Science, Religion, an
Education

Our ongoing cultural conversation about the relationship
berween science and religion is much more interesting
and important than most educators appreciate, and it
strikes Mr. Nord as scandalous that we don'’t let students
in on this conversation.

BY WARREN A. NORD
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N THE BEGINNING, some 10 or
15 billion years ago, was the Big
Bang. It was neither good nor evil;
it simply was. There was no pur-
pose in the cosmic evolution that
followed the Big Bang or in the bi-
ological evolution that followed on
Earth. Because scientists have as yet been
unable to identify sufficient mass in the
universe to cause it to contract into a Big
Crunch, many believe that the galaxies will
continue to expand until they eventually
run out of energy and die in the cold dark-
ness of space some hundred billion years
from now. It should come as no surprise
that we human beings are but a minor de-
tail in this overall scheme of things. As
Carl Sagan once put it:

There are cataclysms and catastro-
phes occurring regularly in the universe
and on the most awesome scale. ... It
seems likely that every time a quasar
explodes, more than a million worlds
are obliterated and countless forms of
life, some of them intelligent, are utter-
ly destroyed. This is not the traditional
benign universe of conventional religi-
osity in the West. Indeed, the very scale
of the universe — more than a hundred
billion galaxies, each containing more
than a hundred billion stars — speaks
to us of the inconsequentiality of human
events in the cosmic context.!

Students might well wonder if itis rea-
sonable to believe in God if this is the na-
ture of the universe. Or is it reasonable to
believe that this is an adequate picture of
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the universe if we do believe in God? Just
what is the relationship between science
and religion?

The answer, of course, is that we dis-
agree about the relationship. We disagree
about how to make sense of nature. We
disagree about the fundamental structure
of reality. These are controversial matters
among intellectuals and throughout our
culture generally.

The relationship between religion and
science is much more complicated, much
more interesting, and much more impor-
tant for education than the usual debate
about evolution and creationism. Defin-
ing the nature of this relationship has been
one of the most profound intellectual prob-
lemsof the iast several centuries, and there
is a vast literature of works by scientists,
theologians, and philosophers that address
it. Yet this literature is completely ignored
in science textbooks and in the recent Na-
tional Science Education Standards — and
it is all but completely ignored every-
where else in the curriculum as well. This
18 ironic, in that the discussion about sci-
ence and religion among intellectuals has
grown livelier with recent developments
in science and theology. This is also scan-
dalous, for itexposes just how shallow our
thinking is about matters of some impor-
fance.

The Scientific Revolution

The astronomer Arthur Eddington once
told a parable about a fisherman who, af-
ter a lifetime of fishing with a net having
a three-inch mesh, concluded (falsely, of
course) that there were no fish in the ocean
staller than three inches. Eddington’s mo-
ral was that, just as one’s fishing net de-
termines what one catches, so it is with
conceptual nets: what we find in the ocean
of reality depends on the conceptual net
we bring to our investigation. For exam-
ple, the modern scientific conceptual net
— what we call scientific method — allows
scientists to catch only replicable events;
the results of any experiment that can’t be
replicated are not allowed to stand. This
means that miracles, which are by defini-
tion singular events, can’t be caught in the
net of science. Scientists can’t ask God to
replicate a miracie for the sake of a con-
trolied experiment. As a result, miracles
are ruled out of scientific consideration a
priori.

The methods of science require that

evidence for knowledge claims be ground-
ed in sense experience — the kinds of ex-
perience that instruments can measure,
though this rules out moral and religious
experiences as sources of scientific knowl-
edge about the world. And because science
doesn’t allow appeal to God or to supernat-
ural causes (which, after all, can’t be dis-
cerned through instruments or sense per-
ception), it cannot make sense of explana-
tions given in terms of design or purposes.

