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Abstract

The conflict between theism and atheism is an important subject in philosophy and science which could be reduced to the discussion on whether God exist or not. This conflict is most visible in the field of biology with the arguments surrounding the theory of evolution and the supposedly counter “theories” of creationism and intelligent design. Despite all the evidence supporting the theory of evolution, and the lack of evidence for creationism or intelligent design, we witness efforts for promoting them as alternative theories of our existence. These efforts harm the teaching of nature of science in schools. As a person who believes in God, I am totally against these efforts and I argue that any claim of evidence regarding creationist and intelligent design explanations of life are against one of the fundamental beliefs that major monotheistic religions are based on! That is the belief that human beings are free to make their own choices. Any scientific proof that supports creationism or intelligent design would have been much welcomed by people who support these views and it would have been synonymous with a proof of God’s existence. However, in my opinion, any such proof would have taken away the freedom of human beings. With certain knowledge of God, the world would have been a much different place. I don’t think this is what God wants. I believe this argument have important implications regarding the conflict between science and religion (in other words scientism and theism) and also science education.
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Introduction

Science education would be incomplete without teaching history of science and its nature, if its purpose is to achieve scientific literacy (AAAS 1990, NRC 1996, Matthews 2009). One of the purposes of teaching the nature of science and achieving scientific literacy is to provide individuals with criteria for separating science from non-science. This purpose is important in contemporary times since it is related to the heated discussions regarding the conflict between science and religion that appear quite often in various arenas around the world (Wikipedia 2009), which also has implications on science education.
In this article, I proposed that such conflict is groundless even from a theistic point of view.  I wish to explain this claim with a philosophical argument which is based on two main assumptions: (1) God exist and (2) human beings have free will. People may have different opinions about God and free will but it is probably safe to say that most theistic views accept these two assumptions as true. To be clear, by God I mean Abrahamic God (recognizing that there are different conceptions of God in Abrahamic religions) and by free will I mean that human beings are in complete control of their choices (recognizing that there are different views on what free will is).
My purpose is not to argue for the truthfulness of the above assumptions but rather to argue that if these two assumptions are accepted as true, then it is possible to draw a logical conclusion from these assumptions which could be stated as: any scientifically and publicly acceptable physical evidence for God’s existence is not possible if human beings have free will.
Problem

The conflict between theism and atheism is an important subject in philosophy and science which could be reduced to the discussion on whether God exist or not. This conflict is most visible in the field of biology with the arguments surrounding the theory of evolution and the supposedly counter “theories” of creationism and intelligent design. Strong feelings make these arguments more intense and despite all the evidence supporting the theory of evolution and the lack of evidence for creationism or intelligent design, we witness efforts for promoting these views as alternatives to scientific theories and for including them in science education curriculum in various countries (Wikipedia, 2009). A recent example of this effort was the censorship of the March 2009 issue of a popular science journal published by the Turkish Scientific and Technological Research Council, which had the life of Charles Darwin as the cover story to celebrate his 200th birthday1.

As a person who believes in God, ultimately I believe that the universe and life in it is created by God. However, I am totally against the efforts of promoting creationist ideas as alternatives to scientific theories or censorship of evolution, especially in science education. This may sound contradictory, but what I am against is not the idea of God or creation. I am against equating creationist views with theories of science. Creationist views, including intelligent design, are not alternatives to scientific theories since they are not based on evidence, and therefore equating them with scientific theories harms the learning of nature of science and hence the purpose of achieving scientific literacy.

Argument

For some people, the conflict between the creationist thinking and the evolutionist thinking (in other words, the conflict between theism and atheism) could be reduced to the discussion on whether God exist or not. Any scientific proof that supports creationism or intelligent design would have been much welcomed by people who support these views and it would have been synonymous with a proof of God’s existence. However, I argue that any such proof would have crushing implications on one of the fundamental beliefs that three major monotheistic religions (Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) are based on! That is the belief that human beings are free to make their own choices. Excluding some radical sects, I think it is safe to say that this belief is important for the three major monotheistic religions. In my opinion, any scientifically acceptable proof of God’s existence would have taken away the freedom of choice from human beings. With certain knowledge of God’s existence, the world would have been a much different place. To explain what I mean, I have to ask the following question:

If we lived in a world in which there were publicly available physical evidences of God’s existence throughout history, what would the world look like?

This is not an easy question to answer. Since we don’t live in such a world, answers given to this question would only be speculations. However, it may be possible to make some educated guesses. I will attempt to make such guesses here and argue that in a world where historically there was public and scientific evidence of God’s existence:

1. Humans would have a much higher expectation for God’s direct interference with the daily affairs in the world. Although some believe that God already influence and interfere daily lives, with certain knowledge of God’s existence, people probably would have expected more immediate and direct intervention by God since they would have known for certain that God is there. I will call this the “visible God.” For example, during difficult times such as a pandemic, a war, a natural disaster, a famine, an illness, death of loved ones, as people question the reason of their suffering, they also would have expected an immediate and direct intervention from the visible God. Noninterference of the visible God during such times, or simply the fact that suffering exists in the first place in a world with the visible God would have had a profound impact on humans’ psychology and their views of God. This problem referred to as the “problem of evil” (Dawkins 2007, Gauch 2009) which I think would have become a much more complicated problem in a world with the visible God.
2. In general, people would probably have sought the visible God’s help in any kind of difficulty they face rather than trying to solve their problems on their own.

