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CONTEMPORARY CONSIDERATIONS
OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SCIENCE AND RELIGION?®

Abstract: Modern debates on science and religion draw wide audiences due to the
popularity of the subject. Yet, these audiences often lack in-depth knowledge about both
fields, which leads them to firmly support one side, usually retaining their core beliefs
even after the debate. This paper explores several possible relationships between science
and religion: conflict, independence, dialogue, and integration. We challenge the view that
science and religion are independent, operating on separate grounds, and assert that similar
problems hold true for dialogue and integration. Beliefs formed at an early age are difficult
to correct, and dialogue rarely alters deep-rooted convictions, frequently causing conflicts.
The paper advocates that early education about the nature of science and religion is a key
strategy in mitigating or preventing conflicts between the two.
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INTRODUCTION

Discussions about the relationship between science and religion tend to attract a
wider audience than those focusing on either topic individually. This situation is conven-
ient because it influences both the volume and commercial viability of their publication.
However, it often impacts the quality as well. As the interested audience grows, the general
level of education among listeners and readers tends to decrease. This reality is often con-
sidered by authors participating in these discussions, either consciously or unconsciously.
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Consequently, they tailor their public presentations to suit the abilities of their audience.
Typically, authors, both from the realm of religion or science, express ideas that they believe
will resonate with the broadest audience. They tend to avoid complex argumentation, which
might only lead to fatigue and boredom in an audience that fails to grasp it. Instead, they
opt for effective, vivid, anecdotal, and analogical rhetorical methods. Only a few authors
manage to present complex topics in a simple manner that is both engaging and under-
standable to such an audience.

These debates often captivate a wide audience that follows them with great passion
and enthusiasm. Typically, the majority retains their original convictions, regardless of how
the debate unfolds. Take, for instance, today’s popular discussions between creationists
and evolutionists; at the end of such discussions, irrespective of their content, creationists
almost always remain steadfast in their beliefs, as do evolutionists. Why is this the case?
It is because certain fundamental beliefs, including attitudes toward religion, are very
hard to change. Since they are difficult to alter, they seldom do. These basic beliefs act
as frameworks for action, formed at an early age and shaped by significant authorities in
one’s immediate environment. People find comfort and familiarity in their established set
of beliefs. Skepticism towards these beliefs can lead to feelings of uncertainty and fear of
change, as it challenges their confidence in adapting to new ideas.

Several attempts have been made to classify the possible models of the relationship
between science and religion. Ian Barbour, for instance, suggests that they could be in a
mutual relationship of conflict, independence, dialogue, and integration (Barbour, 1990).* It
is important to note that contemporary discussions often focus not on religiosity in general,
but on the religiosity of classical Abrahamic theism: Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. This
will also be the general framework for our consideration.

Bearing this in mind, our chapter on Independence investigates whether science and
religion can be viewed as distinct realms, without overlapping in argumentation, subjects
of interest, and frameworks. The next chapter delves into the relation of Integration and
Dialogue, highlighting similarities and overlaps in methodologies and beliefs, using examples
from natural theology and insights from both scientists and theologians. The chapter on
Conflict examines the often-opposing interactions between science and religion, focusing
on contemporary debates around the Big Bang theory (BBT), evolution, and creationism.
In our concluding chapter, we engage with the natures of science and religion, considering
the entrenched beliefs that often drive conflicts between these worldviews. Here, we discuss
debates like those between Plantinga and Dennett (2011), suggesting a re-evaluation of the
science-religion connection. We emphasize the principle of charity and advocate for mutual
understanding and a charitable approach to resolving conflicts. Our aim is to elucidate

* Other authors (Haught, 1995; Drees, 1996; Stenmark, 2004), in an attempt to specify possible
relationships between science and religion, offer different classifications. However, those classi-
fications have some advantages, but also some disadvantages compared to Barbour’s. His, as well
as other classifications, is such that, according to it, all possible relationships between science and
religion are not easy to delineate since the problems are often intertwined and cross the boundaries
of classification models. Nevertheless, we will use Barbour’s classification, and we will especially
point out the possible overlaps.
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the complex relationship between science and religion and to provide clearer insights and
potential pathways for reconciling these longstanding disputes.

INDEPENDENCE

Let us begin with the relation of independence between religion and science. This
viewpoint posits that religion and science are two distinct and mutually irreducible fields,
suggesting that conflicts between them only arise if their separate domains are not respected
or if their boundaries of validity are overstepped. Some argue that this implies religion and
science are, in fact, complementary.

Some Christian thinkers, while respecting the Scripture, do not adhere to a literal
interpretation or entirely commit to it. They focus on the essence of Christianity, such as
Christ’s suffering and sacrifice for redemption of mankind, considering large part of the
biblical narrative as less important. This approach posits that religious doctrine would not
conflict with science, thereby maintaining a conflict-free relationship (Bube, 1995). Stephen
Jay Gould’s NOMA (Non-Overlapping Magisteria) principle is a similar concept. He argues
that a conflict between science and religion occurs only if their domains overlap, which,
according to him, they do not (Gould, 2001). Gould, like many others, believes that science
focuses on empirical inquiry of the world, while religion addresses specific humanistic val-
ues, such as morality. The idea is that theologians and religious leaders should refrain from
dealing with empirical queries, while scientists should not interfere with moral questions.

However, this perspective can be seen as overly rigid. It envisions a strict division of
labour between scientists and religious authorities and implies an arguably unjustifiable
prohibition on crossing into each other’s domains. Yet, many scientific discoveries were
made by individuals holding high positions in religious hierarchies. Conversely, numerous
nominally scientific individuals are religious and engage with both domains, managing to
address both without necessarily causing conflict.

One might argue that religious and scientific viewpoints exist only in parallel and
discrete worlds. Science relies on empirical observation, research, and reason, while theol-
ogy, as a religious discipline, is rooted in religious myths and teachings from its authorities.
This suggests two independent worldviews without a superior criterion to favour one over
the other. However, applying either scientific or theological criteria separately could lead
to a petitio principii error: dismissing one because the other is accepted, and vice versa.

Ludwig Wittgenstein similarly viewed the relationship between science and religion.
In his later philosophy, he introduced the concept of language games, suggesting that sci-
ence and religion are two distinct and irreducible language games. Wittgenstein stated that
“there are instances where you have a faith — where you say ‘I believe’ - and, on the other
hand, this belief does not rest on the fact on which our ordinary everyday beliefs normally
do rest. How should we compare beliefs with each other? What would it mean to compare
them?” (Wittgenstein, 1967, p. 54). For example, the Christian belief in the Eucharist’s
transformation is not interpreted in a scientific sense. If science were to explain how bread
turns into flesh or how wine turns into blood, it would not affect the religious interpretation,
which sees it as a transformation into Jesus’ flesh and blood. Wittgenstein explains that
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“in a religious discourse we use such expressions as: ‘I believe that so and so will happen’
and use them differently to the way in which we use them in science” (Wittgenstein, 1967,
p. 57). A religious person might acknowledge scientific findings as valid in chemistry, but
irrelevant to the language game of religion.

Similar ideas to Wittgenstein's were found in Greek skeptics, notably Sextus Empiricus.
In the realm of knowledge, or science, Sextus believed that research led to a suspension of
judgment. In the practical sphere of religiosity, he suggested accepting without judgment
that “God exists and we are pious towards the gods and say that they are provident” (Sextus
Empiricus, 1976, 3.2). According to Sextus, skeptical research, leading to suspension of
judgment or agnosticism, is not applicable to religious questions.®

Contemporary philosophers of religion, drawing on Wittgenstein, have developed
theories about the autonomy of religious language, arguing that scientific criteria cannot be
applied to it. D. Z. Phillips, for instance, emphasizes that religious beliefs are not subject to
scientific evaluation and hold their own inherent criteria. He argues that traditional argu-
ments for God’s existence are not why someone accepts religious belief and that historical
research on biblical claims is irrelevant to accepting or rejecting religion. Since both are
subject to scientific language criteria, they cannot impact the autonomous language of
religion (Phillips, 1976).

INTEGRATION AND DIALOGUE

Although Barbour’s integrative and dialogic models suggest separate considerations
for the relationship between religion and science, we will not treat them as such. The issues
within these two models largely overlap, so it is more effective to consider them together.
Barbour notes that dialogue stems from common assumptions and methodological similarities
between science and religion. This includes the sharing of conceptual networks and drawing
analogies. Integration, on the other hand, involves shared concepts, theoretical models, and
empirical bases. Given this, it is natural to discuss these models together (Barbour, 1990).

From one perspective, science and religion are seen as resting on common foun-
dations. Recent scientific achievements are often viewed as further evidence for God’s
existence. Many scientists believe their discoveries support religious beliefs. For example,
the increasing complexity found in biological research is seen as contributing to the tele-
ological argument for God’s existence. Similarly, the regularities in astronomical research
and geological discoveries, such as fossils of sea creatures deep inland, are interpreted as
evidence of biblical events like the Great Flood.

Theology is typically divided into revealed and natural. Revealed theology relies on
universally accepted dogmas for its arguments. In contrast, natural theology reaches con-
clusions similar to those in dogmas by examining the existence of the world, as exemplified
by the cosmological argument, and the world’s order, as in the teleological argument. The
ontological argument, in particular, has led to significant developments in the classical
conceptual analysis. Critiques of the ontological argument have notably influenced the

5

See more details about it: Puri¢ (2023, pp. 215-219). For a comparison of Wittgenstein and Greek
skepticism, see: Sihvola (2006, pp. 87-100).
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concept of existential quantification, which has become important in both philosophy and
mathematics. In his book “The Existence of God” (2004), Richard Swinburne primarily
utilizes the theory of probability, especially Bayesian theory of conditional probability, to
base almost all his arguments. The concept of religious fideism is applicable in analyzing
populist political propaganda, where one might discuss a form of political beliefs akin to
political fideism (Puri¢ & Puri¢, 2023). In the same context, the model of Leibniz’s theodicy
(Leibniz, 1996) is used to analyze how propaganda justifies the actions of an authoritarian
political leader.

