indirect, deference to the argat in my original essay—specifically, that
faith "includes science, but then seeks the ulénnaason why the logic of science should work sk'we each of your contributions to this dialogy®u've dismissed this as implying nothing
more than deism, as if that alone was sufficiemefote it. As you well know, it is not.

Classic deism involves a God who is creator anai@mover, yet uninvolved in the affairs of his werse. But apply some logic here. By what principéeild a God, capable of creating such
vastness, be constrained from intervening in f&iraf? Clearly, that restraint could only come byice, and given such power, it would have to bellang choice. The distinction between
theism and deism, therefore, is really a claim &lfveipersonality of God, and the nature of higast(or lack of same) in our created world. Earlievrote that the atheist places God within the
realm of science to investigate and test. The aegisryou raise against scripture and reports oftineculous take this form exactly, and that i®aihy they fall short-because they consider
God to be a part of nature rather than nature'secdulo wonder what sort of God would meet yoststéor clarity of teaching and evidence of exiseerand | would love to hear your answer.

| accept that your first response was an attempéegtonal ridicule. However, | wonder why you résorsuch tactics if the logic of your case is empelling. You note sarcastically that it is
"good of monotheists to accept that things havénnétgs and ends." Can you possibly be seriousnwmahamic monotheism has always spoken of endlbaginnings? As you acknowledge,
science has indeed given explanations for "our ogsand our species that require no supernaturakeele” On that point you and | agree. But this nseamly that science has now confirmed
nature's sufficiency to fulfill the promised workits creator.

You ask if all is designed, including galactic &itins, "failed planets,” and the extravagant wasteature. Yet by what rubric do you know the 'fpese" of galaxies and planets, in order to
pronounce them "failed?" There is waste and desttaiure and the cosmos, but there is somethiegaslsvell. Amid the material from which you drawe tileak conclusion of purposeless chaos,
there are the very laws and elements that makegwol(and humanity) possible. A great biologishom we both admire, once wrote that there was tganin this view of life," and science

has done nothing since to set that judgment asideorld of "endless forms, most beautiful and meshderful” is the one in which we find ourselvesda believe there is a reason for that.

Hitchens:

That there might have been a "mind" at the begmoirthe cosmos does not in the least entail tieetstill is one, or that its abstention from iméation in human affairs is conscious. (If the
mind took the form of an intelligent and self-coiesis "god," as Lucretius pointed out, it would alsly wish to stay out of our petty quarrels amivisigs.) And this mind would also need to
have been created or inspired by still another pasdn turn would that mind. No wonder that Cliaiss prefer to start speaking about "mysteriegtiatpoint.

Incidentally, are you a Christian? | have no idééci religion you do or do not believe in. Do ydink that this eternal mind waited until two thondagears ago, then donated a son for a humar
sacrifice and thus enabled us to purge ourselees §in? Or do you prefer to think that Mohammeglod's messenger, or that the eternal mind has madeenant with one special tribe? With
atheists, it is always possible for our opponemtsniow and understand (if they choose to) what elete (or do not believe). With religious peopléesipossible to spend a long time in
discussion without ever discovering precisely wioé they believe the supernatural to play in oted. And no two claims are ever quite the saméréniproof that the whole religious enterprise
is improvised by primates.

To answer your challenge: if | had faith | would peesume to act or think as if god owed me anamqtion. Surely that is the point of faith to begith: to fill the unbridgeable void between
evidence and the entire lack of it. That's whyrsider it the most over-rated of the virtues.

Miller:

As we conclude, | am struck by your careful avo@aaf our question-whether science makes beli€fod obsolete. Instead you puzzle over my religliom & Catholic) and invoke the old
standbys: scripture is unreliable, faiths contradigracles are delusional fabrications, and Gaperted interventions in human affairs make nesdto you). You dismiss a "mind" as first
cause by invoking an infinite regression of mindsrically unaware that your own view requires elyatttat—an infinite regression of natural causesghédist sees the logical problem here, but
apparently you do not.

You avoided my direct question (to you, a "challef@f what might convince you of God's reality.Wwarote, in effect, that no evidence would do—a/¥air summary of your views on this
issue, | admit.



