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Philosophy and Theology: “What anthropic horizons do philosophy and theology open up for human evolution?”
Summary
Science does not put any limits to its wish to know reality. However, the scientific method has limits which pose ultimate questions which cannot be answered by science alone. At this point, science naturally leads to scientific-philosophical reflection. However, not all the results of science have the same value as regards suggesting scientific-philosophical reflections. 
1. thus, in the first place, we must make a list of scientific results which are projected towards metaphysics and theology; These are the results which can shed light on the ultimate metaphysical questions due to their nature. Science is based on the ascertainment of a real universe constructed as a system or structure. The expectation of science is that this system contains the self-sufficiency required to be real. 

2. From the results of science, scientific-philosophical reflection constructs three positions as regards metaphysics, which are, in fact, three positions concerning the problem of self-sufficiency of the universe, agnosticism, atheism and theism. 

3. Finally, science and philosophy are projected towards the theologies which the historical religions have constructed in order to give meaning to their beliefs. 
The theologies are dependent on systems of thought from the past and on the influence of other cultural periods. Is the current image of human evolution in science congruent with these theologies? What new approach or adaptation should this mean for the traditional theologies? Is it possible to continue to talk of God, religion, theology in the “era of science”? In what way? Can the “theology of science”, promoted by the religions and theologies, make a new dialogue and inter-religious and inter-theological ecumenical approximation possible?

Objectives, criteria and methods

1. Science seeks to know reality and does not place limits on this objective. However, the method of science imposes certain limits; this occurs when the scientific method cannot state anything when faced with certain questions or in certain areas of reality which are open o reason. For example, the question, “What was there before the big bang?”, cannot be answered with a scientific hypothesis. The environment of “the ultimate”, the “absolute basis of existing reality” is not possible to know as the result of the normal application of the scientific method, at the present time. However, questions on and environments of reality beyond the reach of the scientific method can also be addressed legitimately by human reason in philosophy and, in relation to this, in theology. 
It is legitimate for the rational human species to ask how and why there is  “system of reality” which we verify phenomenologically by our senses. These questions are not unfamiliar to science, although on many occasions they cannot be answered by its method (science is not only open to the “how” of things, but also to the “why”). This is the question on the absolute or ultimate (metaphysical) basis of reality: it is the grand question which philosophy has attempted to answer, as well as, at their own levels, the religions and their theologies (and also, at its level, science). In fact dependent on these questions are important vital questions and the sense of life, which are legitimately asked by man. History and culture prove this. Theism, atheism, agnosticism, religions are different forms of taking up a philosophical or metaphysical position faced with the ultimate, the absolute.   

Today, when our enlightened, scientific culture continues to ask these philosophical questions on the ultimate, the metaphysical, the answers which are constructed cannot ignore the results of science. Thus, it is possible to speak of a type of scientific-philosophical reflection (philosophy of the results of science) and its consequences as regards theology. Of course, philosophy is not reduced to science: it must also be founded on reflection on other facets of existence (art, history, ethics, emotions, human feelings, etc.). However, the image of the universe in science is an important, necessary reference –although not exclusive or unique– for current philosophical reflection. 

2. Scientific study on human evolution from its anthropic roots also leads reason to ask what philosophy leads to? How does the ultimate, absolute, metaphysical dimension of reality appear? What type of theology is possible from this scientific from this scientific image of human evolution? Moreover and as regards the special objectives of this workshop, What forecasts on human evolution do philosophy and theology lead to? Can our present in human history, explained by science, be a possible anthropic sign of a future religious “salvation” and survival “beyond death”? 