Considerations using the method of natural theology possess either a scientific or
philosophical character and are amenable to scientific evaluation. Viewed in this light, they
form an integral part of science. Historically, many traditional theological considerations
sought to justify their religious claims in a manner akin to science. The considerations of
the Kalam cosmological argument, for instance, were based on the contemporary under-
standing of infinities and Euclidean mathematics. Contemporary, Craig’s (2009) analysis of
this argument draws upon both the BB cosmological theory and the second law of thermo-
dynamics (Puri¢, 2014). It is noteworthy that a common element of the BB cosmological
hypothesis and Abrahamic theology is the assertion that the world has a beginning — that
it is not eternal. This contrasts with Aristotle’s argument for the eternity of the world
and aligns with early Christian theology, as affirmed in historical contexts (Puri¢, 2015).
According to some scholars, theology has inspired science to explore so-called ultimate
questions. The theological interpretation of these questions hinges on the notions of con-
tingency and intelligibility of the world, which do not inherently lead to incoherence. In
this context, theologian Thomas Torrance notes: “Correlation with that rationality in God
goes far to account for the mysterious and baffling nature of the intelligibility inherent in
the universe, and explains the profound sense of religious awe it calls forth from us and
which, as Einstein insisted, is the mainspring of science” (Torrance, 1979, p. 347).

Engaging with contemporary theology and the philosophy of religion is challenging
without a thorough understanding of modern science and philosophy. For such discussions
to be pertinent, a robust knowledge of current epistemology, philosophy of science, physics,
cosmology, geology, biology, and probability theory is essential. Many theologians contend
that modern theology cannot disregard scientific advancements and newly discovered
facts. For instance, numerous theologians believe that Darwin’s theory of evolution, spe-
cifically the origin of species through natural selection, need not be at odds with theism.
Consequently, they feel compelled to integrate a large number of well-substantiated scientific
theories into theology and to seek interpretations of biblical theological foundations that
are consistent with these theories. Inspiration for this approach can be found in the works
of St. Augustine, who, in his time, recognized that a literal reading of the scriptures led to
inconsistencies and advocated for the allegorical interpretation of certain parts. Conversely,
some theologians argue that contemporary theology should develop its own understanding
of nature and explore how scientific findings might be interpreted within what is termed
the theology of nature (McGrath, 2016).
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CONFLICT

Today, the most compelling model for the relationship between science and religion is
one of conflict. The public is particularly drawn to debates such as those between creationists
and evolutionists, as well as controversies around BB cosmology, fine-tuning theory (FT),
and similar. Probably the earliest recorded conflict between science and religion is the charge
of atheism levelled against Anaxagoras by the Athenians. At that time, religious authorities
believed heavenly bodies were gods, but Anaxagoras blasphemously claimed they were
merely stones. Although Greek religiosity lacked a developed theology to formally declare
Anaxagoras’ atheism, the dogma about the heavenly bodies as gods was not a consequence
of mere fideism. To the Greeks, their observations led them to perceive these celestial enti-
ties as eternal, a property they attributed to the gods, thus forming a sort of proto-natural
theological argument. This view directly contradicted Anaxagoras assertion that heavenly
bodies were not divine and distant from our earthly experience, but mere stones.

If the Edict of Milan aimed to promote tolerance among different religions, it could
be interpreted as advocating for religious tolerance towards what is now known as sci-
ence. However, following the political establishment of Christianity, its authorities soon
exhibited significant intolerance and repression towards other religions and alternative
worldviews. This is exemplified by the persecution of witches, the Inquisition, and the
fates of Copernicus and Galileo, among others. These actions were often justified by ex-
pert orthodox interpretations of Christian teachings. On the other hand, philosophers like
Marx, Nietzsche, and others have represented a distinctly atheistic viewpoint. In countries
practising so-called real socialism, where Marxist atheist ideology was realized, political
regimes displayed intolerance towards religion not just ideologically, but also in the name
of science. A notable example of rejecting religion on scientific grounds comes from the
Vienna Circle. These thinkers argued that fundamental religious claims, including “God
exists”, were not only scientifically unverifiable but also meaningless. Carnap expressed
this by stating that the metaphysical use of the word ‘God’ refers to something beyond
experience, stripped of its tangible reference, rendering it meaningless (Carnap, 1931).
Similarly, Ayer believed that any statement describing God’s transcendental nature was
devoid of meaningful significance (Ayer, 1946).

The most contentious topic in contemporary discussions about the relationship
between science and religion is the BB cosmological theory versus theological explana-
tions of the world’s origin.® The BBT, a cornerstone of modern cosmology, suggests that
the universe began around 13.8 billion years ago from an extremely hot and dense state,
better known as singularity. If we could trace cosmic events backwards, we would find
that the universe’s creation was preceded by a zero-dimensional point, from which space-
time started to emerge through a primordial bang.” This event is often misinterpreted as
an explosion, rather than the rapid expansion of space-time, which cooled and led to the
formation of subatomic particles and simple atoms. This is a simplified overview of the

¢ The BBT obtained its early formulation from Alexander Friedmann and Georges Lemaitre, with
later development by George Gamow (Alpher, 1999).

7 For more extensive historical and problem overview of the BBT we recommend the book “The
big bang theory: What it is, where it came from, and why it works” by Karen Fox (2002).
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BBT, but it suffices to highlight how it has significantly reshaped our understanding of the
universe’s history and structure (Peebles et al., 2009; Peebles, 2014).

Theologians, however, raise the question of what initiated the Big Bang, attributing it
to a divine entity and personal being, such as God. The idea that the universe was created
from a singular event and attempts to support theological views of an “unmoved mover” via
the BBT have spurred further debates. These discussions centre on metaphysical questions
about the pre-singularity state and the mechanisms of the universe’s origin.® Smoking gun
evidence, such as cosmic microwave background radiation (CMB) and galactic redshift’,
supports the BBT, fuelling discussions about the universe’s fate, its design, and possible
higher purposes. The theory’s convergence with theological interpretations varies; some
reconcile the concept of a 13-billion-year-old universe with a definite beginning, while
others find it conflicted with traditional creationist views and literal Biblical narratives
(McGrath, 2020, pp. 61-86).

The BBT is not the sole scientific footing for theological theories about the universe’s
origin. Theological arguments frequently rely on scientific evidence to support the idea of
God as the prime mover, with the FT concept as a notable example. FT refers to specific
conditions essential for life, encompassing fundamental physical constraints of the universe
(Adams, 2019). The improbable nature of meeting these conditions' bolsters theistic in-
terpretations of FT as evidence of a divine creator, suggesting that intelligent or purposeful
design is a more plausible hypothesis than its alternatives. This FT calibration for sustaining
life, despite all odds, raises the debate beyond mere physics to essential theological inquir-
ies into nature of existence and possibility of divine involvement in harmonious universe.
However, this view faces scientific counterarguments, like the multiverse theory, proposing
numerous universes with varying physical constraints. Here, our universe’s life-support-
ing conditions are not due to divine FT, but are simply one among many where life could
emerge, illustrating the idea of the anthropic principle."

Clearly, a plethora of examples from theoretical physics have inspired debates about
God’s role in creating life. However, the concept of God as a personal being is character-
ized by numerous attributes. How does one conclude that this being has to be God, and
based on what facts or processes regarding the world? According to Hume, we infer the
cause based on the effect for which we seek the cause. Therefore, we can attribute to the

8 Inhis book “Science and Religion: A New Introduction’, Alister E. McGrath (2020) gives detailed
exploration of the relationship between the BB cosmological theory and theological explanations of
the origin of the world.

®  More about CMB and redshift can be found in Cirkovi¢ & Perovi¢ (2018), and Matarrese, Coles,
Lucchin & Moscardini (1997).

10" Key examples include the balance of physical forces like strong and weak nuclear forces, crucial
for atomic stability and star formation, and the impact of electromagnetism and gravity on molec-
ular structures, cosmological constants, and subatomic particle mass. These forces shape universe
expansion and atom stability, with even minor deviations potentially altering the universe’s capacity
to support life, impacting everything from basic elements to galaxy formation (Adams, 2019, pp.
7-12; Adams, 2008, pp. 11-18).

"' Helbig (2023), and Metcalf (2018) give a detailed account of the interplay between FT, the mul-
tiverse theory, and the anthropic principle.
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cause of an event only those properties necessary to produce that effect. Starting with the
hypothesis of the Big Bang as the initial event, we could eventually deduce that it must be
a being capable of causing it. However, there is no basis for concluding that this being must
possess all the attributes without which it could not be identified as God. Theologians are
correct to some extent in attributing a personal character to the first cause, as it must be
a cause capable of initiating a causal chain independently. However, their conclusion that
this cause must be God is unfounded.

Theologians who interpret the Bible literally are referred to as creationists. Though
there are other varieties of creationism, only Young Earth Creationism (YET) contradicts
Darwinian evolution and the BBT. The YEC states that life on Earth was created in its
current state around 6-10 thousand years ago, rejecting scientific evidence. Old Earth
Creationism accepts the Earth’s age as 4.5 billion years, recognizing scientific evidence
but insisting on God’s direct role in life’s emergence."” Intelligent Design argues that life’s
origin is best explained by an intelligent cause rather than natural processes (Pennock,
2003). Theistic evolution, a unique synthesis, supports evolution but suggests that God
used it as a mechanism for creating life (Ward, 2004, pp. 263-272). Although creationism
mostly acknowledges scientific findings, its reliance on supernatural explanations leads
the scientific community to deem them unscientific.

Evolutionism, widely accepted in the scientific community, is underpinned by natural
selection, giving rise to the term “the theory of evolution by natural selection”. Darwin estab-
lished it in the 19" century, and it has become a cornerstone of biology, detailing life forms’
development on Earth over time.* The theory’s key elements include variation, heritability,
natural selection, and speciation. Within species, individual variations in traits — be they
physical, behavioural, or physiological — are often hereditary, forming the foundation of
evolution. In different environments, traits that offer survival and reproductive advantages
are passed on to offspring. Over generations, this process results in significant changes in
population traits and leads to the emergence of new species. Supported by evidence from
genetics, palaeontology, and biochemistry, the theory of evolution provides comprehensive
explanations for the diversity and adaptation of life on Earth."