In the end you have no answer to why science wavkg,the physical logic of natural law makes lifespible, or why the human mind is able to explaow @énderstand nature. And | agree that
there is no scientific answer to such questionst Ehprecisely the point of faith—to order andaraélize our encounters with the world around wstHHs human, and therefore imperfect. But
faith expresses, however poorly, a reality thaluides the scientific experience in every sense tlaeigfore has become more relevant than everrisaentific age.
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GROOPMAN V. SHERMER

No, not at al

Jerome Groopman is the Recanati Professor of Meeliat Harvard an
author ofHow Doctors Think

It depends.

Michael Shermer is the publisher Skepticmagazine
(www.skeptic.com), a monthly columnist mientific American
(www.michaelshermer.cia professor at Claremont Graduate
University, and the author éfow We Believe, Why Darwin Matters,
andThe Mind of the Market

Groopman:

The argument in your essay is provocative and egelstructed. As you state, belief is belief, saraskvhether science makes belief obsolete misgepdint. And, by imagining an extremely
powerful "really smart" extra-terrestrial intelligge (ETI), you show the folly of those who looksimence to prove an Intelligent Designer. Sin@sla person of faith, am not in the "intelligent
design" camp, key aspects of my beliefs still ting and are not disproven by your thought expertme

But the God that you posit for Intelligent Designemniscient and omnipotent, is only half of thedGleat my faith imagines. You mention "Westerngielns," and by this | assume you mean the
three major monotheistic faiths: Judaism, Christyaand Islam. Judaism, my faith, is, of cour$e first "Western" monotheistic creed, and has erdithrough the millennia. Jews define God
differently from the way that God is defined in yassay. Yes, God is omniscient and omnipotentcibator of all things. But God is also ineluctaliéhout form, immeasurable.

This description of God is set out metaphoricailytie Hebrew Bible. There is a wonderful sectiofExodus where Moses encounters God and asks totleanature of the divine. The response
from God is anthropomorphic, but nonetheless, extliaary in sophistication, particularly given ftstorical context. God tells Moses that He wilt fhe prophet into the cleft of a rock and
Moses can gaze on God’s wake, but no one can sgé&f@e toface." The rabbis interpret this as repnéing a fundamental and strikingly complex cotiocepof God, a divine presence that is
beyond human understanding and cannot be percenaescribed with our senses or our symbols. Tieiw distinguishes sharply between gods as idolgtmdewish God that has no image or
form.

This important difference from your descriptionaof ETI brings us back to points that | made ifitisghcience and religion, at least my religionsexi different realms. God cannot be reduced tc
an "extremely powerful and really smart ETI." Thdl hature of God, all of God'’s attributes, exista dimension that cannot be quantified or depibtescience, the paramount expression of
human intelligence. If we directly encountered andompassed your ETI, Jews would know that thevi&H not God, because we are unable to grasp foltysGrature and dimensions.

This belief is integrated into both prayer andaitiror example: the hymn that ends the Sabbatficsetaught to school children and chanted througfife, is (in Hebrew) Adon Olam. One of
its key verses ish'li reshit b'li tachlit,” translated as "without beginning and without &fdhat is, in Judaism, God exists outside of tamd cannot be bound by space. Thus, God exist&leuts
any form of scientific measurement or logical entteu For that reason, despite the power of yoought experiment, which succeeds in unmaskinglévesfin the popular conception of the
Intelligent Designer, at least the Jewish idea ofl @ not rendered obsolete by science.

Shermer:

If only religious believers throughout the worldrees thoughtful, open-minded, ecumenical, andaoteas you! Then, indeed, we could imagine no,2id17/7 bombings in London, no suicide
terrorists, or abortion clinic bombers. And youcldeation that science and religion are nonconttady—"non-overlapping magisteria" in Stephen Jayl@'s apt phrase—is an honest and
honorable position that helps to resolve potexiigutes between these two ways of knowing. Indeedhbrace that position myself in arguing that eaity that science could find would be
indistinguishable from an extra-terrestrial intgdince of great power. If God is outside space iamg| s you (and your faith tradition) assert, theilence cannot know God because science
traffics only in this space-time continuum. On #hesatters, we are in agreement.