These questions are not strange or unnecessary for the scientific study of human evolution from its anthropic roots. Science seeks knowledge with no limits and, when it does not achieve this by its method alone, it appeals to philosophy in order to continue asking inevitable questions. Human evolution is produced from the anthropic properties of matter-universe-life, but human reason, assisted by its powerful capacity for formalisation,  produces thought (hypotheses and conjectures) on its future. This complex, scientific, philosophical and theological  thought makes it possible to glimpse signals from a possible future. Thus, philosophy and theology (starting from science) are, in fact, obscure anthropic signs (they do not have the security of science) because they reveal current forms of thought which might foreshadow a “new future of possibilities for humanity”. This was so in the past and the question is whether science today permits this to continue in the future. 

However, we do not mean that metaphysical, scientific-philosophical reflection “necessarily” leads to describing these “future” horizons for humanity only in the religious sense. The result of scientific-philosophical reason applied to the metaphysical may be agnosticism or atheism. In any case, the argumentation and the taking up of a personal position as regards theism, atheism, agnosticism or religion (and their theologies) must be constructed within the framework of reflection on human evolution. That is to say, asking from the present time, given human evolution and the nature of reason, which hypotheses and conjectures can be constructed in relation to the future of the human species. This is where the capacity for free, personal evaluation must provide the arguments in favour of theism, atheism, agnosticism and religions. Several “anthropic” hypotheses will appear: hypotheses on how, from the present,  reason makes it possible to understand the future of man. This is precisely what this sixth session of the workshop deals with.
3. Below we present a framework of ideas and suggestions which make it possible to think, deepen, evaluate, discuss and present alternatives, in relation to three main topics: 

a. Relevant scientific results. These are the most important results of the scientific image of human evolution which can be considered to be  “relevant features or content” in relation to a possible philosophical reflection and its connections with theology. That is to say, the results produced by science do not have the same meaning or capacity of suggestion for philosophy and theology: here we make a proposal of a list of the more outstanding results which seem “to suggest” inevitable lines of philosophical reflection. 

b. Relevant philosophical consequences. Which philosophical inferences permit the results of the scientific image of human evolution? We refer to the ultimate, the absolute, the metaphysical. In short, it would be “to suggest” the response routes of philosophy to the question which science seems to impose on man. 

c. Relevant theological consequences. Along the same lines, the results of science and its consequences for philosophy must also lead to certain consequences for theological reflection from current culture: that is to say, the image of God in theology and whether this must be congruent with science and philosophy. 

Scientific results: profiles which point to philosophy

4. Below we make a list of scientific results and the “profile” these present as regards the philosophical. The results are purely scientific; on reasoning that these results have a “profile” which is projected on philosophy is, evidently an interpretation. We note that, on occasions, we do not refer to results which are more or less “definitive” (although there is nothing “definitive” in science), but to trends in current science. The list is selective and interpretative. It is possible to value, perfect, enlarge, reduce, criticise and is susceptible to alternative proposals. However, it is a starting point for suggesting scientific-philosophical reflection. 

5. We establish the following results, trends, profiles: 

a. Scientific epistemology. All that we say about science belongs to an “epistemological” discourse. It is not possible to speak about science and evaluate its results, without an “epistemology of science”. Several epistemologies will lead to several ways of seeing science. This need for a fundamental epistemology within the framework of popperianism and post-popperianism.  

b. Causal systems and method. Science always attempts to know the causal systems of phenomena. Describing the phenomena (explicandum) and finding the causes which have really produced these (explicans). The explicandum is obtained by phenomenology. However, science aims at the knowledge of causes “without limits” (the “how” and the “why”). On occasions, its method does not permit it to construct precise “scientific” arguments regarding the ultimate questions. Thus, its connection with philosophy and theology. Science must not be confused with philosophy; but “philosophy from science” is possible. Today this connection seems to be acknowledged by all  (theists, atheists, agnostics and religious), independently of the personal positions. 