The core of the debate between creationists and evolutionists lies in the contrast be-
tween religious beliefs and scientific evidence. This conflict extends to practical concerns
like educational content in school curricula and broader philosophical and theological
discussions on the nature of science, interpretation of sacred texts, and the role of the su-
pernatural in life’s creation and development. It is important to note that in the scientific
community, evolution is regarded as the most credible explanation for life’s diversity. This
frames the debate between creationists and evolutionists as largely cultural and religious,
particularly in those regions where religious beliefs heavily influence public opinions and
educational programs.

"2 In his short essay “What is creationism?” (1999), Brian Alters described young and old earth
versions of this theory.

3 We wrote about evolutionism and the theory of evolution in the most general and comprehensive
way possible; for more detailed insights, see Dobzhansky (1965), and Godfrey-Smith (2007).

4 Beside Dobzhansky and Smith, for more detailed accounts see also: Elliott Sober (1994, 2008).
For some contemporary views on Darwinism, see: Nurki¢ (2022).
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CONCLUSION: THE NATURE OF SCIENCE
AND THE NATURE OF RELIGION

In our paper, we have discussed Ian Barbour’s model of the relationship between sci-
ence and religion, focusing especially on conflict as the most notable connection. Initially,
we suggest that conflict is the sole existing relationship, dismissing independence, inte-
gration, and dialogue. However, this reflects the current state of affairs rather than a fixed
paradigm. We have noted that conflicts often stem from deeply ingrained beliefs formed
at an early age, highlighting the need for a change in the manner in which religion and
science are presented to young people in educational settings. Achieving a constructive
dialogue between these two steadfast viewpoints is crucial. In conclusion, we will explore
the primary misunderstandings that need addressing and offer theoretical directions for a
potential change in understanding the science-religion relationship.

First, we must consider the true nature of science and religion, exploring their differ-
ences and key characteristics. This analysis is guided by the representative philosophical
debate between Alvin Plantinga and Daniel Dennett.”” Plantinga, advocating an integrative
approach, argues that scientific research and theism can coexist harmoniously.'® He sug-
gests that apparent contradictions between science and theistic beliefs are superficial, and
contrary to the idea that naturalism and evolution offer a comprehensive explanation of the
world. Plantinga is proposing the possibility of divine influence on evolutionary processes
(Dennett & Plantinga, 2011, pp. 1-21). In contrast, Dennett, a proponent of naturalism
and empirical evidence, scrutinizes the scientific validity and rationality of theistic beliefs,
especially intelligent design. His stance relies on empirical evidence and the scientific
method as the primary means of understanding the world. Dennett firmly rejects the notion
of divine intervention in evolution, asserting that natural processes alone can explain the
origins and sustenance of life and the universe (Ibid., pp. 25-36).

The contrast between Plantinga and Dennett exemplifies the philosophical and the-
ological divide explored in our paper. This debate goes beyond the evolutionary theory
and specific scientific evidence, delving into fundamental questions about truth, the na-
ture of knowledge, and the boundaries of human comprehension in science and religion.
The scientific worldview relies on empirical evidence and a methodological approach,
grounded in observable and measurable phenomena. It adheres to a methodology involving
hypothesis formulation, experimental testing, and validation through repetition, providing
objectivity and universally applicable knowledge. In contrast, religious beliefs centre on
faith, tradition, and individual interpretations, stemming from historical texts, personal

> The best representation of this debate is the book “Science and Religion: Are They Compatible?”,
which presents a series of exchanges between Alvin Plantinga and Daniel Dennett at the 2009 Central
Division meeting of the American Philosophical Association. This exchange began with Plantinga’s
lecture, followed by Dennett’s response, and then Plantinga’s response to Dennett’s response.

¢ In addition to “Science and Religion: Are They Compatible?”, also consider other works by
Plantinga (1996; 2010; 2011), as Plantinga is a more significant contributor to the mentioned debate,
while Dennett is significant to the degree that he represents a counterbalance and response to the
possibility of divine involvement in evolution. For more about Plantinga’s view on naturalism and
his epistemology of religion, see Nurki¢ (2023).
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religious experiences, and established doctrinal teachings. Religion’s foundation is deeply
personal and subjective, influenced by culture and individual perspectives.

Plantinga and Dennett underscore the problem we aim to address: the insufficient-
ly defined distinction between naturalism and empiricism. Naturalism, a metaphysical
standpoint, often leads to a rigid and uncritical worldview. Scientists, at times, approach
religion from a naturalistic viewpoint when an empirical perspective is more appropriate.
For the religious, God is not a supernatural but supra-empirical being, dealing with what
Kant would call “this side of possible experience”. The disparity between the empirical
objectivity of science and the subjective nature of religion is a primary source of conflict
in understanding the universe and the origin of life. Additionally, there’s an inadequately
elaborated difference between theism and naturalism. Theism, as a spiritual doctrine delves
into broader moral and existential questions transcending empirical observations, while
naturalism exclusively relies on observable and empirically testable phenomena, resulting
in a rigid scientific ideology. These are distinct perspectives and worldviews, both exclu-
sive and contributing to conflicts, whether rooted in theological dogmatism or scientism.

Our suggestion, aimed at highlighting the diversity of the frameworks discussed,
is to apply the principle of charity. This principle, introduced by Donald Davidson and
popularized by Simon Blackburn in “The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy”, suggests in-
terpreting opposing arguments in the most rational and favourable light (Blackburn, 2008,
pp- 59, 89). In the science-religion context, it prevents premature dismissal of viewpoints,
discouraging snap judgments on scientific theories and curtailing the use of scientific
scrutiny to reject religious worldviews outright. The absence of current evidence in either
field does not negate the potential validity of hypotheses in the future. This approach fos-
ters constructive dialogue, reduces conflict, eliminates antagonism, and cultivates mutual
understanding, recognizing commonalities between science and religion. Embracing this
inclusive principle could enhance our comprehensive knowledge, particularly by instilling
critical thinking and openness in younger generations. Understanding the relationship
between science and religion in contemporary society is our responsibility, but breaking
free from stubborn dogmatic or scientistic worldviews is challenging. Although changing
our deeply ingrained beliefs and the tendency to act on them is difficult, we can nurture
this ability in future, more tolerant generations.

© 2024 The Author(s). Published by Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review
(https://scindeks.ceon.rs/issue.aspx?issue=17370&lang=en). This article is an open
access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the CC BY-SA 4.0

See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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Beorpan (Cpduja)

CABPEMEHA PASMATPAIbA OJHOCA
VIBMEBY HAYKE U PEJIUTUJE’

(ITpesog In Extenso)

Caxerak: CaBpeMeHe fiedaTe 0 OTHOCY HayKe U pe/TUIHje IPUBJIade MIMPOKY ITyOINKY
yCTIef TIOITy/IapHOCTH caMor IpefMeTa. MehyTum, oBakBoj IIydnunm 4ecto HefocTaje y-
d/be 3Hame 0 00a MOMEHyTa 1107ba, IITO 3a MOCTeAMITY MIMa YUBPCTO IOAPKaBatbe jefHe Off
CTpaHa, Kao U OCTajame IPM CBOjUM CP)KHIM BepOBamIIMa YaK U HaKoH jedare. Y oBoM
pazy ce UCINTYje HeKOMMKo Moryhux ogHoca usMebhy Hayke 1 penuruje: cykod, He3aBu-
CHOCT, fiujanor u uHterpanuja. Ocnopuhemo cTaB fa cy HayKa M pe/IUIuja He3aBUCHE 1
Ia Jenyjy Ha pasmMYUTUM OCHOBaMa, 1 MoKasaheMo fla cmyyHM mpodneMu mocToje u'y
CTy4ajeByMMa JMjaiora M MHTerpamyje. Bepopamwa popMupaHa y paHOM y3pacTy TEIIKO je
KOPUTOBATH, @ AMjajIoT PETKO Mekba JYOOKO YKOpereHa yBepema, YaK 4ecTo 13asnBajyhn
u cykode. Paj saroBapa upejy ia je paHa efflyKaliuja o IpupOAM HayKe U pPeruje KbyuHa
CTpaTeruja 3a yolakaBame WU CIIpevaBambe BbIXOBOT CYKoda.

Kibyuyne peun: HayKa U pennruja, Cykod, He3aBICHOCT, /IUjasioT, MHTeTpaIja

YBOJ

Jluckycuje o omHOCY M3Mel)y Hayke 1 penuruje 4ecTo IpuBIave MUPY MySMUKY Off
OHe KOja je ycMepeHa Ha HeKy Off OBMX TeMa HojeayHadHo. OBaKBa CUTYyalllja je IoBO/bHA
YIIpaBO 3aTO IITO yTU4e 1 Ha OOMM U Ha KOMePIVjaTHY MCIIATHBOCT ITyO/INKaIyja o 0BOj
Temu. MehyTyM, oHa dyecTo yTude u Ha KBannuTeT Tux rmydnukanuja. Kako ce mosehasa
o0MM 3aMHTepecoBaHe Iyd/INKe, ONMIITY HUBO 00pa3oBama Mehy caylaonnma 1 91Tao-
L/Ma OIlafia. AyTOpU KOju y4eCTBYjy y OBUM JMCKYCHjaMa 4eCTO, CBECHO M HECBECHO,

' drago.djuric@f.bg.ac.rs; https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8104-5398
*  petar.nurkic@f.bg.ac.rs; https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5941-4994
*  Peanmsanujy oBOT MCTpaXK1Bamba GMHAHCU]CKY je MOAPXKano MIHMCTapCTBO IPOCBeTe, HayKe
¥ TeXHOIOILIKOT pasBoja Pemrydnuke Cpduje y ckiiorny ¢puHaHCHpama HAYYHOMCTPKIMBAYKOT pajia
Ha YHuBep3utety y Beorpany — ®unosodcku daxynrer (§poj yrosopa 451-03-68/2022-14/200163).
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y3MMajy y 0d31p OBaKBO CTame cTBapy. [lociefudHo, OHY CBOja jaBHA M3/I1aramba IpuIa-
robaBajy cnocodHocTIMa Iydnuke. bio ma cy us jomeHa penuruje Wiy Hayke, ayTOpu
IpefcTaB/bajy OHe Mfieje ca Kojuma he ce moncroBetnty Hajmmpa nydamka. Vsderasajy
CTIOKeHY apryMeHTaIujy, Koja &1 Kofi mydmmke Koja je He pasyMe JJOBena jefHO 70 3a-
Mopa 1 jocafie. YMeCTo TOora OHU ce ONpefierbyjy 3a euKacHe, )KMBOICHE, aHETTOTaTHe
U aHa7oTujcKe peTopuyke Metofie. Camo Many dpoj ayTopa je y CTamy fia CTIOXKeHe TeMe
U3/I0K! Ha jefHOCTAaBaH Ha4YMH, OJHOCHO TAKO Jla 3aMHTepecyje IMPOKY IyOnuKy, anmu 1
J1a jOj CIIO>KEHE TeEMe YYMHU Pa3yM/bUBIM.