Here is my honest problem with your position, theme problem that drove me from believer to nonbketieif God is, in your words, "without form, immaaable" and exists "in a dimension that
cannot be quantified or depicted by science," howal know God exists? How can |-or anyone elsé¢hfar matter—know God exists?

As corporeal beings who form beliefs about the dibdsed on percepts (from our senses) and con@eptsour minds), how can we possibly know a beifg by definition lies outside of both
our percepts and our concepts? At some point dd@ed' need to step into our space-time to makedifrkeown in some manner—say through prayer, penee, or miracles? And if so, why
can't science—which is itself a most human entsgpdependent on those percepts and concepts, mentimn a host of misperceptions and cognitivedgameasure such divine action?

If there is some other way of knowing--say, thathaf mystics or of the faithful through deep me#taor prayer--why couldn't neuroscience say sbingtmeaningful about that process of
knowing? If we came to understand(as studies weHitating monks and praying priests have showngthprt of the parietal lobe of the brain assodiatith the orientation of the body in space
is quiescent during such meditative states (bregttown the normal distinction one feels betweehas® non-self and thus making one feel "at onéh wie environment), wouldn't this imply
that rather than being in touch with a being oetsitispace and time, it is actually just a changgeurochemistry?



Groopman:
Again, your words resonate with reason. Indeed,nbt possible to prove that God exists; we cabeature, and people of faith do doubt. Such disutdt restricted to my own tradition. Paul
Tillich, a Protestant theologian, asserted thabtisgs of true faith is doubt.

| am skeptical about the reductionist approacheofrascience to replicate religious and mysticakelgmces based on brain function. This has beeunl@aped by religious believers who want to
assert that there is a "God spot" in the brainthatwe are formed by God to have faith based emeuro-anatomy. Why do | reject this? For the weasons you so cogently articulate. And it
may be that certain mystical experiences do reptesairochemistry. As you know, there is much sfagian that the sensations reported by certain icg/stay be manifestations of temporal
lobe epilepsy.

Does God step in to space-time? People of faitleeethis. How would we measure such a moment't #oow. If religious texts reflect such momerlkgy are based on metaphor, and they
seem to acknowledge the limits of human percepfonexample, the description of the Israelitehigad at Mount Sinai to receive the Ten Commandsrisra subject of great discussion in the
Talmud and religious commentaries. The bottomibridat "hearing" God is beyond words.

There are times when people like me step back amdler whether this is all folk tale, narrativegtod imagination with no basis in history or realityien there are times when they feel deeply
true. Believers need not deny the tension that soniiln such doubt. This makes usakin to agnosAitteeists assert God does not exist. How do theyignib is a matter of assumption, just like
blind faith. That blind faith is what drives peojtefly planes into the World Trade Center or tarleh Inquisitions.

Funny, but the line froralamletkeeps playing in my mind, how there are more thingheaven and earth than are dreamt of in olwg@phies (to paraphrase). Some of us take thisiasOthers
demand objective proof.

Shermer:

It does seem that we have come to an impasse. We #@t God’s existence cannot be proven or digprcand that those who think it can are the dogneatremists on both sides. Maybe God
steps into our space-time, maybe he doesn't. Waa& An invisible God is indistinguishable froma@nexistent God. How can we tell the difference? @maver comes to mind from a bumper
sticker | once sawMILITANT AGNOSTIC | DON'T KNOW AND YOU DONT EITHER.

So | have one final question for you: why believésiod at all? Why not just be an agnostic, in thgimal sense that Thomas Huxley meant when heedaihe word in 1869: "one who holds that
the existence of anything beyond and behind magnenomena is unknown and so far as can be judigletbwable, and especially that a First Cause anthaeen world are subjects of which
we know nothing." Here | am reminded of Sir Petexddwar's description of science as the "art osthgble." If science is the art of the solublenthelief in God is the art of the insoluble. So
why believe?