c. Self-sufficient systems. Science attempts to causally know self-sufficient systems. Science seeks self-sufficient “causal systems”, causes which “explain” the phenomena with no need to appeal to other causes. It seeks “self-sufficient explanations (causal systems)”. This is the same as saying “absolutes”: causes sufficient to explain the real phenomena. Science seeks “structures” (systems  of interdependent causes) which are self-sufficient. When the method of science does not permit hypotheses on these “self-sufficient causes” is when science connects with philosophy and, possibly (depending on opinions), with theology. All recognise this search for explanatory self-sufficiency; agnosticism considers that it is not possible ton achieve this (at the present time or under any circumstances), but it does not deny that human reason seeks this self-sufficiency. 

d. The monist principle. Science works in accordance with the monist principle. This is a logical tendency for human reason: the universe with all its content(phenomena) is ascertained and, in principle, its causes are sought within the same universe. Therefore, matter or the first causal substratum of the universe must be the causal principle of all that we observe. The supposition is that the evolutionary process has a “monist unity”. This supposition gives sense to this workshop as it seeks to find the anthropic roots in matter (D-1), in the universe (D-2), in life (D-3) and in the neurological configuration of the mind (D-4 y D-5). However, when science searches for self-sufficiency within the monist framework, problems may arise which connect with philosophy. 

e. The reductionism-dualism problem. The results of science have posed a traditional problem (today in the process of being overcome, but still present in many fields and authors): On the one hand, the “explanatory reduction” of all reality, including life, psyche and man, to a certain physical-chemical paradigm of science; on the other hand, the reaction as regards “reductionism” postulating a “dualist” explanation of reality (counter to the monist expectation). This problem is being overcome as science evolves towards a new “non reductionist” paradigm. The “psych-physical” problem has existed and continues to exist today in certain approaches of science. This result cannot be ignored. However, it is a fact that modern science is attempting to “holistically” integrate or complement non exclusive explanatory principles which have the advantage of important phenomenological evidence.

f. The complementary nature of monism-emergentism. Science has an “emergentist” tendency, complementary to “monism”. The monist principle is maintained, but it is also admitted that a continual evolution of the monist substratum of the universe produces the emergence of entities which permit a “new form of real being”, which represents a “leap in the quality of existence”. Leaving apart emergences of a minor nature, today science ascertains three grand emergences: The emergence of the universe ordered from unformed matter, the emergence of life from matter-universe, the emergence of man from life. Each level of emergence has its own forms of causality which are “not reducible” to each other. Science today involves emergentism which does not deny, but assumes theism.

g. Complementariness of differentiation-holism. Science today tends towards an idea of matter (of the universe, of life and of man) in which the differentiation is joined as a “complement” with “holism”. In evolution the properties of matter have made it possible to produce “differentiated entities” (planets, bodies, organisms, men …) and “holistic states” in which matter loses its differentiation and forms unitary, physical, field states. Quantum mechanics today explains how the differentiation which makes it possible to construct bodies is produced and how the constitution of holistic states of matter which still persist within the universe (and probably within living beings is produced. 

h. Complementariness of determinism-indeterminism. The tendency of science today is to complement “determination” with “indeterminacy”. The causal interaction between “physical entities (or biological) differentiated” tends to be “determinist” (the preceding states or concurrent causes necessarily and inevitably produce certain effects, which some authors of the past explained through the model of “mechanicism”). This is the normal causality in the description of the world in classical mechanics. However, matter still not trapped in rigid, stable, differentiated structures (or, in more primitive states with more inclination to holism) presents an evolution to  a great extent, but not totally, undetermined. The states of quantum superposition can, in fact, derive towards specific collapses. A particle has an unpredictable evolution within an oscillating range of probabilities or “propensities”  (Popper), as explained in quantum mechanics. However, classical mechanics (statistical mechanics, chaos, complex systems …) today poses the problem of how to understand the “mechanical-classical” indeterminist evolution of the systems. Science today describes the world in a balanced fashion as a balance between determination and indeterminacy. 