Ose medaTe yecTo MpMBIaUe MMPOKY MyONMKy Koja he ux mpatuty ca BemmkoM
crpauhy u enrysnjasmom. Behuna nydmuke he odnuno sagpxxaru cBoja nHMIMjaTHA
yBepema, de3 003upa Ha MCxox fedaTe. Y3MUMO 3a IIpUMep HaHAIIbe IOITyTapHe JUCKY-
cuje usMebhy KpeanoHNUCTa U €BOMYLIMOHUCTA; HA KPajy AUCKYCHje, Oe3 0031pa Ha mbeH
cafipXaj, KpPeaIiOHUCTY TOTOBO YBEK OCTajy HETIOKOZIEdaHM Y CBOjUIM YBEPEHIMA, Ko 1
€BOJIYLIMOHMCTH. 3aIITO je TO Tako? YipaBo 3dor Tora mrto je ogpehena dpyngamentanta
BepoBama, YK/bY4Uyjyhnu U cTaBOBe IIpeMa peINIji, BeoMa TelKo poMeHuTy. Ilomro
UIX je TEIKO IIPOMEHMNTH, OHJIA Ce M PETKO Membajy. OBakBa yHIaMeHTa/IHa BepoBaba ce
HOHAIIIAjy Ka0 MOJIE/IN 3a fieflakbe, a GOPMUPajy ce Y paHoj fodu 1 0dINKYjy Kpo3 3sHadajHe
ayTOPUTETE Y HEIIOCPETHOM OKPY KelbY. YCIIOCTaB/beH! CUCTEMI BEPOBalbha /by/IuMa Ipy-
Kajy HEIITO YTEITHO 1 Mo3HaTo. CKeNTHI[N3aM ITpeMa HbIMa MoXKe oBecTH fio ocehama
HECUTYPHOCTHU I CTpaxa Off IPOMEHE 3aTO LITO YITPOXKaBa YOBEKOBO CaMOIIOY3[abe y
COTICTBEHY MOTYNHOCT fla ce IPN/Iarofy HOBYM HJiejaMa.

ITocToju HEKOMMKO MOKYIIIaja Kacudukarje Moryhnx Mozenna ofHoca usMelyy Hayke
u penuryje. Ha npumep, Mjan bapdyp (Ian Barbour) npemaxe na Hayka u penmnruja Mory
CTajaTyl y y3ajaMHOM OfJHOCY CyKoda, He3aBUCHOCTH, fiujanora u nurerpanuje (Barbour,
1990).* BayxHO je HAIIOMEHYTH Jia Ce CaBpeMeHe AUCKycuje 4ecTo He POKycupajy Ha pe-
JIMTUO3HOCT Y OIIITeM C/Tydajy, Beh Ha penmMIno3HOCT KIACMYHOT aBPaMOBCKOT TeM3Ma:
jymamusam, xpuirhanctso u ucnam. OBo he takobe dutyt i oIty OKBMp Halller pa3Marpama.

Vmajyhu To y BupY, Ofie/bak 0 HE3aBUCHOCTY UCIIUTYje [a /I Ce HayKa V1 PeTUTTja MOTY
TIOCMATPATH Kao pasmduTe 0d/IacTy Koje ce He IpeK/Ianajy y apryMeHTaluju, y IpefMeTy
MHTEpecoBama, 1 y OKBUpY. Y crefehem ofie/bKy ce daBMMO OfHOCOM MHTeTpaIyje 1 fuja-
JI0Ta KPO3 UCTUIIamhe CIMYHOCTY U TIpeK/Ianama Y MeTO[[0/IOTMjaMa M BepOBarbIMa HayKe
U penuruje, myTeM IpuMepa 13 IpUPOJHe TEONOTUje, M KPO3 PasIMIMUTe YBUIE HAYIHMKA
u Teornora. Ofie/bak 0 CYKody MCIIUTYje YeCTO CyIpOTCTaB/beHy penanujy nusmehy nayke un
penuruje, poxycupajyhu ce Ha caBpemeHe gedare 0ko Teopuje BeIUKOTL packa (eHr. Big
Bang theory; BBT; BB), eBonyuuje u KpeaoHuama. Y 3aK/by4HOM IOITIAB/bY Ce daBUMO
IIPUPOMIOM HayKe U Peluruje i pasMaTpaMo YBPCTO YKOpemheHa BEPOBambha KOja 4eCTo
yIpaBbajy cykoduma nsmeby oBa Ba nornena Ha cser. OBfie pasMarpamo fiedate IOIyT

* Y nokyuajy sa mpenusupajy moryhe ognoce usmely Hayke u penuruje, apyru ayropu (Haught,

1995; Drees, 1996; Stenmark, 2004) nyze pasmunre Knacudukanuje. Ose knacuduxarje, Mehytnm,
MMajy HeKe IPEJHOCTH aiit 1 HeKe HefocTarke y nmopebemy ca Bapdyposom. ITpema bapSyposoj
KIacuUKaLmjiL, Kao U y CIy4ajy PYTHX, Huje JIAKO pasTpaHi4uTy cBe Moryhe ogHoce nsmelhy Hayke
U peJuriuje, 3aTo LITO Ce HBUX0BU MpodieMu decTo npemnuhy u npeBasuIase rpaHuiie Kaacudu-
KaIoHuX Mofiena. bes odsupa na to, mu hemo xopucturu Bapdyposy xiracudnkaiujy, u moceSHo
hemo ncrahu moryha npeknanama npodiema.
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oue n3meby ITnantnare (Alvin Plantinga) u lerera (Daniel Dennett) (2011) u npegmaxemo
peeBanyanujy Bese n3Meby Hayke u permruje. HarmanraBamo npyHIVI O/TarOHaK/IOHOCTH
¥ 3aJIKEMO Ce 3a y3ajaMHO pasyMeBarbe U O/IarOHak/IOH IIPUCTYIH peliaBamy cykoda. Ham
Wb je fla PasjacCHMMO KOMIUIEKCaH OffHOC u3Mehy Hayke 1 penuruje, Kao 1 fja IPy>XK1MO
jacHuje yBuze U MOTEHLMja/IHe HaYMHE 3a IOMUPEIhe OBUX AYTOTPAjHUX CIIOPOBA.

HE3ABVICHOCT

ITouHNMO ca OfHOCOM He3aBUCHOCTH M3Mehy penmuruje u Hayke. OBO ITeiuIITe
IPeTIOCTaB/ba fla Cy PE/IUINja U HayKa iBe pasmnunte u MehycodHo HecBonuBe odmacti,
U TUMe CyrepHuilie ia CyKodu nsMehy mux HacTajy caMmo OH/ia Kafla ce BIXOBU Pa3nuunTu
TOMeHM He IIOLITYjy WM Kajja ce IIpeKopade IpaHMIle BIX0BOT BaKkewa. Heku TBpae fa
TO UMIUIMIVPA [ia CY PeNNTHja U HayKa, 3alIpaBo, KOMIIIEeMEHTapHe.

Yrpkoc ToMe 1TO ce yrefajy Ha CBeTo M1CcMo, HeKy XpuithaHCKM MICTIVIONM ce He
HPUAPKaBajy BErOBOT JOCTOBHOT TyMadelba VTN ce He 00aBe3yjy Ha bera y IIOTIYHOCTIL.
Ouu ce npe Gpokycnpajy Ha cyurtuny xpuithancTsa, HomyT XpUCTOBeE [ATHhe 1 XXPTBOBAbA
3a CKYIUbelbe YOBEYaHCTBA, CMAaTpajyhn fia je Be/mKy neo dudimjckor HapaTuBa Marmbe
duran. OBaj IPHUCTYTI IPETIOCTaB/bA Ia Ce PeMTUjcKa OKTpuHa Hehe cykodmaBarty ca
HaykoM, TBppehu fa je Ty ped o deckondnukrHoM ogHocy (Bube, 1995). Ha npumep,
NpYHLNI Henlpektanajyhux odmactu (enrn. Non-Overlapping Magisteria; NOMA) CtuBeHa
ITej Tonpa (Stephen Jay Gould) nmparu cimuny upejy. On tBpam na cykod nsmeby nayke n
penurmje HacTaje CaMo aKo Ce IIXOBY JOMEHM IIPEKIOIIe, IITO, TpeMa HheMy, Hije CIydaj
(Gould, 2001). Tonp, xao 1 MHOIM IPYTY, Bepyje fia je HayKa ycpencpeheHa Ha emmupujcko
HCTpaXXMBambe CBETA, OK Ce peluryuja 6aBu MocedOHNM XYMaHUCTUYKIM BPEJHOCTIMA,
HomyT Mopaa. Veja ce cacToju y ToMe Jja Te0/I03M U BepPCKM IOrIaBapy Tpeda jja ce
cysapske off daB/berba eMIMPIjCKUM IATABIUMA, 0K HAyIHUIM He Tpeda fa ce Melajy y
MOpaiHa TUTamba.