From reading your work | can see that you are aceghthinker, a careful logician, and especialfiyeanitarian physician of warmth and empathy. Arel3,000-year tradition of your people
has instilled in you (and the rest of us by diftugia deep sense of morality derived through dedradedisputation by some of the greatest mindssahdlars of the Western intellectual tradition.
Why is that not enough? It was enough for Carl S8agal Stephen Jay Gould, both Jewish, both noeaetj agnostics, and two of the most spiritualrstisés of our time. Why add to this rich
heritage an invisible and incomprehensible deitp wiay or may not answer prayers, may or may ndtdwavounds, may or may not care for us, and mapay not even exist? Why not
celebrate humanity for what we are, just as weas@atural beings no more and no less—and abahd@upernatural altogether?

Groopman:
Why believe? | have no rational answer. The questeems to be in the domain of why do we love so@d’ou could reduce it to certain components,ggeshefer to neurotransmitters, but
somehow the answer seems to transcend the trulyddsie. This is the cognitive dissonance that peligeme live with, and with which we often struggl

Shermer:

On one level | have no rebuttal to this final biedimtement because none is necessary. If no ealpitaim is made, then there is little more tfeagisce can say on the matter. Life can be a
painful struggle, and filled with mysteries, so whaer one needs to do to get through the day tbhfappiness, and to bring some resolution to thagging mysteries, well, who am | to argue?
As declared in Psalms 46:1: "God is our refugesirehgth, a very present help in trouble.” On agolével, however, | can't help but think that lyad been born to Hindu parents in India rather
than Jewish parents in the West, you would belgsraething entirely different about the ultimateunatof the universe that would be equally defersitith the means you have employed.

What science offers for explaining the feelingsexperience when believing in God or falling in Iaseeomplementary, not conflicting; additive, netidctive. | find it deeply interesting to

know that when [ fall in love with someone my ialtlustful feelings are enhanced by dopamine, aalewmone produced by the hypothalamus that trigther release of testosterone, the
hormone that drives sexual desire, and that myetdeplings of attachment are reinforced by oxytpaihormone synthesized in the hypothalamus ardtee into the blood by the pituitary.
Further, it is instructive to know that such horreanduced neural pathways are exclusive to monogarpair-bonded species as an evolutionary adapttatidhe long-term care of helpless
infants. We fall in love because our children nestdDoes this in any way lessen the qualitativeeeepce of falling in love and doting on one's dréh? No more than unweaving a rainbow into
its constituent parts reduces the aesthetic agieciof it.

Religious faith and belief in God have equally atlepevolutionary explanations. Religion is a sbuiatitution that evolved to reinforce group coieesand moral behavior. Religion is an
integral mechanism of human culture to encourageisin, reciprocal altruism, and indirect altruisangd to reveal the level of commitment to coopeaaie reciprocate among members of the
social community. Believing in God provides an extion for our universe, our world, and ourselitesxplains where we came from, why we are hard,where we are going. God is also the
ultimate enforcer of the rules, the final arbiténwral dilemmas, and the pinnacle object of committ.

But it is time to step out of our evolutionary tiage and our historical traditions and embracensei@s the best tool ever devised for explaining the world works, and to work together to
create a social and political world that embracesatprinciples and yet allows for natural humavedsity to flourish. Religion cannot do the job &ese it has no systematic methods of

explanation of the natural world, and no meanaofit resolution on moral issues when membersoofipeting sects hold absolute beliefs that are aflytexclusive. Flawed as they may be,
science and the secular Enlightenment values esguléa Western democracies are our only hope foival.
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PINKER V. PHILLIPS



Yes, if by...

"science” we mean the entire enterprise of secakson and
knowledge (including history and philosophy), neitjpeople
with test tubes and white lab coats.

Traditionally, a belief in God was attractive besait promised to
explain the deepest puzzles about origins. Whetéhdi world
come from? What is the basis of life? How can tlednarise
from the body? Why should anyone be moral?

Yet over the millennia, there has been an inexerabhd: the
deeper we probe these questions, and the moreawedbout the
world in which we live, the less reason there ibabeve in God.