Theologians, by contrast, have long used
different kinds of conceptual nets for catch-
ing dimensions of reality that, they claim,
slip through scientific nets. Within all re-
ligious traditions, moral and religious ex-
periences are believed to provide evidence
for the existence of a transcendent dimen-
sion of reality — that is, for the existence
of God. The major Western religions —
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam — have
made sense of reality not in terms of uni-
versal causal laws but in terms of narra-
tives. Bvents become intelligible not be-
cause they are lawlike but because they
fit into a narrative {as miracles might).
Theologians discern patterns of meaning
and purpose in history and nature that they
understand in terms of a divine causality
in the world.

How reasonable a given claimis — in-
deed, whether it makes sense at all — de-
pends on the conceptual net or world view
that we bring to the discussion. For most
of history, the governing world views of
humankind have beenreligious. Butin the
17th century scientists began to discard
these theologically woven nets in favor of
those of modern science. Of course, the
great scientists of the scientific revolution
were not atheists, and many scientists to-
day believe in God. As it is practiced, how-
ever, modern science assumes that God is
irrelevant to understanding nature, for sci-
entific method prohibits appeals to mira-
cles, divine purposes, religious experience,
or scripture. We teach students to use on-
1y scientific conceptual nets to understand
nature. And yet students might well won-
der whether there is more to reality than
these scientific nets can catch.

The Relationship
Between Science and Religion

There are four positions that might be
taken on the relationship between science
and religion.’

1. Religion trumps science. When sci-
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ence and religion conflict, only religion
provides reliable knowledge. It is through
inerrant scripture or religious tradition that
we come to know the ultimate truth about
nature. No doubt good science would al-
ways agree with scripture or religious tra-
dition, but, unhappily, not all science is
good science. For example, most “crea-
tion scientists” begin from the assumption
that the truth about nature is to be found
in scripture and work to find scientific ev-
idence to confirm what they already know
to be true.

2. Science trumps religion. When sci-
ence and religion conflict, only science
provides reliable knowledge. It is through
the methods of science that we learn the
ultimate truth about nature. If the scien-
tific net doesn’t catch something, it’s be-
cause it doesn’t exist. Consequently, sci-
entists need not take religious claims in-
to account in constructing their picture of
nature. Sometimes this position is catled
scientism or naturalism or scientific ma-
terialism.

3. Independence. Properly understood,
science and religion can’t conflict because
they are incommensurable: each has its
own methods; each has its own domain.
(This is sometimes called the “two worlds”
approach.) One common expression of this
view is that science asks objective “how”
questions, while religion asks personal
“why” questions. The conceptual nets of
science and religion capture aspects of re-
ality so different that they stand in no log-
ical relationship; they can be true or false
in their own terms only. Theology and sci-
ence can be compartmentalized.

This latter view is, more or less, the or-
thodox view of science education. For ex-
ample, according to a 1981 resolution of
the National Academy of Sciences (NAS),
“religion and science are separate and mu-
tually exclusive realms of human thought
whose presentation in the sume context
leads to a misunderstanding of both sci-
entific theory and religious belief” The
NAS reaffirmed this view in 1998.° Ac-
cording to the National Association of Bi-
ology Teachers, science is “necessarily si-
lent on religion and neither refutes nor sup-
ports the existence of deity or deities.”

Many religious iiberals have also tak-
enthis position, arguing that scripture was
never meant to be a science textbook; its
claims about nature simply reflect the fal-
lible prescientific understanding of ancient
cuitures. Religion is about our existential
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situation, not physical reality; it is about
the meaning of life, not its chemical com-
position.

4. Integration. The fourth view is that
science and religion can conflict and can
reinforce each other, for they make claims
about the same world. Neither can ignore
the other, and neither antomatically trumps
the other. Because science and religion are
each competent to illuminate aspects of
the same reality, a fully adequate picture
of reality must draw on — and integratc
— both.