i. The monist explanation of complexity. The enormous complexity of reality is a fact: physical complexity (matter-universe), biological complexity (life) and human complexity (neurology). How does science explain this? As seems to be logical, it attempts to do so by formulating certain hypotheses which conserve the “self-sufficiency” of the universe. The first explanation is  the nature of matter itself: the complexity would be an ulterior consequence its ontological properties (today theoretically string and superstring theory point to this). The properties of self-organisation of matter (Stuart Kauffman) explain the microscopic order of matter and the macroscopic order of the universe. Moreover, the biological and neurological complexity are explained by Darwinism (from simplicity to complexity in short adaptive leaps in accumulated chains); but not only this, as we must also add the intrinsic properties of the self-organisation of matter (which are ascertained in biology in an extraordinary way). Science is at present moving towards an explanation of the causes which have produced the emergence of the complexity within the evolution of the universe.

j. The monist explanation of life and psychism. Science shows a tendency towards the emergentist explanation of the “physical support” of psychism. The explanation is founded on the monist-emergentism, determinism-indeterminacy complementariness and on the explanatory theories of complexity. Life would be a balanced equilibrium between determined, stable organisms which occupy a defined place in space-time and the undetermined holistic fields which are the foundation of the universe of sensations, of consciousness and freedom. 

k. Problems concerning the “self-sufficient” image of science. Science, in fact, seeks, in principle,  to construct knowledge of the universe, and all its content, in the form of  a self-sufficient structural system. This is the initial expectation. This natural objective of human reason in science, however, is checked by certain problems which have been, and continue to be, the subject of discussion.  

i. The problem of the stable consistency of the universe. Science reaches its limits of knowledge as regards the problem of the consistency, stability and sufficiency of the universe. The expectation would be that reason would make it possible to know a consistent universe which is stable in time; that is to say, self-sufficient in itself (absolute) as regards its own reality. However, the results of science do not make understanding this self-sufficiency easy to understand. The problem was already raised in the “standard cosmological model” (the idea of the universe, in principle, non-speculative, based on empirical evidence). However, everything becomes complicated in the speculative discussion of the big bang, the stationary universe, the universe of plasma, the multiverse universes, the oscillating universe, the universe of Smolin, or the speculative universe arising from string theory. The consistent, self-sufficient stability of the universe is very far from being definitively solved. 

ii. The problem of the physical and biological orders. Science reaches its limits of knowledge concerning the problem of the causes which produce the physical and biological order. We have seen how science constructs theories to explain the evolutionary emergence of the physical and biological order: the natural properties of the ontology of matter towards self-organisation and the Darwinian key to the accumulative adaptive leaps. However, other ways to analyse and solve the problems have again raised the classical hypothesis of intelligent design. Without going into more detail, it is sufficient to ascertain the level of the current discussions to see that this problem is still very far from being solved.  

iii. The problem of the psycho-bio-physical ontology of matter. Science reaches its limits when faced with the problem of the real “ontology” of matter which permits a final, convincing psycho-bio-physical explanation. It is a fact that sensitivity-consciousness, psychism and human reason have been produced in the monist evolution of matter-universe. Differentiation and holism must originate in the ontology of matter. However, today when science seeks the ultimate ontological origins of matter (we are thinking of string theory, even though it is speculative), this refers to an ultimate foundation which is still strange and unexplained, and may be called “quantum vacuum”, “energy reserve”, “implicit order”, “geometry of space” …, from which a universe capable of constructing differences (bodies) and of opening up environments of holistic interaction would arise. The knowledge of the final ontology of the universe has not yet been solved definitively. 

Philosophical Consequences 

6. The results of science which we have just synthesised present problems which cannot be solved by the rigorous application of the scientific method. It is at this point that science is open to its connection with the type of reflection of philosophy; or rather, of the philosophy of science or scientific-philosophical reflection. As this is more imprecise and dependent on the evaluating freedom of each individual, the philosophy of science produces several  opinions which are finally three: agnosticism, atheism and theism. 