Start with the origin of the world. Today no honastl informed
person can maintain that the universe came intogheeifew
thousand years ago and assumed its current fosir ohays (to
say nothing of absurdities like day and night éxgsbefore the
sun was created). Nor is there a more abstracfaol@od to play
as the ultimate first cause. This trick simply eggls the puzzle of
"Where did the universe come from?" with the eqieinapuzzle
"Where did God come from?"

What about the fantastic diversity of life andutsquitous signs
of design? At one time it was understandable teapi a divine
designer to explain it all. No longer. Charles Diarend Alfred
Russel Wallace showed how the complexity of lifeldaarise
from the physical process of natural selection agreplicators,
and then Watson and Crick showed how replicatigeificould be
understood in physical terms. Notwithstanding dosadt
propaganda, the evidence for evolution is overwirenincluding
our DNA, the fossil record, the distribution ofdibn earth, and
our own anatomy and physiology (such as the goos®b that
try to fluff up long-vanished fur).

For many people the human soul feels like a disperk within
us. But neuroscience has shown that our intelligema emotions
consist of intricate patterns of activity in thilibns of
connections inar brain. True, scholars disagree on how to ex
the existence of inner experience—some say itseago-
problem, others believe it's just an open sciengifoblem, while
still others think that it shows a limitation oftnan cognition (like
our inability to visualize four-dimensional spad®e). But even
here, relabeling the problem with the word "sowdtis nothing to
our understanding.

People used to think that biology could not explairy we have a
conscience. But the human moral sense can be dtlikBeany
other mental faculty, such as thirst, color visionfear of heights.
Evolutionary psychology and cognitive neurosciea@eshowing
how our moral intuitions work, why they evolved damow they
are implemented within the brain.

This leaves morality itself—the benchmarks thadwalus to
criticize and improve our moral intuitions. It isi€ that science in
the narrow sense cannot show what is right or wrBug neither
can appeals to God. It's not just that the traditidudeo-Christian
God endorsed genocide, slavery, rape, and the geatity for
trivial insults. It's that morality cannot be graled in divine
decree, not even in principle. Why did God deemesants moral
and others immoral? If he had no reason but diwinien, why
should we take his commandments seriously? If idndie
reasons, then why not appeal to those reasongligirec

Those reasons are not to be found in empiricahseigbut they
are to be found in the nature of rationality as g&xercised by any
intelligent social species. The essence of moraitiie
interchangeability of perspectives: the fact tteas@on as | appeal
to you to treat me in a certain way (to help menvham in need,
or not to hurt me for no reason), | have to beimdlto apply the
same standards to how | treat you, if | want yotal@ me
seriously. That is the only policy that is logigatonsistent and
leaves both of us better off. And God plays no ioli.

Absolutely not!

Now that we have scientific explanations for theurel
phenomena that mystified our ancestors, many ssiermtnd non-
scientists believe that we no longer need to appeal|
supernatural God for explanations of anything,ebgmaking
God obsolete. As for people of faith, many of thHeghieve that
science, by offering such explanations, opposés the
understanding that the universe is the loving amggseful
creation of God. Because science denies this fuadtahbelief,
they conclude that science is mistaken. Thesediésrent points
of view share a common conviction: that sciencerafidion are
irreconcilable enemies. They are not.

| am a physicist. | do mainstream research; | gl peer-
reviewed journals; | present my research at prafeasmeetings;
| train students and postdoctoral researcherg;tbttearn from
nature how nature works. In other words, | am alinary
scientist. | am also a person of religious faitatténd church; |
sing in the gospel choir; | go to Sunday schopkay regularly; |
try to "do justice, love mercy, and walk humbly kvihy God." In
other words, | am an ordinary person of faith. Tanpnpeople,
this makes me a contradiction—a serious scientist seriously
believes in God. But to many more people, | am smagust like
them. While most of the media's attention goeséostrident
atheists who claim that religion is foolish supiicst, and to the
equally clamorous religious creationists who dédreydlear
evidence for cosmic and biological evolution, aongy of the
people | know have no difficulty accepting scieintkinowledge
and holding to religious faith.

As an experimental physicist, | require hard evagemepoducible
experiments, and rigorous logic to support anyrgifie
hypothesis. How can such a person base beliefithr?fin fact
there are two questions: "Hawan | believe in God?" and "Whgo
| believe in God?"