According to this view, while scrip-
tural passages about nature should not be
taken literally, they must still be taken se-
riously, for they do tell us something im-
portant about nature. There is, of course,
a theological risk in this position, for it
leaves religious claims open to revision,
even falsification, by modern science. Still,
many theological liberals would agree with
Arthur Peacocke, the distinguished bio-
chemist and theologian, that religion and
science are “ultimately converging,” in
that “the scientific and theological enter-
prises” are “interacting and mutually re-
inforcing approaches to reality.””

Over the past several decades there ap-
pears to have been something of a shift
from the independence to the integration-
ist position among liberal theologians and
even among some scientists. Certainly there
is a rapidly growing literature of dialogue.
Why? It is often claimed that developments
in late-20th-century science — in quantum
mechanics, cosmology, chaos theory, and
ecology — have made nature a rather more
mysterious place, more open to religious
interpretation than the old deterministic
billiard-ball world of atoms of classical
science.

At the same time, many liberal the-
ologians have used models drawn from
science to reconceptualize their understand-
ing of God. Historically, liberal theclo-
gians have worked to reconcile theirrelig-
tous traditions with modern science and
the claims of reason. For them, theology
is a critical discipline, and theological
claims are testable — though not in quite
the same way as scientific claims. That is,
theology and science are not nearly as dif-
ferent as has often been believed, and in-
tegration has become a possibility.

Evolution

There is a difference hetween the idea
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of evolution and particular theories of evo-
lution. The mere idea of evolution is, of
course, anathema to many religious con-
servatives who believe, given a “literal”
reading of the first chapter of Genesis, in
a young earth and “special creation” (the
claim that God created each species “after
its own kind”). Religious liberals, by con-
trast, have fong accepted evolution, read-
ing Genesis mythically rather than literal-
ly. Evolution is God’s way of doing things.
Indeed, evolution fits nicely into the pro-
gressive interpretation of history that has
characterized much liberalism. Of course,
the biology texts don’t teach that evolu-
tion 1s progressive or that it has a purpose.
Instead, they teach the “nec-Darwinian”
theory of evolution (the synthesis of mod-
ern genetics with Darwin’s theory of nat-
ural selection), according to which evo-
lution is the product of natural selection
acting on processes of random mutation
and genetic recombination.

It is essential to understand that the
radical thrust of Darwin’s theory in his
own day — and of neo-Darwinism in ours
— is not just that it conflicts with a liter-
al reading of Genesis but that it under-
mines religious conceptions of design or
purpose in nature. It makes no scientific
sense to say that evolution is the transi-
tion from morally or spiritually lower to
higher forms of life — as many theolo-
gians have wanted to affirm. Human be-
ings are not the end or purpose of evolu-
tion, only an “accidental” result. As Ste-
phen Jay Gould recently put it, we are but
a minor species in the Age of Bacteria.®

This is not a secret. In its official state-
ment on teaching evolution, the National
Association of Biology Teachers asserts
that evolution “has no specific direction
or goal.” Darwin himself was quite clear
about this matter. In his Autobiography he
wrote that “there seems to be no morc de-
sign in the variability of organic beings,
and in the action of natural selection, than
in the course which the wind blows.”* No
design; no Designer.

There are various moves that theolo-
gians can make at this point. Some have
adopted the independence position out-
fined above: because science and religion
are incommensurable, evolution has no im-
plications for what is central to religion —
its account of the meaning of life.

Others have worked to integrate sci-
ence and religion, arguing that neo-Dar-
winism provides only a partial explana-
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tion of evolution: there is purpose in na-
ture, but scientific method is too restric-
tive to allow scientists to consider all the
relevant evidence. Orthodox Catholic the-
ology sees a providential God behind the
“secondary” causes of evolution, and, while
Pope John Paul II recently affirmed the
truth of evolution, he warned against “re-
ductionistic” views of it and asserted that
evolutionary theory could not account for
the development of animals into persons
with souls."