3. When some humans disobey the visible God, and if God does not do anything about it immediately, this would have great implications on Gods’ credibility. This situation probably would have necessitated immediate and often interference of God with human affairs that included disobeying.
4. During times of conflict among humans, such as wars, people would have sought an immediate judgment and verdict from the visible God to solve their conflicts since God has the highest authority in the universe.

5. The world would have been a much more religious place and we would have been living under much more religious state organizations. Therefore concepts such as secularism and atheism would have been much less common, if exist at all.

6. There would have been much less variations among religions. Since everybody believed in the same visible God, it would not make sense to have major differences among religions and religious affairs. Perhaps people would have sought God’s assistance when differences arouse.

7. Many philosophical and scientific questions that we seek to answer through philosophy and scientific method in this world, such as, where do we come from, how the universe was born, are we alone in the universe, does universe has a purpose, how life has started and evolved, what happens to us after we die would already be answered in a world with the visible God. There probably would have been much less curiosity and scientific activity in such a world.

These are of course only guesses, seemingly reasonable perhaps, but guesses nevertheless, of what the world would look like with the visible God. Other people may wish to add their guesses to this list. If these guesses were correct, at leas at some level, it seems in a world where God is visible, humans’ freedom of choice and their relationship with God would have been surrounded with many complications. It would have been more difficult for humans to exercise their free will in front of the visible God since their choices would have been affected by the very reality of the visible God. I don’t think this is what God wants. In my opinion, in order to allow human beings to have free will, God would not allow finding of any direct physical evidence of His2 existence. By not allowing evidence of His existence, God gives the freedom of choice (even the choice of believing in God or not) to human beings. This also provides human beings with strength to solve problems and overcome difficulties on their own and also provides them purpose and wonder to try to understand the universe through observations and other scientific means. There is an irony here, because I think God wants to be known by humans, but not by physical evidence, but rather by history, religion, and perhaps other means such as personal feelings.

With this explanation, I can now make the deductive argument that I mentioned earlier. The premises are, (1) God exits; however, physical, scientific and public evidence of God prevents humans’ free will. (2) I do believe that human beings have free will in this world. Therefore, there cannot be a physical evidence of God.

Conclusion

If the above deduction is true, then we have to accept that we will never be able to find a publicly available and scientifically acceptable physical evidence of God’s existence since such evidence would have profound and complicating implications on the relationship between God and humans. In my opinion, God would not allow this to happen. Therefore even from a theistic perspective, the possibility of finding any physical evidence of God’s existence is very unlikely (at least as long as normal life goes on) and because of the above explanation, this is the way it is supposed to be. Of course some people may claim that they have personally witnessed or observed some sort of evidence about God’s existence (as mentioned in Gauch 2009), and I do not question the truthfulness of such claims, but what I suggest here is that publicly acceptable scientific evidence of God is not possible.
In my opinion, this argument should have implications regarding the conflict between science and religion and also science education. At the very least, this argument could provide a position for theists in the discussions regarding evidence of God’s existence and whether science has the means for finding or testing such evidence. If logically no evidence of God’s physical evidence can be found, then it doesn’t make sense to insist on including creationism or intelligent design as alternative explanations to science in science education. So what believers in God are left with regarding God and creation is only faith, which could be based on holly books, history, culture, philosophy and personal feelings but not evidence. In my opinion, belief in God is a matter of choice, not matter of evidence. I have tremendous respect for science and its methods of discovery and as a believer in God I think that science provides the best methods to understand the universe. I also believe that science education should be limited to teaching of science and its history and nature. On the other hand, I think that it would be constructive to allow students to have an open discussion about creationism, evolution, intelligent design and similar subjects, but these discussions would be more suitable in a theology or philosophy class rather than a science class. Alternatively, as Reiss (2009) argues, these issues could be dealt with in science classes but with great care without harming the teaching of the nature of science.
The above discussion is a philosophical discussion and cannot be made from a scientific point of view, because it involves belief in God for which there is no evidence. The discussion between theists and atheists regarding the origins and the evolution of life generally come down to the evidence criteria. What I wanted to do in this article was to look at the issue from a theistic perspective and at the same time support the scientific explanations of life and nature and their teaching in science education. However, unlike those who have a scientistic worldview, I believe that God is outside the sphere of scientific inquiry and I also believe that where atheism sees self-evolving nature and life, I see God’s creation and design.
It is well argued in the literature that religions have had and still have many negative influences on the development of human beings. Many irrational beliefs and behaviors have originated from religions (Dawkins, 2007). My purpose was not to argue, in any way, for the truthfulness, validity or superiority of any religious belief in this article. The fact that I excluded other religions than Abrahamic religions in my argument was not because I think that they are inferior, but because I am not familiar with them. I also did not intent to argue for the existence of God. However, I do think that belief in God and belief in a particular religion are two separate concepts, since a person can be non-religious and still choose to believe in God because of the all the negative effects of religions in societies.
1 Because of tremendous public reaction, a special issue dedicated to Darwin was published the next month.

2 I try to avoid referring to God as “He” since according to Muslim religion, God has no gender. I don’t believe that God has a gender either, but in English language sometimes it is very difficult not to.
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