OBo rIefuIITe Ce MOYKe CMaTpaT! IPeBUIle KPYTUM. Y HBeMy ce 3aMUIIUba CTPOra
nofena pajia usMel)y HaydHMKa U BEPCKUX ayTOPUTETA M TMMe HeONIPaBJaHO UMIUTUIIMPA
3adpana npenacka y Tyhu gomen. Mmnaxk, MHora Hay4yHa oTkpuha cy fola of ojeguHara
KOj¥ Cy 3ay3MMaJIli BICOKe II03NIIMje y BEPCKUM XUjepapXiujamMa; U 0dpaTHoO, dpojHe HO-
MWHAJTHO HayYHe IMIHOCTY Cy PeNUTHO3HE I aHTaXYjy ce y 0da JoMeHa, ycreBajyhm fa
ce 0aBe U jeZHUM U IPYrUM Oe3 HY>KHOT M3asyBama cykoda usmeby mux.

Moyke ce TBpAMTY 1 [a PEIUTMjCKA M HayYHA IJIeAMINTA IOCTOje CaMO y NapasieTHIM
U IVICKPeTHUM cBeToBMMa. Hayka ce oc/ama Ha eMIMPHjCKO ITOCMATpambe, UCTPaKIBalbe,
U Pa3yM, IOK je TEOJIOTHja Kao PEeIUTNjCKa JUCHUIUINHA YKOPebeHa Y BepCKUM MUTOBIMA
U yuemMMa CBOjux ayToputeta. OBO IPETIIOCTaB/ba Ba He3aBUCHA TIOT7Iefia Ha CBeT, 0e3
BPXOBHOT KpuTepujyMa KojuM du ce ¢paBopusoBao jefaH of wux. MebyTnuM, ogsojeHa
IIpMMeHa MJ/IY HayYHUX VI TEOTIOLIKMX KpUTEpUjyMa MOXKe [ja IoBefie [0 petitio principii
rpelike: ofdalMBamka jeTHOr 300T Tora 1ITO je Apyru nprxsaheH, 1 odpaTHo.

Jlypsur Burrenmraju (Ludwig Wittgenstein) je ogaoc nsmelhy nayke u penurnje
ITOCMaTpao Ha CIMYaH HaunH. Iberoso kacHMje Gpumo30(pcKo CTAaHOBUIITE ITOFpasyMe-
Ba I10jaM je3MYKUX UTrapa, YMMe ce CyTepulle fia Cy HayKa U peluryja ABe pasinduTe u
MebycodHO HecBopuBe jesuuke urpe. ButreHmraja je cMaTpao fia ,,II0CTOje C/Iy4ajeBu y
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KOjuMa Iocefyjete Bepy — Kaja hete pehnu ‘ja Bepyjem’ — a 1a 0BO BepoBambe He II04YMBa
Ha OHMM YMIbeHNIIaMa Ha KOj/Ma II04NBajy Hallla 0d1YHa CBaKOfIHeBHA BepoBama. Kako
Zia yrmopenumo oBa BepoBama? Illta 3Haun wrxoBo ynopebusame?” (Wittgenstein, 1967,
str. 54). Ha npumep, xpunrhancko BepoBatbe y eBXapUCTIjCK IPeodpaXkaj He TyMadn ce
Ha HayJHV HaYMH. YKONIMKO 811 HayKa 0djacHM/Ia KaKo ce X/1ed mpeTBapa y Telo U BIHO
y KPB, TO He OU YTHUIIAJIO Ha Pe/IUIMjCKO TyMadere Koje 0BO II0CMaTpa Kao Ipeodpaxaj y
VcycoBo Teno 1 KpB. BUTreHINTajH 0djalmasa fia ,,y PeTUTHjCKOM JUCKYPCY KOPUCTIMO
uspase momyt: ‘Bepyjem na he ce moroguru To-1-T0’ ¥ KOPUCTUMO VX HA [PYTadujy HAUNH
Hero y Hayuu (Wittgenstein, 1967, str. 57). VicTe Hay4He Ha/la3e peIMIMO3HA 0CO0a MOXKe
cmarpaty BaskehnM y XeMuju, a/ii HeBaXKHUM 32 je3N4Ky UTPY peluruje.

Vpeje cnuane ButrenintajHOBMM MOry ce Hahy U KOJ TPYKMUX CKEIITHKA, TOCESHO
kox Cexcra Emmmpuka (Sextus Empiricus). ¥ cdepu sHama mmn Hayke, CeKcT je BepoBao
Jia UCTpaXKMBalbe JOBOIY [0 Y3Ap)KaBatba Off CyAa. Y IPaKTUYHOj chepy PeTUTNO3HOCTH,
OH je mpemIoxmo fia ce de3 cyhema npuxsaTu fja ,, bor nocroju u My cmo nocsehenn do-
rOBMMa 1 Ka)KeMO Jla OHM MMajy npoBusieHTHY Moh” (Sextus Empiricus, 1976, 3.2). ITpema
CeKcry, CKENTUYHO UCIIUTUBAIbE KOje BOAIU 10 Y3/ip>KaBarba Off Cy[a MM arHOCTUIIM3Ma
HIje IIPUMEH/bYBO Ha BepCKa IUTama.’

Ocnamajyhn ce Ha Butrenmnrrajua, caBpemenn ¢uo3odu penuruje pasBusi Cy Teopuje
0 ayTOHOMMUjY PEIUTHU)CKOT je3uKa y KOjuMa ce TBPAM Jla Ce Ha Ihera He MOTy IIPUMEHUTH
HayuHu Kprurepujymu. Ha npumep, [I. 3. @umnc (D. Z. Phillips) uctnde na penurmjcka
BepoBarba He MOTY fla Oy/y IpefiMeT HayJdHe eBayalije i a OHa yCIIOCTaB/bajy COTNCTBEHe
yHyTpalIme Kpurepujyme. OH TBPAy [ja TPaiUIIVIOHATHN aPIYMEHTH Y IIPUJIOT ITOCTOjakby
bora H1cy pasyor 380r Kojer HeKo MpUXBaTa PeNUTHjCKO BepOBame I /1a MCTOPM)CKO MC-
IUTUBambe OMOMMjCKIUX TBPAKBY HYje OUTHO 3a IIpUXBaTabe WM OfOalBabe penruje.
3dor Tora mro cy ode oBe CTBapM IpeaMeT HAyYHUX je3YKUX KPUTepyjyMa, OHe HeMajy
yTuiaj Ha ayroHoMHu je3uk penuruje (Phillips, 1976).

VHTETPALIVIJA VI TVJAJIOT

Vaxo bapOypoBu MHTETpaTHBHY U AMjaIOMIKI MOJIETIN IIPETIIOCTAB/bAjy PA3ININT
IpUCTYI OfHOCY n3Mehy permmruje n Hayke, My ux Hehemo Tako Tpetuparu. Ilurama y
OKBIUPY OBa JIBa MOJIe/Ia Ce Y Be/IMKOj MepH IIPeK/Ialajy, a je epuKacHuje ja X pa3Mo-
TpUMO 3ajefiHO. bapdyp mcTude fa Aujaor mpousnasy U3 3ajeSHNYKIX IIPETIOCTaBKY I
METOIOMOIKNX CANYHOCTU M3Me1')y HayKe I pelnruje. To YK/by4yje Jie/betbe IOjMOBHIX
MpeXa 11 IpoHanaKeme aHanoruja. Ca gpyre cTpaHe, MHTeTpalMja MOAPa3yMeBa 3ajel-
HIYKe ITI0jMOBe, TeOPMjCKe MOJierIe, U eMIIVPYjCKe OCHOBE. Y3eBIIN TO y 083Up, CMIUC/ICHO
je Ta OBMM MofieMa IpUCTYIIUMO 3ajefiHo (Barbour, 1990).

Jeman of MpUCTYIA je [ja ce HayKa M PeUTuja HOCMaTPajy Kao fia Cy YKOpembeHe y
3ajelHITIKOj OcHOBYL. CaBpeMeHa Hay4yHa IOCTUIHYha CMaTpajy ce 4ecTo JOLATHIM IIOKa3are-
JBUIMA Y IIPUJIOT ITOCTOjatby bora. MHOIM HayYHUIIM Bepyjy fa BIX0Ba OTKprha HoapKasajy
pemnrujcka BepoBama. Ha nmpumep, mosehana KoMIUIeKCHOCT poHaheHa y duoomkmum

> Buure etaspa 0 Tome Bufetn y: Puri¢ (2023, str. 215-219). 3a nopebeme Butrenuirajua u rpakor

ckentunusma Bugetu: Sihvola (2006, str. 87-100).
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UCTpaKMBambJIMa CMATPa ce IONPMHOCOM Te/IEO/IOIIKOM apTYMEHTY Y IIPUJIOT IIOCTOjatby
bora. Cnu4Ho ToMe, IPaBMIHOCTY U3 ACTPOHOMCKUX MCTPaKMBakha, KAao U TeO0sI0MIKa
orkpuha monyT ocuma MOPCKIX CTBOPEa a/IeKo Off 0dale, TyMade ce Kao eBUJieHIInja
Koja upe y mpuor gorabajima xoju ce onucyjy y budnuju, momyT Benukor nororma.

Teonornja ce 0du4HO ey Ha OTKpMBEHY U NpUponHy. OTKpMBEHA TEONorMja ce
y CBOjUM apTyMeHTHMa OC/Tamkba Ha YHUBep3anHo npuxsaheHe orme. 3a pasnuky of
TOra, IIPUPOJIHA T€OJIOTUja IO CIMYHUX 3aK/by4aKa KaO OHUX y JOrMaMa J1o/Ia3u Kpo3
UCNINTUBAabE IIOCTOjaba CBETA, ITO C€ MOYKe MIYCTPOBATY KOCMOJIOIIKMM apryMeHTOM
WIN CBE€TCKMM ITIOPETKOM Y T€JIE0IOIIKOM apryMeHTy. OHTO/IOLIKY apIyMeHT je J0BEO JI0
3HayajHUX pasBoja y K/TAaCMYHOj II0jMOBHO]j aHanmu3u. KpuTyKe OHTONOLIKOT apryMeHTa Cy
3HA4YajHO yTHUIIaJIe Ha II0jaM ersuCTeHIyjanHe KBaHTuUKaLuje, KOji je TOCTao BasKaH U
y dunosoduju n y maremaruiy. Pyaapy CBundypH (Richard Swinburne) y cBojoj kmsusn
Iociniojarwe boia (2004), roTOBO CBe CBOje apryMeHTe JJOMUHAHTHO 3aCHMBA Ha TEOPMjU
BepoBaTHohe, mocedHO Ha daje3njaHCcKoj Teopuju yenoBHMX BepoBaTHOha. ITojam pemn-
TUjCKOT p1en3Ma je MpUMEeH/bUB U Ha aHa/IM3Y MOIYINCTHYKe TONTNTNYKE IIPOIaraHye,
e 81 ce jejaH OOMNUK MOMUTUYKOT BEPOBaha MOTA0 HA3BATY HOUTUYKUM (puien3MoM
(Puri¢ & Duri¢, 2023). Y uctom KoHTeKCTY ce u Mogen Jlajdunnose (Gottfried W. Leibniz)
teopuueje (Leibniz, 1996) xopucTy 3a aHa/M3y HadlMHA HA KOjI IIpOMIaraH/ja OlpaBaaBa
HOCTYIIKe ayTOPUTAPHOT HOMTUTUIKOT BoDe.