Yet other theologians reject the tradi-
tional conception of a transcendent, cre-
ator God, arguing instead that God is im-
manent, a creative and purposeful force
working within us and all nature, moving
us to higher moral and spiritaal planes of
existence through evolution. Such posi-
tions may be grounded, in part, on reve-
lation and religious tradition, but they may
also be advanced as natural theclogy, in
which God is held to be the best expla-
nation for the evidence of design and cos-
mic progress in evolution. Indeed, advo-
cates of “intelligent design” theories often
claim that, on purely scientific grounds,
the “irreducible complexity” of nature (in
cellular biology, for example) can be ex-
plained only in terms of design."

My point in all of this is not to argue
that any one view is right. Itis, rather, that
there are many views and that not all op-
position to neo-Darwinism comes from
fundamentalists and creation scientists.
Indeed, the usual accounts of a polarized
division between evolutionists and funda-
mentalists irresponsibly oversimplify and
distort the discussion. And, of course, some-
thing important is at stake for liberals as
well as conservatives. It makes a difference
whether evolution is progressive, whether
nature works to fulfill God’s purposes.
Hence, the importance of considering the
competency of science to give a complete
account of nature.

The Relevance of Religion
To Other Domains of Science

Cosmology. Most of the controversy
over religion and science focuses on evo-
lution, but many other domains of science
have religious significance as well. Qver
the past decade it has become clear that
the odds that a life-sustaining universe
would result from the Big Bang are al-
most infinitesimally small. i, for exam-
ple, the expansion rate after the Big Bang



had been one part in a hundred thousand
million million weaker, the universe would
have collapsed. But if it had been one part
in a million stronger, the universe would
have expanded too rapidly for stars and
planets to form. Or again, if the strong nu-
clear force were even slightly weaker, we
would have only hydrogen in the universe,
but if it were only slightly stronger, all hy-
drogen would have become helium — and
in neither case would stable stars and com-
pounds have formed. These extraordinary
“coincidences” can be multiplied many
times.” Some cosmologists and theolo-
gians see evidence of design here. Might
not the most reasonable explanation for
this cosmological “fine-tuning” be that
God designed the universe in such a way
astoeventually “create” life and humans?

While evolution has typically been per-
ceived as a threat to religion, the Big Bang
has sometimes been taken by theologians
to corroborate the idea of creation. Of
course, the idea of a single creation is not
found in ali religious traditions. Some Hin-
du texts tell of vast and endless cycles of
creation and dissolution, and the Buddha
was agnostic about creation. Judaism has
resisted systematic attempts to develop an
“orthodox” cosmelogy. The idea of crea-
tion was written into the Christian creeds,
however, and acquired considerable the-
ological importance.

There are two ways of understanding
creation {and of reading Genesis) in the
Christian tradition. In the first way, God
created the world out of nothing (perhaps
by way of the Big Bang): crestion ex ni-
hilo. In the second, God created order out
of existing chaos and continues to create
{perhaps through evolution): creation con-
tinua. As the physicist and theclogian
John Polkinghome once put it, God has
no “vested interest in beginnings” but “is
the God of all times and all places.”" What
is important is that, in either of these cre-
ationist accounts, the existence and shape
of the universe are uitimately explainable
in terms of God. Neither the Big Bang nor
cosmic evolution is a brute fact. Scientif-
ic accounts are, at best, incomplete — and
those accounts might get the ultimate causal-
ity wrong.

For many theologians and scientists,
science and religion are radically differ-
ent kinds of endeavors, and for them cos-
mology is irrelevant to theology. Yet for
an increasing number of theologians and
scientists, the Big Bang and the evidence

for a “fine-tuned” universe do have theo-
logical relevance. Newsweek, Time, U.S.
News & World Report, and the New Re-
public have each run cover stories in re-
cent issues on this seeming convergence
of science and religion.