On the first question: a scientist can believe ad®ecause such
belief is not a scientific matter. Scientific staents must be
"falsifiable."” That is, there must be some outcdhat at least in
principle could show that the statement is falsright say,
"Einstein’'s theory of relativity correctly describtne behavior of
visible objects in our solar system." So far, exiey careful
measurements have failed to prove that statemiset, faut they
could (and some people have invested careersingtty see if
they will). By contrast, religious statements aoé mecessarily
falsifiable. | might say, "God loves us and wargsalove one
another.” | cannot think of anything that couldyedhat stateme
false. Some might argue that if | were more expébiout what |
mean by God and the other concepts in my statermevauld
become falsifiable. But such an argument missepdirg. It is an
attempt to turn a religious statement into a sifierdne. There is
no requirement that every statement be a sciestéiement. Nor
are non-scientific statements worthless or irrati@mply
because they are not scientific. "She sings bedsiytlf"He is a
good man." "l love you." These are all non-sciénstatements
that can be of great value. Science is not the wsdjul way of
looking at life.

What about the second question: vdoyl believe in God? As a
physicist, | look at nature from a particular pestve. | see an
orderly, beautiful universe in which nearly all gigal phenomen
can be understood from a few simple mathematiazdtans. |
see a universe that, had it been constructed isfidifterently,
would never have given birth to stars and plarietslone
bacteria and people. And there is no good sciemgfson for wh
the universe should not have been different. Maodgscientists
have concluded from these observations that aligeet God
must have chosen to create the universe with seattiful,
simple, and life-giving properties. Many other elyugood
scientists are nevertheless atheists. Both comtissire positions
of faith. Recently, the philosopher and long-tintfeegst Anthony
Flew changed his mind and decided that, based dnestidence,
he should believe in God. | find these argumenggsstive and
supportive of belief in God, but not conclusivéelieve in God



For all these reasons, it's no coincidence that&¥eslemocracies because | can feel God's presence in my life, lsechoan see the

have experienced three sweeping trends duringaief@w evidence of God's goodness in the world, becabsédve in
centuries: barbaric practices (such as slaverystadriminal Love and because | believe that God is Love.

punishment, and the mistreatment of children) lde@eased

significantly; scientific and scholarly understamglihas increased Does this belief make me a better person or arjgtiesicist than
exponentially; and belief in God has waned. Scigimcthe others? Hardly. | know plenty of atheists who avthibetter
broadest sense, is making belief in God obsoletwa are the people and better scientists than I. | do think this belief makes
better for it. me better than | would be if | did not believe. Aifnee of doubts

about God? Hardly. Questions about the preseneeilah the
world, the suffering of innocent children, the \edyi of religious

Close Essay
thought, and other imponderables often leave medenmg if |
) ) ) . have it right, and always leave me conscious ofgngrance.
S;e\(/:t;r;lzmkgtr Ilﬂsz;rr\]/zrJdOmsi\t/(z:git)'jamelzl);sptrhoefeasustﬂ?srzsgﬁrgggzt of Nevertheless, | do believe, mdrecauseof science than in spite of
psy o ; it, but ultimately just because | believe. As thehar of Hebrews

including The Language Instinct, How the Mind Works, The Blan
Slate,and most recentlyfhe Stuff of Thought: Language as a Window
into Human Nature.

put it: "faith is the substance of things hoped fbe evidence of
things not seen.”

Close Essay

William D. Phillips, a Nobel Laureate in physics,a fellow of the Joint
Quantum Institute of the University of Maryland ahd National
Institute of Standards and Technolo

Pinker:
It is a privilege to exchange ideas with a sci¢ntisose accomplishments are as stunning as thoagllzm Phillips, especially by responding to suklear and thoughtful essay.

| agree that not all valuable statements are sfieestatements. Nonetheless, before we believestatgment that is not inherently subjective—thatat exclusively about our inner lives—I think
we should have reasons for the belief. "I love yist8ubjective, so we need no reason to believthér than the underlying feeling. "She sings higdlyt' is largely subjective. Even "I believe in
God" is subjective and needs no justification belythrat of other subjective beliefs, such as "l féetl's presence in my life."