Pasmarpama Koja KOpucTe MeTOf, TpUPOJTHE TEONOTHje TI0CeRyjy HaydHy W Gu-
7030 CKI KapaKTep ¥ MOJJIOKHA Cy Hay4HOj eBajyanuju. IlocMaTpaHa y OBOM CBeTIIy,
OHa YMHe MHTETPA/IHN Ie0 HayKe. VIcTopujcku rnefano, MHOTa TpauIMOHa/IHa T€OTOMIKa
pasMaTpama TeXXIlIa Cy TOMe Jla CBOje peIUTjcKe TBP/iibe ONpaB/ajy Ha HAaUMH CIMYaH
HayuyHoM. Ha npumep, pasmarpama Kanam KoCMOIOLIKOT apryMeHTa Cy 3aCHOBaHa Ha
CaBpeMEHOM pasyMeBarby OeCKOHAYHOCTY 1 eyKIMICKe MaTeMaTyKe. Y caBpeMeHOM 1ody,
Kpejrosa (William L. Craig) (2009) ananu3a oBor apryMeHTa ocama ce 1 Ha BB kocmo-
JIOLIIKY TeOPUjy U Ha Py 3aKoH TepMopuHamuke (Duri¢, 2014). BaxHo je HamoMeHyTH
Jia je 3ajemHUYKY efeMeHT BB KocMorIomKe Xunorese 1 aBpaMOBCKe TEOJIOTHje Mjeja jja
CBeT MMa IToYeTaK — fla Huje BedyaH. OBO je y CyIIpOTHOCTY ca ApPJMCTOTENIOBMM apryMeH-
TOM Y IIPUJIOT BEYHOM CBeTY, a ycknaheHo je ca paHoM xpuirhaHCKOM TeOJIOIMjoM, LITO
je m motBpheHo y uctopujckum koutekcTuma (Purié, 2015). [Tpema HeKMM HayIHMUIMMA,
TEOJIOTHja je MHCIIMPHCala HayKy la MCIIMTYje TaKO3BaHa Be/nKa N1Tama. Teonouxo Ty-
Mayere OBJX IINMTamba je 3aBUCHO Off II0jMOBA KOHTUHI€HIIMje VI MHTETUIMOVIHOCT CBETa,
IIITO He BOIM HY>KHO y HEKOXEPEHTHOCT. ¥ TOM KOHTeKCTY, Teonor Tomac Topenc (Thomas
Torrance) ucruue: ,,Kopenanmuja ca rom paunonansomhy y Bory ymHOrome gonpuxocn
odjallmbeby MUCTEPHO3HE 1 30ybYjyhe pupoie MHTeMIMONITHOCTIE MHXEPEHTHE 3a CBe-
MUPp, 1 0djalrmaBa [ydoK ocehaj pe/mnrujcKor CTpaxooIITOBaba KOjii OH 13a31Ba y HaMa
Y1 KOjU je, KaKo je AjHIITajH MHCUCTUPAO, I1aBHM n3Bop Hayke“ (Torrance, 1979, str. 347).

baBsberbe caBpeMeHOM TEONOrujoM 1 GUI030(p1joM penuruje je 13a30BHO U OHJA
KaJla HaM HeJIoCTaje TeMe/bHO 3Hame MOfiepHe Hayke n ¢punosoduije. Jla du rakse auckycuje
duie 3HavYajHe, HY>KHO je IIOCeZOBATY KOXePEHTHO 3HaIbe O CaBPeMEHO]j eIVICTeMOJIOT )L,
¢dnnosoduju Hayke, GU3NLIN, KOCMOJIOI M), T€OTOTH)I, OMOIOTMjI 1 Teopuju BepoBarHohe.
MHoru Teonosu TBpie Jja CaBpeMeHa TeOo/IoTHja He MOJKe la 3aHeMapy Hay4yHa JOCTUT-
Hyha u HOBoOTKpUBeHe unmwennte. Ha mpumep, dSpojan Teonosu Bepyjy fa JapsuHoBa
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Teopuja eBOIyLuje, HOCeSHO IIOPEeKIO BPCTa My TeM MIPUPOJHE CeTeKIyje, Hilje HY>KHO
cynpoTcTap/beHa TenaMy. CXOIHO ToMe, oHM ce ocehajy odaBe3HuM na Benmku dpoj odpo
YCIIOCTaB/b€HMX HAYIHUX TeOpI/Ija VHTErpuiry y TeOTIOI‘I/ij, Kao 1 fJa Tpake OHa TyMa4e-
1ha SUOIMJCKMX TEOTOUIKIX OCHOBA KOja Cy y CK/Iafy ca OBUM Teopujama. VHcimparnyja
3a OBaKaB IIPUCTYII MOXe fa ce mpoHabe y genmuma Ceertor ABrycTiHa Koju je Beh y To
BpeMe yBI/eO fa OCIOBHO unTarbe CBETOr MIICMa BOAY y IPOTUBPEYHOCT, TE CE 3a/1arao
3a aJleropijcKa TyMaderba [ojefMHNUX fenoBa. CYyIIPOTHO TOMe, HeKM Te0/I03U TBPJe fa
caBpeMeHa Teo/Ioruja Tpeda a pasBlije CONCTBEHO pasyMeBatbe IIPUPOJiE U [ MCIINTA KaKO
Ce Hay4YHN Ha/lasy MOTY TYMa4UTH Y OKBYPY OHOTA IIITO Ce Ha3JBa T€OJIOTMjOM IIPHPOJe
(McGrath, 2016).

CYKOb

Janac je HajIIpuBIAYHN}M MOZE KOju onucyje ogHoc usMeby Hayke u pennruje,
MoJielT CyKoda. JaBHOCT mocedHO ImpuB/ade Aedare MomyT oHUX u3Meby KpearonucTa n
eBOJIYLIMOHIICTA, Ka0 U KOHTPOBep3e 0ko BB kocmororuje, Teopuje ¢puHor mogemraparma
(enrn. Fine-tuning theory; FT) u cimano. Hajpauuju 3adenexxenn cykod nsmehy nayke
U penuTuje je BepoBaTHO ONTY>Kda 3a aTen3aM Kojy Cy ATMIaHN YIIyTUIN AHaKCaropu.
Y To BpeMe Cy penurujcKy ayTOPUTETI CMaTpain fia ¢y Hedecka Tea SOTOBH, JOK je
AHakcaropa S0roxysHo TBPAMO Jia Cy OHa caMo KaMembe. /ako je TpuKoj pelurno3HoCTI
HefjoCTajaja pa3ByjeHa TeoIoruja Kako O ce AHaKCaropuH aTernzaM (POPMaIHO OfPenuo,
fiorMa 0 HedeCKMM TemnmMa Kao doroBrma Huje duia mocteania mykor ¢upensma. Ipke
CY BUXOBa IIOCMaTpama JoBea 0 ToTa Ja OBe HedecKe eHTHTETe ONakajy Kao BevHe,
0coduHa KOjy Cy IpuUImcuBamy Soropuma, GopMymmiryhu Ha Taj HadMH HEKY BPCTY IPO-
TO-HATYPaIMCTIIKOT TeoIoMKor apryMenTa. OBo Bubemwe je AMPEeKTHO MPOTUBPEUNIIO
AHaKcaropuHoj TBpAbY Aa Hedecka Tea HUCY O0XKAHCKA U YAa/beHa Off HaIlleT 3eMa/bCKOT
UCKYCTBa, Beh ¢y camo KaMerme.

Ykonmko je MumaHCKM efUKT MMao 3a Vb Ja IIPOMOBHUIIE TOJIEPaHIVjy Mehy pa-
3MMYUTUM PeITHjaMa, MOTao O ce IIPOTYMAUNTH M Kao 3aroBaparbe BepcKe ToJepaHIije
IpeMa OHOMe IITO je cajia O3HATO Kao HayKa. MehyTuM, HaKOH IOMUTIYKOT YCIIOCTaB/bakba
xpuithaHCTBa, ETOBY Ay TOPUTETH Cy YOP30 MOKA3a/IV 3HAYAjHY HETONIEPAHIIV]Y 1 PeTpe-
CHjy IIpeMa [pyTUM pellurujaMa U aaTepHaTUBHUM IMorefuMa Ha cBeT. OBO MOXe f1a ce
WITYCTPYyje IpYMepuMa IIPOTOHa BENITHUIIA, MHKBUSUIIVOM U, TIOPef, APYTUX, CyAOMHaMa
Konepnuka u [anmmneja. OBakBy OCTYIIIN YECTO Cy ONPaBABAHMU €KCIIEPTCKIM OPTOJOK-
CHUM TyMauewnNMa xpuiithaHckux yuemwa. Ca apyre crpate, ¢punosodu momyt Mapkca,
Hwuuea n pyrux, NpoMoBUcany Cy U3PasuTO aTeMCTUYKO IJIefuInTe. Y 3eM/baMa Koje Cy
YCIIOCTaBIJIE TAKO3BAHY PEaTHN COLMjaIN3aM, ITI€ je MAPKCUCTIYKA aTeMCTIYIKA ME0/I0-
TUja peasm3oBaHa, HOMUTUYKM PEXXIIMU Cy ITIOKAa3MBa/IM HETOIePaHIUjy TpeMa PeuTuji,
He caMO Ha MJIeOJIOIIKIM OCHOBaMa Beh 1 y uMme Hayke. YIajyp1iB IpuMep ofdalBarmba
penuruje Ha Hay4YHOj OCHOBM Jlonasy u3 beuykor kpyra. OBy MuUcCIMoM Cy TBPAUIN Jja
cy GyH/IaMeHTaIHN PeTUTMjCKU UCKas3K, YK/by4yjyhu u ,bor nocroju’”, He caMo Hay4HO
HerrpoBepspyBY Beh 1 decmucnenn. Kapuan (Rudolf Carnap) je To n3pasuo kpos TBpambe
fa MeTadusuuka ynorpeda peun ,,bor” ynyhyje Ha HelTo usBaH UCKyCTBa, IUILIEHO CBOje
onuiubuBe pedepeHnyje, a mTo je unHu decmucneHom (Carnap, 1931). CnuyHo TOMe,
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Ejep (Alfred J. Ayer) je BepoBao fia je d1I0 KOju MCKa3 KOjy OIMCYje TPaHCLeH/IeHTaIHY
npupopny bora mimren 3Hadema (Ayer, 1946).