Ecology. Overthelastseveral decades,
a vast theological literature has appeared
dealing with ecology, the environmental
crisis, and nature more generally. Much
of it advocates stewardship as the funda-
mental virtue of an adequate environmen-
tal ethic and mines the Bible for examples
of God’s care for nature. We are obligat-
ed to care for nature, not simply because
itis in our long-term self-interest to do so,
but because reverence for nature is the ap-
propriate human response to God’s crea-
tion. The world is the Lord’s -— not ours
to do with as we will.

Some liberal theologians take an even
stronger position, arguing that nature rust
be understood in religious categories. The

work of Aifred North Whitehead and of

the process theologians who follow him
has been particularly influential, as have
been various forms of “creation spiritual-
ity” developed by Matthew Fox and Thom-
as Berry. These theologians have extend-
ed our conception of God’s action from a
largely historical to abroadly cosmic con-
text; the story of God is the story of the
evolving universe, snderstood as having
a spiritual dimension.
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Ecofeminist theologians have argued
that the creator God of the Bible (a dis-
embodied mind who speaks with power
and authority) is conceived in narrowly
masculine terms. They would replace this
transcendent (male) God with an imma-
nent God who speaks to us from within.
Some have suggested that we might re-
conceive nature as God’s body.

Much ecological theology has been in-
fluenced by non-Western religions that
have placed a much greater emphasis on
the sacrality of natare than have Judaism
and Christianity. Within Native American
and African religious traditions, nature
embodies those spirits and divinities that
the monotheistic traditions exorcised, and
within Eastern religions — particularly
Hinduism and Tacism — all of reality is
understood as being in scme sense one
with God or the Divine. These traditions
have been much less anthropocentric than
have the Western traditions. Individuals
are but a small part of reality, not its mas-
ters, and we are intimately related to ali
of nature, with which we must live in har-
mony.

Other domains of science. Or consid-
er several other areas in which science and
religion may overtap or conflict. From with-
in the technological ethos of medern civ-
ilization we tend to reconceptualize moral
and spiritual problems as technotogical is-
sues: environmental protection is a mat-
ter of clean energy rather than of simpler
lifestyles and social justice; sexual respon-
sibility is a matter of condoms and birth
control pills rather than of chastity and
virtue.

And, of course, health is a matter of
high-tech medicine rather than of prayer
or living well. And yet, over the past sev-
eral decades, the role of the mind {or the
soul) in health and healing has become
more fully appreciated, even within the
medical establishment, where major med-
ical schools now sponsor conferences on
spirituality and healing.

Some theologians and philosophers have
even held that quantum mechanics has
implications for free will. There is con-
siderable discussion about whether evo-
lutionary psychology can account for the
development of morality. Controversies
about the relationship of the brain and the
mind (or the soul) continue. Some theo-
logians believe that chaos theory provides
room for divine action in nature. There con-
tinues to be disagreement about whether
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science can account for the origins of life
from inanimate nature. Recent advances
in cloning make moral and spiritual issues
that relate to genetic engineering (and
“playing God”) urgent.

Science Textbooks and the
National Science Standards

[recently reviewed {2 commonly used
high school science texts (five in biology,
four in earth science, and three in physics)
to see how they dealt with religion, if they
did so at all.” While each text began with
a short, typically superficial, account of
scientific method, only two discussed the
relationship of science to refigion. The first,
a biology text, devoted three pages to re-
viewing Galileo’s troubles with the church,
the bogus claims of “creation science,”
and Darwin’s statement, in the last para-
graph of On the Origin of Species, that
“the powers of life” have been “breathed
by the Creator” into naturc — from which
the text concludes that evolution need not
be incompatible with religion.' {Of course,
Darwin ended vp agnostic on this ques-
tion. Moreover, why should we take Dar-
win as having settled the matter?)