It is true that these three positions are not assumed by individuals as a result of a pure scientific-philosophical analysis. Other factors influence this global taking up of a position: historical, cultural, existential, social, psychological, etc. However, the scientific-philosophical argumentation is important: it is decisive for certain intellectual minorities and influences society due to its presence in popular culture. Given the orientation of this workshop, we will not enter into a general discussion of agnosticism, atheism and theism. Broader studies are possible (including more factors), but we focus only on the discussion of the scientific-philosophical argumentations. We begin with agnosticism.  

a. Agnosticism. This is the most immediate scientific-philosophical position which arises almost from the same data of the problem. Faced with the de facto  impossibility that science might solve certain, ultimate, metaphysical questions, by its own methods and faced with the enormous complexity of the problems which scientific-philosophical reflection must answer, agnosticism  declares its option not to answer or not to commit itself philosophically. Agnosticism does not know what to say regarding the ultimate form in which  the universe is self-sufficient. 

b. Arguments in favour of agnosticism. A) This is a coherent position as regards a metaphysical problem which is difficult to solve. B) It is a way to keep within the strict limits of science, without risking the commitments of a philosophical nature. C) It respects both atheism and theism as it gives them a margin of probability (if it did not give this to both, it would no longer be agnosticism), therefore it is socially more comfortable. D) It maintains personal honesty because the sincere valuation of the difficulty of the problem morally justifies that the agnostic position be freely assumed as a result of an intellectual evaluating honesty.

c. The atheist hypothesis. Atheism is an immediate position which responds to the general expectation of science: our consciousness testifies that we are in a universe which, in principle, can be attributed self-sufficiency. Atheism proposes arguments to understand this. These arguments must explain why the universe is self-sufficient as regards producing all that it contains.  

d. Arguments of atheist likelihood. 

i. A consistent, stable, self-sufficient universe. The universe must be founded on an environment which has always existed as, if at any time, it had not existed, it would be very difficult to understand how it came into existence. Moreover, its nature must be able to explain the physical properties which are ascertained bys science. The difficulties which the “standard cosmological model” poses for the self-sufficiency of the universe are overcome by atheism by alternative theories and by speculation: it criticises the big bang, the model of  a stationary state, the universe of plasma, mutiverse universes in their different variants, the oscillating universe, string theory and multiverse universes, etc.

ii. A universe which produces the physical, biological and human neurological order. The “anthropic” properties and the properties of order of the universe are explained in a self-sufficient manner: a) by chance within the immense masses of events (multi-verse); b) by the ontological properties of matter which lead to self-organisation; c) by the Darwinian logic of accumulative adaptation from the simple and its biochemical registration in the DNA (the classic “chance and necessity” of Jacques Monod). 

iii. Other arguments. Atheism is also founded on  other reasons of a historical, existential, social order etc.. The so called “theories of alienation” attempt to explain why men – with no serious rational arguments to do so – have produced the belief in God and in religion.  

e. The theist hypothesis. This is the strangest position because, in principle, there is only immediate experience of the universe and not of God. However, socially it is the most obvious as humanity has always been almost totally theist. Theism intends not to remain apart from scientific reason and seeks reasons to consider that the universe does not show its self-sufficiency. Therefore, it constructs arguments in order to justify that self-sufficiency must be funded on a divine being. 

f. Arguments of theist likelihood. Throughout history, theism has constructed many arguments. In modern times it has also attempted to construct these from the image of matter-universe-life and from human evolution, as offered to us by science.

i. The universe must be founded on the Divinity. The image of modern cosmology, especially the standard cosmological model, offers a vision of the universe in which its self-sufficiency seems difficult to understand. For theism the hypothesis of a creator Divinity is the most likely explanation on which to base the consistency, stability and sufficiency of the universe. 