Hajcriopuuja TeMa y caBpeMeHUM AUCKYyCHjaMa O OfHOCY n3Meby Hayke u penuruje
TI4e ce pactpasa usMehy sacTymHuka BB kocMmorolke Teopuje 1 3aCTYIIHMKA TEOTOMIKIX
odjamrmera nopekia ceeta.’ Y BBT, koja je kaMeH TeMesbal] MOJepHe KOCMOJIOTHje, IIpeT-
TIOCTaB/ba Ce /1A je CBeMMpP HACTao Ipe oKo 13,8 Munmjapay rofguHa us u3yseTHo Bpyher n
TYCTOT CTama, IO3HATHUjeT Kao CUHTYIApHOCT. YKOMMKO O1cMo KocMmdKe forahaje mormm
7la TIpaTMMO YHa3ajl, OTKPM/IM dMCMO Jia je CTBapary CBeMIpPa IPETXO/IA HYIAVIMEH3 -
OHaJIHa TayKa U3 Koje Cy MPOCTOP U BpeMe MOYe/H fla HaCcTajy Kpo3 IpanoveTHN Impacak.’
Ogaj orahaj ce yecTo morpemnTHoO TyMayM Kao eKCIIosyja, yMecTo Kao PalyIHo Mupeme
IPOCTOpa U BpeMeHa, OHOCHO CBEMMPa KOji1 Ce OX/Iafiiio U JOBeo /1o popmupama cyd-
aTOMCKMX 4eCTMIIa U IpocTux aTroMa. OBO je I0jeHOCTaB/beH) IIPMKA3 Teopuje, an je
TOBOJBbAH Jia ce MCTaKHe Kako je BBT 3HavajHO MpeodnmKoBao Hallle pasyMeBatbe UCTOpuje
u cTpykrype cBemupa (Peebles et al., 2009; Peebles, 2014).

Teonosn, mehyTum, mocTasbajy muTame 1ITa je TOKpeHyno BB, mpunucyjyhn mo-
KpeTare doxKaHCKOM 11 niepconanHoM duhy, momyT Bora. Veja ga je yHuBepayMm cTBOpeH
13 jelMHCTBEHOT forahaja 11 MOKyIIaji /ja ce MOoApsKe TeOIOIKa ITIeIUIITa ,, HETTOKPETHOT
nokpertada“ myrem BBT-a, moacrakia je ame gedare. OBe UCKyCHje CY yCMepeHe Ha Me-
TaduU3MIKa MMTamba O TIpe-CUHTYIapHOM CTaby I MeXaHM3Me HacTaHKa ceMupa.® UBpcTa
eBUJIeHIIN]ja, TOMYT KOCMMYKOT MUKPOTATACHOT MTO3aJMHCKOT 3paverba (eHII., cosmic
microwave background radiation; CMB) 1 ralakTU4KOT I[PBEHOT IOMAKa,” IOAPXKABajy
BBT, noxcriayhn puckycuje o cynduHu cCBeMMpa, HeroBOM [iM3ajHy U MoryhuM BuIIMM
cepxama. OBa Teopuja ce pasjIM4INTO YK/IAIa y TEONOIIKe MHTEPIIpeTallnje; HeK UTEjy O
13 MuIMjapay roivHa CTapoM CBeMMpY ycKiahyjy ca mpenyusHo onpehennm noverkom, ZoK
APYTU cMaTpajy fia je OHa y CyKody ca TpaAMI[MOHATHNM KpPeaI[IOHUCTIIKIIM IIOTTIefiMMa
u gocnoBHNM dudnmyjckumM Hapatusnuma (McGrath, 2020, str. 61-86).

BBT Huje jenyuu HayqHY TeMeb TEONOIIKIX TEOPMja O TIOPEKTY CBeMMpa. Teomomku
apTyMeHTH Ce 4eCTO OC/Iambajy Ha Hay4YHe Hajla3e Kako Oy MofpsKamm upejy o bory kao
IIPBOM IIOKpeTady, IIp) 4eMy je Teopuja (PMHOT IOfelllaBatba 3HauajaH IpIMep OBaKBe
curyanuje. FT ce ogHOCHK Ha cienmuyHe ycIoBe KOjy Cy HEOIIXOHM 32 KUBOT, a KOjI
odyxBarajy 1 OCHOBHa (Qu3MuIKa orpaHmdera ceemupa (Adams, 2019). Ynmennia o Masoj
BepoBaTHONN fja ce 0B ycmoBY 3a0Bosbe '’ I0jawaBa Tenctuyuke nuTepnperanuje FT xao

¢ BBT je cBojy pany dopmynanujy noduo op Anexcanapa @pupmana u XKopxka Jlemerpa, 0K je

ITopn TamoB pasBuo xacuujy popmy ose teopuje (Alpher, 1999).

7 3a omcexxHuju ucTopujcku u mpodaemcku npernes BBT-a npenopyuyjemo kwury Kapen ®okc
(Karen Fox) (2002): Teopuja éenuxoi apacka: lllitia je, ogaxne gonasu u 3auiitio pagu.

8 ¥V cBojoj kwusu Hayka u penuiuja: Hosu ysog, Anuctep E. Mexrpar (Alister E. McGrath) (2020)
IeTa/bHO UCTIUTYje ofHOC nsMehy BB KocMorolike Teopije U TEOTOLIKIX 0djalliberba O IOPEKTTY CBeTa.
°  Buute o CMB u upsenom nomaky moxe ce nahu y: Cirkovi¢ & Perovi¢ (2018); Matarrese, Coles,
Lucchin & Moscardini (1997).

1 KipyyHu mpumepyu yK/bydyjy PaBHOTEXY QUINUKUX CH/IA TIOMYT jaKUX ¥ CMadMX HYK/IeapHUX
CIJTa, KOje Cy KJbyUHe 3a CTaOW/IHOCT aToMa 1 popMupatbe 3Be3/1a, Kao 1 YTUIIAj eIeKTPOMarHeTusMa
¥ TpaBUTAIMje Ha MOJIEKy/IapHe CTPYKTYpe, KOCMOJIONIKe KOHCTAHTe Y Macy CyOaTOMCKUX YeCTHUIIA.
OBe ciyte 0OMNKYjy IMperbe CBeMUpa U CTadMTHOCT aTOMa, IIPY YeMy 4aK M CUTHA OfICTYIIarba MOTY
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l0Ka3a 0 O0XKaHCKOM TBOPILY, cyrepuinyhi fa je MHTeIUT€HTaH MM CBPCUCXOAH AM3ajH
TTay3adyHMja XUITOTe3a Y OfHOCY Ha ipyre anTepHatuse. OBo GpUHO MofenaBame Kako
du ce )KMBOT OfpyKao0 YIPKOC CBMM HENOBOJ/bHUM IIIAHCAMa 3a TO, IpeycMepaBa fedary
ca ¢pu3uKe Ha CP)KHe TEOJIOLIKe TpodyieMe Y Be3! C IIPUPOLOM II0CTojamba i Moryhuouhy
SO>KaHCKOT YIIIMBA y XapMOHMYHOCT YHUBep3yMa. MebyTim, oBa mepcriexTiBa ce cyoyasa
Ca HayYHUM OPOTUBAPIyMEHTMMA, TIOIIyT TeOPMje BUIIECTPYKMX CBEMMPA KOja MPETIIO-
CTaB/ba IIOCTOjatbe OPOjHIX CBEMUpPA Ca PA3ININTUM PUSUIKIM OTpaHIUYEHUMA. Y TOM
CITy4ajy, YCTOBM KOjM OfIpKaBajy )KMBOT y HallleM CBeMIUpY He ITOCToje 380r d0skaHCKOT
FT, Beh mpencTaBbajy caMmo Heke Off MHOTMX IPYTUX Y OKBUPY KOjUX 811 >KMBOT MOTQ0
HacTaHe, LITO MIYCTPYje MAejy aHTPONNYKOT IpUHINIIA. !

OunregHo je fa je MHOLITBO IIpUMepa U3 Teopujcke puanKe MHCINMPHCATIO fedaTe o
ynosu Bora y cTBapamy xuBora. Mebhyrum, nojam bora kao nepconansor duha xapakre-
puiry dpojuu arpudyTtu. Kako onpa saxpyuntu fa oo duhe Mmopa dutu bor, n Ha ocHOBY
KOjMX YMIbeHMIIA VM IIpoljeca y Be3u ca cBeToM To ypagutu? Ilpema Xjymy, o y3spoky
3aK/by4yjeMO Ha OCHOBY OHUX ITOC/IE[MIIA 32 KOje TPaKuMO y3pok. CTora, y3poKy HEKOT
porabaja MO)xeMO IIPUIINCATY CaMO OHe KapaKTePMCTIKe KOje CY HeOIXO/He Jia IIPOV3BeNy
mary nmocnenuuy. [Touemun o xunorese o BB kao nuntjanHoM forabajy, mornu drcmo ga
3aK/by4MMO fia To Mopa dytu duthe Koje je cmocodHo fia ra n3asose. Mebyim, He mocroju
OCHOBA fia Ce 3aK/by4y ia 0BO duhe Mopa mmocefoBaru cBe oHe aTpudyTe 0e3 KOjIX ce OHO
He du Mor7Io usieHTUMKOBaTH Kao bor. Teomosn cy moHekIe y IpaBy Kajia IPBOM yY3POKY
IPUNINCYjy KapaKTep HepcoHanHor Ouha, jep To MOpa OMTH OHaj Y3pOK KOju je clocodaH
Jla He3aBVICHO ITOKPEHe Y3pOYHN aHall. MehyTum, B1X0B 3aK/bydaK /ja CTOTa OBaj y3pOK
Mopa dutu Bor je HeocHOBaH.