But the statement "There is a God" is not subjectitvis about the nature of the world, and as ssit is put forward as a proposition for otheogde to consider, they are entitled to ask whether
or not there are good reasons to believe it. Seienbasically an extension of that standard. Itdbimk a sharp line can be drawn between sciengifid philosophical statements about the world
on the one hand and religious statements abowtdhe on the other.

Nor do | think that Dr. Phillips's belief in Godéxclusively subjective. He offers us grounds fisrtielief, grounds that we—and he—can evaluateapis/e do scientific hypotheses. Dr. Phillips
takes the orderly and elegant nature of the urévassevidence for God—-which means that if the usé/kad been chaotic and messy, he would haveuctettthat God does not exist (or at least
that God is very different from the way most pedpiagine him to be). Dr. Phillips takes the appafier-tuning of the physical constants of the emse—the fact that these parameters have
exactly the values they must have for complex,lsttiings like us to evolve—as a sign that the emrsig was created with a purpose in mind. This,isoggientific thinking. If a radical new theory
convinced us that those constants had to havesathes/they do because of some deep physical pieneipd thus that there is nothing to fine-tunespmably Dr. Phillips would either abandon
his belief in God or base his belief on other cdesations. The same would happen if the most cemgncosmological theory turns out to posit muéiphiverses with different physical
constants, implying that there is no tuning of oniverse at all; we simply find ourselves, not sisipgly, in one of the rare universes that doé&sastability.

As a good scientist, Dr. Phillips is incapable afishing doubt from his mind. And his doubts, like grounds for belief, are inspired by empiri@té—by the existence of suffering, by the
existence of evil, by the multiplicity of religiolseliefs (with the uncomfortable implication thaich of us irrationally adopts the faith of the conmity we happen to be born into). If every
toddler teetering on the edge of a swimming poakvi#own to safety by a gust of wind; if Hitler hiaden killed by a truck in 1933; if pathogens aacagites and predators and other causes of
misery had never evolved-then he would not hathase doubts. As a fellow scientist, | would alldvstevidence to overturn my even stronger doulis j@in him in believing in a loving and

purposeful God.

The belief that the earth was the center of thearee was once taken as evidence for the centodilitymanity in a purposeful universe (that's whalilgo got into trouble for challenging it). Are
we not entitled to ponder the implications of oartk being just one planet revolving around the suf our solar system being one of billionshe universe, or of terrestrial life being
obliterated when the sun turns up its radiatioa billion years, or of the universe itself expamginto oblivion with the passage of time? Does bik like a universe created with a purpose that

includes us?

It seems to me that all reflections on the existesfaGod or a divine purpose, other than purelyestive expressions of faith, are rooted in empirasssumptions about the world, and can be
evaluated by looking at what the world is like. Thauld make them not so different from scientifigpotheses. And the evidence seems to speak ag@risypothesis that the universe was
created for a moral purpose by a loving God.

Phillips:

In his own essay, Professor Pinker gives an exttedlecount of why a certain kind of belief in Gaakhindeed been made obsolete by science. If myepbof God were tied to a literal reading of
the book of Genesis as a description of the segquehevents of creation, then science would havientizat God obsolete. If my belief in God were tiethe failure of the science of an earlier
era to explain natural phenomena, then sciencedAtaite made my belief obsolete. A "God of the dapspked to fill holes in the body of scientifimkwledge and to explain certain features of
our universe, is a tenuous foundation for faithPeeker makes clear. Science constantly advanaetayls inability to explain adequately the emergesfaconsciousness from physics, the nature
of most of the matter and energy in the universeyen the reason that our universe seems so esliited for the existence of life may be wipedbyuthe brilliance of future researchers.