The second, a physics text, asserted
that religion “has to do not with nature,
but with meaning and its implications for
personal and communal life.”” Hence “sci-
ence and religion are as different as ap-
ples and oranges,” and, “unless one has a
shatlow understanding of either or both,
there is no contradiction inbeing religious
and being scientific in one’s thinking”"
Given that the discussion is only two para-
graphs long, this text does little to prevent
shallow thinking about this matter.

Neither the physics texts nor the earth
science texts addressed the possible relig-
ious significance of the Big Bang or of
cosmic evolution. While each of the five
biology texts dealt with evolution at length,
only one discussed religious interpreta-
tions of nature, describing natural theol-
ogy prior to Darwin and acknowledging
that Darwin “subverted” the traditional
religious conception of the world."” While
each of the biclogy and earth science texts
did discuss ecosystems and the ecologi-
cal crisis, none mentioned religious in-
terpretations of the problem or of nature.
Religion is mentioned four times in pass-
ing in the National Science Education Stan-
dards. But there is no discussion of relig-
ious interpretations of nature or of the re-
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lationship between science and religion.
The standards are clear that “explanations
on {sic] how the natural world changes
based on myths, personal beliefs, religious
values, mystical inspiration, superstition,
or authority may be personally useful and
socially relevant, but they are not scien-
tific.”" Science and religion are, evident-
ly, distinct domains.

Consequently, it is not surprising that
the standards include no discussion of the
relationship of religion to the Big Bang,
to cosmic evolution, to the origins of life,
to biological evolution, to genetics, to tech-
nology, or to health. (The National Health
Education Standards are also silent on re-
ligion.)

What can we conclude? Inignoring the
relationship between science and relig-
ion, the national standards and the text-
books ignore one of the most momentous
questions of modern intellectual and cul-
tural history. While the national standards
place some emphasis on teaching the his-
tory of science and on relating science
to “larger ideas, other domains, and the
world beyond,” they appear to assume
either that science always trumps religion
or that science and religion are incom-
mensurable endeavors. In either case, re-
ligion has no place in the discussion. God
clearly doesn’t measure up to scientific stan-
dards. The implicit message is that science
1s fully adequate for giving a complete ac-
count of nature. They allow no philosoph-
ical room for religious arguments or evi-
dence, and religious interpretations of na-
ture are, in effect, condemned to irrele-
vance.”

Conclusions

Leaders of national education organi-
zations agree that the study of religion has
alegitimate place in the public school cur-
riculum.”* Almost always, however, the
study of religion is relegated to history texts
and courses that trace the early develop-
ment of religions — and then forget about
them. My questions are, What should stu-
dents learn about contemporary religion,
about religious interpretations of nature,
and about the relationship between relig-
ion and science?

A good liberal education should intro-
duce students to the major ways human-
kind has developed for making sense of
the world and their lives. In so doing, it
should give them the perspective to think
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critically about these matters. Indeed, it
should provide students with the per-
spective to think critically about the con-
ceptual nets that we give them to use to
make sense of the world. When we un-
critically initiate students into one way of
thinking and systematically ignore the al-
ternatives, we indoctrinate them and mar-
ginalize them in the process. That is to
say, when we disagree about matters of
great importance, we must teach the con-
flicts — fairly.

Because we disagree deeply about how
to make sense of nature, it is profoundly
illiberal to teach students to use only con-
ceptual nets of science. Indeed, if students
are to think critically about science rather
than simply to accept it on authority, as a
matter of faith, they must understand the
religious alternatives. They must be initi-
ated into a critical conversation about the
nature and possible limits of science and
about its relationship to various religious
traditions.

Of course, this problem cuts across the
curriculum: we teach students to think about
every subject in the curriculum — history,
economics, literature, psychology, sexu-
ality, and morality — in secular rather than
in religious ways. Public education nur-
tures a secular mentality.