ii. The physical and biological orders are produced from the creator design of God. At the present time, the theist authors continue to consider that the universe as a whole makes it possible to glimpse, that is to say, make “likely” or probable (but not “demonstrate”) that the universe, as a congruent scenario which leads to human freedom, might respond to a rational design of the Divinity. 

iii. The ontology of the universe makes divine ontology congruent. The new ontology of matter-universe-life which combines the differentiation with holism (together with the other complementary factors mentioned above.) permits the reductionism of mechanistic nature to be surpassed  progressively in order to present an image of the ontology of God as the holistic foundation of the universe and from whom everything is born and produced,  which is becoming more and more likely. Within this new holistic ontology, it would be necessary to include the surpassing of the dualisms and the logic of emergentisms, including the emergence of human psychism, reason and its special opening up to the Divinity. This new anthropology, which is congruent with religious tradition, with the ontology of the universe and with divine ontology, would contribute to making the hypothesis of the Divinity more likely.

iv. Other arguments. Theism also presents other hi arguments of a historical, experiential, social type, etc., which we do not address in this workshop, which is focused on the scientific-philosophical argumentation. Outstanding among these are the “religious experience” which becomes more likely when it becomes congruent with the scientific-philosophical “likelihood” of the existence of the Divinity. 

g. Reality, being, events, sufficiency, self- sufficiency, absoluteness. What scientific-philosophical logic leads to the agnostic, atheist and theist  hypotheses? This can only be the logic of natural reason (see: D-4). Human reason ascertains  a reality which exists in space-time (which includes man) as facts (empirical evidence). The basic inference of reason (which provides knowledge and science with meaning) is that if something is existing reality it is because “it can exist” (interpreting the classical proposition, we can say, ex facto ad posse valet illatio). Therefore, in a way (and an attempt must be made to know this) the existing reality is installed in an environment of sufficiency or absoluteness (absoluteness = sufficiency in order to be real). Given that the universe is what is immediately ascertained, the starting hypothesis for reason is that the universe must be self-sufficient. 

h. An enigmatic universe. One conclusion which we consider to be inevitable for current scientific-philosophical reflection is that we are in an extremely enigmatic universe. We postulated its self-sufficiency, but once we try to understand it in accordance with the facts and scientific theories, submitted to philosophical reflection, its self-sufficiency is difficult to understand. This is when agnosticism, atheism and theism appear as positions regarding the problem of self-sufficiency. This diversity of interpretations (since, in fact, they exist) shows the enigma of the universe. Modern epistemology  leads us to understand this opening up to a diversity of ultimate hypotheses.

i. Necessity. The theist philosophy poses the problem of necessity. However, scientific-philosophical reflection first seeks self-sufficiency. To do so, it can construct two obscure hypotheses: a pure world with no God (atheism) and a transcendent God (theism). One or the other must be true, but both are very obscure (theism probably more so). To either of these, if true, necessity must be attributed by “postulation” (if God or the universe ceased to exist in the past, present or future, their existence would have no explanation). However, some questions such as the following are questions with no scientific-philosophical response. Why does anything exist? Why does the universe exist or not exist? Why does God exist or not exist?  The scientific-philosophical reason can only start from the facts, search for self-sufficiency and postulate the necessity of the universe or of God. 

j. Epistemology and limits of knowledge. The plurality of hypotheses must be understood in the light of the principles of modern epistemology: that is to say, positivism has been surmounted, in the light of popperianism and  postpopperianism. This epistemology leads us: a) not to confuse the revisable, critical hypothesis with absolute, dogmatic truths, and b) to respect the feasibility of the alternative hypotheses and the free honesty of the interlocutor to follow them. Atheism and theism are defended by persons, who are, undoubtedly, highly prepared. The atheist is inclined towards atheism  because he honestly and freely considers that this hypothesis is the most probable (its arguments convince him more). The theist considers that theism is more probable (he values its reasons more). However, it is useless for an atheist or a  theist to go to a kind of objective, universal court which declares them to right from a position of absolute neutrality. This court does not exist. The only reality are the persons who are honestly inclined to one or other option precisely because they subjectively judge that this is the most probable for them.  