If my belief in God depended on the existence chsturrent mysteries, | might very well expect nejidf to be made obsolete by future progress iemsd, just as the belief claims from earlier
generations that Pinker describes have been maadetd by today’s science. But my belief in Godgdoet depend on such gaps in scientific knowledgedoes the belief of most of the people
who, like me, take both science and religion selipiRather, our belief depends on a rational éhticaccept certain truths as a matter of faittlefiends on our understanding that science is no
the only standard of truth. For many of us, ourdbelepends on the personal experience of havieg tmiched by God's spirit. And that belief leaslsaua commitment to live in accordance with
the same moral principle enunciated by Pinker @andesus and any number of other religious figeted)ehave toward others as we would have themvieabavard us.

Pinker observes that some terrible things have Heae in the name of religion, contributing to d@mclusion that we are better off without religidnedief. Though | can understand that point of
view, and certainly people have committed many aefi§ in the name of religion over the millennielpinot agree that society would be improved ifjieh disappeared. Much societal good has
come from religious thought. The elimination ofveey in the West and the civil-rights movementtie United States were largely driven by peopleaedmg to their religious principles.



Furthermore, atheistic, non-religious, and antigielis societies have also perpetrated incredibteons. Religion isn't responsible for all our jlé&d it has promoted much of the societal progres
that Pinker applauds. Humankind's practice of i@tidias been far from perfect, but | believe thatakes me and many of my fellow believers betteiigped to achieve the kind of society that
both Pinker and | would like to see.

Pinker:

| certainly agree that religion is not responsiioleall our ills! Nor, of course, is an absenceedigion a sufficient barrier to the horrors of hamity, since the absence of a questionable bslief i
just the absence of a questionable belief. To ladwemane society, one needs a defensible morglaitidal system, which | would argue consists @fidar moral philosophy and liberal
democracy.

| don't agree, however, that religion deservesitfedthe elimination of slavery or the civil-righmovement. Slavery is sanctioned in the Bible @ekisted with religion for millennia. The
defenders of slavery and of legalized segregatierestrongly religious people. The rise of abdfison in the 19th century followed on the heelsafatny revelation or religious reorganization
but of the Enlightenment. It is true that Martinther King effectively used religious imagery in hitoric—and one certainly must credit religiothaévocative words and images—but the
arguments of King's that stirred the country's c@ree were not religious commandments but se@rlghtenment ideals of individual rights: livingitothe true meaning of the creed that "all
men are created equal”; ensuring that people haillbe judged by the color of their skin but by teatent of their character.”

Phillips:

This stimulating conversation has moved from thesgjon of whether science has made belief in Gedlete to the question of whether, on balancegespwiould be better off with or without
religious faith. This latter question, like therfwer, will have no clear answer upon which all &iree. For good or ill, the study of history (ar, that matter, of theology) is not like the study
science. In science, observation and experimertharénal arbiters of truth. If a conclusion i€amsistent with clear observations, or with repgatensistent experiments, it is simply wrong.
Not so with history, theology, or a myriad of ottmem-scientific pursuits.

| agree that many of the 19th-century abolitionigése motivated by the secular legacy of the Etdiginent. Many others, like the courageous Quakbossheltered runaway slaves, were
motivated by their religious faith. In fact, iti®t so easy to separate the two. The Enlightenideat that "all men are created equal” is followiedhe Declaration of Independence, by the
assertion that their "inalienable rights" are "emdd by their Creator." My own experience of thelaights movement is that churches, both black ahite, were central to much of the
motivation and the organization of that strugglat Biany in the movement were wholly secular. Evethée churches, many used religious argumentssist the movement, just as in earlier
times some people had supported slavery with theeggpe of arguments. Religious thinking is neitingiform nor static. People in churches can no rfeyrelaim to absolute truth than can
those in academia.

The church | attend today was born in the 1960® fadusion of black and white churches, and | dgsato the fact that not all, on either side,enierfavor of the merger. But today we worship
together and revere and respect one another'syhiperspective, and experience. | consider ourathto be one of the strongest forces promotingldoterpersonal relationships in our
community and in my own life. My church experieng@ne of the most valuable | have ever had, dadllvery strongly that I, and some small parthef $ociety around me, are better off
because it exists.

| believe, Steven, that you and | want that sarmgth We want people of religious faith and witheeligious faith to act with genuine concern foe tliell-being of others. In the end, | think we
should agree with Charles Darwin that in matter&ibh all of us must make our own decisions.