Science courses should be science cours-
es, not theology courses, but this doesn’t
mean that they should ignore religion com-
pletely. All science textbooks and courses
should include some discussion of the re-
lationship between science and religion
in an opening chapter or in opening lec-
tures, as part of areview of the history and
philosophy of science and scientific meth-
od. Moreover, they should provide some
context for understanding what is at issue
religiously in dealing with evolution, the
Big Bang, ecology, and other controver-
sial issues.

Because such chapters in textbooks will
inevitably be superficial, an adequate lib-
eral education requires that high school
students take a course in religious studies
in which religious interpretations of nature
(among other topics) are treated in con-
siderable depth, in the context of study-
ing various religious traditions, by teach-
ers certified in religious studies. Science
teachers aren’t prepared to teach about re-
ligion, although it would be helpful if pro-
spective science teachers took an under-
graduate course in science and religion.
Science courses may not be in a position



to be robustly fair to religion, but the cur-
riculum as a whole can be.

What can teachers and texts say about
the truth of science? It is sometimes ar-
gued by religious conservatives that evo-
lution — or, presumably, any religiousky
controversial scientific theory — should
be taught as “mere theory” rather than as
a fact. There is a point to this, though it is
often misunderstood. In science, a theo-
ry is not a hypothesis or mere speculation,
but a comprehensive conceptual scheme
that relates a broad range of phenomena
in a way that explains them. Theories can
be confirmed or falsified. No doubt some
aspects of evolutionary theory remain con-
troversial — gradualism versus punciuat-
ed equilibrium, for example — but most
scientists take evolution and neo-Dar-
winian accounts of it to be confirmed.

It is one thing to teach students that
neo-Darwinism is good science; it is an-
other thing to teach them that they are jus-
tified in believing it to be true, all things
considered. Whether neo-Darwinism is an
adequate account of evolution is, in part,
a philosophical question that hinges on
how we assess the relationship between
science and religion. One purpose of a lib-
eral education is to put students in a posi-
tion to make “all things considered” judg-
ments, rather than to accept uncritically
the conventional wisdom of any disci-
piine, science included. I should note that,
while a good liberal education will intro-
duce students to contending ways of think-
ing about the world, it will not do so in
the abstract. Creationism, theories of in-
telligent design, theological accounts of
evolution, and neo-Darwinism aren’t sim-
ply dishes on a cafeteria line that students
are free to choose depending on their tastes.
Educated judgments require inteliectual
and cultural context. Students should learn
how widely held the different views are,
and within which scientific and religious
traditions. Which are consensus views, which
are controversial views, and for whom?
And what can each view say in defense
of itself or in criticism of its competitors?

Finally, I note that while the science
standards say virtually nothing about re-
ligion, my proposal may not fall too far
from their spirit. According to the stan-
dards, students should learn how scien-
tific knowledge “connects to larger ideas,
other domains, and the world beyond.”
This being the case, teachers need to be
able to make “conceptual connections” to

“other school subjects.”

T want to be clear about what I am not
arguing: [ am not arguing that any partic-
ular scientific theories are false, that sci-
entific methods are inadequate for under-
standing reality, or that religious ways of
making sense of nature are more reason-
able.  am arguing that the relationship be-
tween science and religion and the ade-
quacy of scientific method for getting at
the fundamental structure of nature are
deeply controversial matters. Consequent-
ly, if students are to be liberally educated
about nature, they must hear a variety of
voices, not just those of scientists. While
religion is best studied in religion cours-
es, science texts and courses must say some-
thing about various ways of understand-
ing the relationship between science and
religion if they are to fulfill the purposes
of a liberal education and not simply in-
doctrinate students.

The problem is far broader than the
conflict between evolution and religious
fundamentalism. Our ongoing cultural con-
versation about the relationship between
science and religion is much more inter-
esting and important than most educators
appreciate, and it strikes me as scandalous
that we don’t let students in on this con-
versation. After all, a good deal hangs on
whether there is more to nature and the
universe than science is able to catch in
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its conceptual nets.”
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