k. The  silence of the possible Divinity. Scientific-philosophical reflection must admit that there are two possible hypotheses to understand the final sufficiency of the universe: a pure universe with no God and a creating Divinity. The religious hypothesis is arguable, but is not imposed with necessity as the alternative hypothesis with no God is possible. The social evidence shows this. There are atheists and theists. Thus, if there is a creator God, this God created an enigmatic world where reason is not imposed necessarily. Therefore, it can be said that the possible Divinity is in “silence” before the universe. 

l. An autonomous, self-creating universe. Scientific-philosophical reflection must take note that current theism admits that the universe is an autonomous, “self-creating” process  without reverberations. It is admitted that the ontology of matter, its physical and biological laws of self-organisation, the Darwinian principles, etc. are “sufficient” to explain all the states of the evolutionary process (the eyes, the immune system, the nervous system…). Today the arguments in favour of theism are not moving in search of a “God to fill the gaps” (as authors such as Behe and Demski and recent theory of intelligent design seem to do), but move in the search of God, the foundation for the sufficiency of the universe as a whole and for the perfect global design of an autonomous universe which is oriented towards making human freedom possible.  
m. Neutrality of the holistic ontology of the universe. Scientific-philosophical reflection must also take into account that the new holistic image of science is also compatible with the atheistic hypothesis. However, it is also certain that the holistic image does not only appear to explain animal and human psychism better, but it offers a reductionist image which makes the theist hypothesis more likely. Holism does not explain why matter has “consciousness” or, rather, does not have it. It is a fact that it must be admitted that matter is susceptible to producing consciousness  and holism explains which field structures and which physical properties have enabled living beings to make consciousness useful. Holism seems to be compatible with atheism and theism. 
Theology of Science
7. The religions formed in cultures have a long history, and, in this history, the theologies have been constructed. The theology of each religion has its own history where we discover a true evolution. It is logical that theologies with so many years of history and arising from dialogue with philosophical ideas and cultures from the past today ask about the form of understanding their religions – and, therefore, their theologies – from the point of view of science and modern culture. They would then become oriented towards the construction of a “theology of science”: an explanatory theology of religiosity from the current image of reality in science. This objective is the final aim of the Sophia-Iberia project in Europe: the metaphysical and theological reflection to which the image of human evolution seems to lead in science. 

8. This “rethinking” of theology from the image of science affects the different religions, including Christianity. Within Christianity, it also affects the Christian Churches and theological traditions. In each of these, similar questions and problems must be proposed. A) What results does scientific knowledge seem to impose at the present time (see D-6, paragraphs 4-5). B) What metaphysical inferences seem to be drawn from a scientific-philosophical reflection on these (see D-6, paragraph 6). C) In the light of these analyses (A y B), how must theology or theological tradition be examined critically? D) How must this theology or theological tradition be reformulated or readapted in order to enrich these from the current image of science? 

9. We now make a selection of several positions concerning the questions which occupy us. Is the scientific image of human evolution compatible with metaphysics and theology? What type of theology does it permit? How must the theologies and theological traditions be thought from the point of view of the challenge of science? Does the “theology of science” offer a “convergence zone” for dialogue and consensus between the theologies and theological traditions? 

a. Agnosticism, atheism, a-theologies. As we have stated, it is possible, and some of society has done so, to consider that science does not permit the construction of metaphysics, and even theology. Reason does not permit probability to be attributed to the existence of God. In relation to this position, a field of analysis of authors, scientific arguments, philosophical and humanistic approaches, etc.  is opened up.

b. Classical Catholic theology. This is formed as from Scholasticism, inspired in Greek philosophy, and still defended today in sectors of Catholic theology. How must this be considered from the image of present day science? Is it possible to maintain Greek ontology today? How is “dualism” to be considered? How must the classical proofs of the existence of God be reformulated? How is “Theo-centrism to be considered” (or the rational-existential evidence of God)? Is a non-religious hypothesis of the universe and man possible?

c. Transcendental Catholic theology. This is the reinterpretation of Thomism from the transcendental philosophy of Kant. Is modern science understandable with Thomist ontology? Is it possible to defend the Kant type transcendental apriorism faced with the aposteriori-evolutionary paradigm of current science? Does apriorism not produce an excessively “religious centred” vision where secularism and atheism have difficulties fitting in?

d. Teilhardian and neo teilhardian theology. Teilhard made the first proposal of a theology of science in the Catholic world. He assumed and presented a monist and holistic image of the universe in the Divinity. However, does his proposal not seem excessively “religious centred”? How do secularism and the a-religious interpretation of man fit into this? Is it possible to rethink Teilhard from neoteilhardian perspectives?

e. Classical Reformation theology. This is the theology of the Christian Churches which arose from the Protestant Reformation: the Anglican Church, the Evangelical Church, Presbyterian, Baptist, etc. Its initial focus attempted to present pure faith from  criticism of the Scholastic natural reason (Barth, Ebeling …). How can these theologies be revised and rethought from science and modern cultures? Authors such as Pannenberg, Moltmann and Hans Küng have contributed to presenting and discussing this question. 

f. The theology of process. This philosophy-theology arose from reflection on the philosophy of Whitehead and intends to be a “theology of science”: a revision of Christianity in the light of science and the modern world. Has it achieved this? Is the idea of a Platonic God, a non-creating Demiurge, which sustains and gives impulse to the universe  coherent with science? Are its ideas on divine omnipotence and omniscience compatible with traditional Christian religiosity? Does the God of process have the properties required to be understood as the foundation of the sufficiency of the universe? Are there alternatives to its explanation of evil and suffering?

g. Theology of Kenosis. Science offers us the possibility to understand the world without God and this seems to lead to the idea that God has not imposed his presence in reality. This appears in modern culture and has produced the renaissance of the traditional “theology of Kenosis” in Christianity. Throughout the second half of the XX century, a number of authors proposed a new theology of Kenosis (among which is the theology of process). What are these proposals? How do they assume and reformulate the traditional theology of Christianity? Are they in consonance with the image of man in science?

h. Authors and schools. Authors such as Barbour, Peacocke, Polkinghorne, Ellis, Zubiri, among others, have proposed ideas for a theology of science which must be considered and discussed. 

i. Hindu theology. How is science projected onto Hindu theology? Does it offer new possibilities for dialogue and convergence with the theologies of other religions?

j. Buddhist theology. How is science projected onto Buddhist theology? Does it offer new possibilities for dialogue and convergence with the theologies of other religions? 

k. Islamic theology. What roles do reason and science play in Islamic theology? How can science boost the progress of Islam? Can science contribute to the encounter of Islam with other religions? 
Discussion
Scientific Results 
Is the list of scientific results which are projected onto scientific-philosophical reflection which leads to metaphysics and theology correct? Are there alternative proposals? Must the scientific results be interpreted differently? 

Philosophical Consequences 
Is the analysis proposed acceptable? What alternatives are there? Does science impose on us an enigmatic world which leaves several possibilities for scientific-philosophical possibilities open to the metaphysical?

Theology of Science

How can the forms of a-theology be valued and discussed? How can the How can traditional “theologies”  be valued and discussed? What does the scientific image of man contribute to these? How must they be re-converted to  a “theology of science” today? Can science help beliefs and non-beliefs to live together in an enlightened, tolerant and respectful fashion? Can science help ecumenical, inter-religious, inter-Christian and inter-theological dialogue? What congruent proposals does modern science does modern science lead us to in order to present the sense and meaning of theologies to society? What alternatives and proposals can be made in relation to these questions?  
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