Teonosu xoju Tymade budnmjy Ha 0CTTOBaH HAUMH HA3MBAjy Ce KPeallMOHNCTUMA.
Mako nocToju Bullle BapujaHTM KpeallloH3Ma, CaMo je Kpeal[MoHM3aM Majie 3eM/be
(enrn. Young Earth Creationism; YEC) y CyIpOTHOCTH Ca JApBUHVICTUYKOM €BOTYLIIjOM I
BBT-om. YEC TBpau fia je >kMBOT Ha 3eM/bI Y CBOM TPEHYTHOM OOJIMKY CTBOPEH IIPe OKO
mecT o 10 xmpaga roguHa, YnMe ce ofdaIryjy cBu HaydHM aprymeHTH. Kpearnyonusam
cTape 3eM/be NIPUXBaTa Jja je 3eM/ba CTapa OKO 4,5 MUIMjapay TOAVHA, U TUMe IIpHU3Haje
Hay4JHe JlOKase, a/li MHCUCTYPA Ha IMPEKTHOj ynosu bora y HacTanKy xmBoTa.'> Tesa o
VHTETMI€HTHOM AM33jHy TBPAY JIa je MOPEKIO XUBOTA dojbe 00jaIlbIBO MHTEMUTEHT-
HIJIM Y3POKOM Hero nprpogaum nporecuma (Pennock, 2003). Tenctnuka eBoaynuja, Kao
jeIMHCTBEHA Te3a, NO/Ip>KaBa €BONYLIMjyY, a/li lajbe Cyrepuile fia jy je bor kopucrmo xao
MeXaHM3aM 3a cTBapambe >xuBoTta (Ward, 2004, str. 263-272). Jako KpealyioH13aM yITIaB-
HOM yBa)kaBa HayJHe Hajase, leroBO OC/Mambahe Ha HATIIPUPOJHA 0djalllmherha YNHM Jia
UX Hay4YHA 3ajeJIHUIIA IIPOI/IACU HEHAYYHUM.

EBomynonusam, koju je mupoko npuxsaheH y HayYHOj 3ajefHUIIN, 3aCHOBAH je Ha
npupopnHoj cenekunju. OBy Teopujy JJapBuH je 3acHOBao y 19. BeKy 1 OHa je Kao fieTa/baH

Jla TpoMeHe KaIlal[UTeT CBEMIPA [ja IOAP>KY KUBOT, I TAKO YTUUY Ha CBe, Off OCHOBHIUX e/leMeHaTa
1o popmuparsa ramakcuja (Adams, 2019, str. 7-12; Adams, 2008, str. 11-18).

't Xendur (Phillip Helbig) (2023) n MeTxand (Thomas Metcalf) (2018) najy neta/man npukas
y3ajamHor fiejcTa usmeby FT, Teopuje MynTuBep3ymMa 1 aHTPOIMYKOT IPMHIINIIA.

2 Bpajaun Antepc (Brian Alters) je y cBom KpaTkoMm ecejy ,,1ITa je kpearonusam™ (1999) omncao
Bep3uje OBe Teopyje O MIaJi0j U CTapoj 3eM/bM.

364



Couyuonowxu ipeineg, vol. LVIII (2024), no. 2, ctp. 347-369

omyc pas3soja >kuBux duha Ha 3eM/bY TOKOM BpeMeHa IoCTaIa TeMesb duosnoruje.”” Ihenn
OCHOBHU €/IEMEHTH YKIbY4Yjy BapujalLijy, HACIEHOCT, IPUPOJHY CeNeKIjy U CIeluja-
1yjy. VIHfMBUayaIHe Bapyjalyje y ocoduHaMa yHyTap BpcTa — SuIo fa ¢y pusndke, fa ce
OffHOCe Ha MOHAalllabe 1M GMU3NOTIoLIKe — YecTo ¢y HacmenHe. OcoduHe Koje 0de3dehyjy
IPEJHOCT Y IPeXNB/baBatby ¥ PEIPOAYKLUjUA Y PA3INYUTUM CPEIHAMA ITPEHOCE Ce Ha
noroMcTBO. Kpos reneparuje, opaj mpoljec IpousBoAy 3Ha4ajHe IPOMeHe Y IOy Ial-
OHVIM OCOOMHaMa U JOBOJM IO TI0jaBe HOBMX BpcTa. IlofipkaHa jokasuMa 13 TeHeTHKe,
IaJICOHTONIOrMje 1 droXeMuje, Teopuja eBOIyLyje Ipy>ka cBeodyXBaTHa odjallmemna 3a
PasHOMKOCT I afanTanyuje >KuBoTa Ha 3eMbn. '

Cpx pedare u3Melhy kpealoHICTa 11 €BOTYLIMOHMCTA OIS Ce Y KOHTPACTY M3Me-
by pemurujckux BepoBama 1 HayuyHuX Hanasa. OBaj Cykod mpoTeXxe ce ¥ Ha MpaKTUYHa
NITaba IONYT 00pa3oBHOT cafp)kaja y MIKOJICKMM IporpaMmuma 1 mmpux Gpuno3odckux
U TEOJIOUIKNX AMCKYCHja O IPUPOAM HayKe, TyMaderhy CBeTUX TeKCTOBA M Y/IOre HaTIIPH-
POIHOT y CTBapakby KMBOTA U B-eTOBOM PasBojy. BayXHO je HAIIOMEHYTH fa ce y Hay4IHO]
3ajeqHML eBOJTYLja CMaTpa HAjIIoy3laHNj M OdjallllberbeM 3a PasHONMKOCT SKMBOTA.
To nedary usmeby kpeallmoHNCTa 1 €BOTYIIMOHUCTA YOKBUPYje Ka0 IPETEKHO 3aCHOBAHY
Ha [IUTabUMa KYJIType U peluruje, I0cedHO y OHMM PeTMOHNMA Y KOjuMa peInIijcKa
BepOBama CHAXXHO YTUUY Ha jABHO MIbebe 1 00pa3oBHe ITporpame.

3AK/bYYAK: ITPMPOJA HAYKE
N ITPVIPOJA PEJIITUJE

Y oBOM pajiy cMO pacrpaB/bany 0 MOfieny ofHoca usMeby Hayke u pemvruje Vjana
Bapdypa (1990), mocedno ce Ppokycupajyhn Ha cykod kao Haj3ammakeHUju TUI OFHOCA
usmeby mux. Ha moueTxy cMo cyrepucanu fa je cykod jemunn cTBapaH ogHoc usmeby
HayKe U penuruje, TvmMe ondaryjyhm HesaBucHoOCT, MHTErpanujy u gujanor. MehyTnm,
TO IPEBACXOJHO OfPaXkKaBa TPEHYTHO CTakbe CTBAPH, A He YCIIOCTAB/bEHY IaPAJUTMY.
Hasnaummm cMo fa cyKod 4ecTo ponsiasu 13 [yO0KO YKOPebeHIX yBeperba popMupaHix
y paHoj [odu, U TMMe VICTaK/IM IIOTpedy 3a IPOMEHOM HaulHa Ha KOji Cy Pe/IUIHUja I HayKa
IIpefiCTaB/beHe MIAJVM JBYAUMA Y 0OPa30BHOM OKpyXKey. IlocTusame KOHCTPYKTUBHOT
Iujanora usMeby oBa iBa UBpCTa IVIEAUIITA je K/BYYHO. Y OBOM 3aK/byuKy hemo ucnmrartu
[I0YeTHe HeCIIopa3yMe Ha Koje Tpeda 00paTuTy MaKiby U IOHYAUTH TeOPHjCKe CMEPHMIIE
3a IOTEeHIMja/IHy IIPOMEHY y pasyMeBamby ofiHoca u3Meby Hayke 1 penuruje.

ITpBo, KpO3 MCIIUTHBAE HUXOBUX K/BYYHNX Pa3/MKa 1 0coduHa Tpeda ja pa3Mo-
TPUMO IIpaBy IPUPORY HayKe 1 penurrje. OBa aHa/M3a Ce 3aCHNMBA HA PEIIPE3E€HTATIBHO]
¢unoszodckoj medaru nsmely Ansuna Ilnantunre (Alvin Plantinga) n Janujena Jenera
(Daniel Dennett)." IIranTiHra, 3aropapajyhu nHTerpaTMBHU IPUCTYIL, TBPAY Ia HAYIHO

® O eBOMYLUMOHM3MY U TEOPUjI €BOMYLMje MMIIEMO Ha HajOILITH ! 1 HajoOyXBaTHMj1 Moryhnu

Ha4IMH; 3a IeTa/bHUje yBupe Bumetn: Dobzhansky (1965) u Godfrey-Smith (2007).

" Tlopepn odsanckor u CMurta, 3a jou feta/pHuje npukase sugeru: Elliott Sober (1994, 2008). 3a
HekKe caBpeMeHe IPUCTYIIe JapBuHu3My Bupietn: Nurkic¢ (2022).

> Hajdospu niprkas oBe fedare mpefcrasba Kiwura Hayka u penuiuja: Ja au cy komiamudunte?,

KOja IIpy>ka Hu3 pasMeHa nsMehy Ansuna ITnantunre u JJanujena [leHeTa Ha CaCTaHKY LieHTPajIHe
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UCTPXMBAEbe I TeN3aM MOTY XapMOHIYHO JIa KOeT3yCcTHpajy.'® OH cMaTpa fia Cy ounrienHe
KOHTPa/IMKIuje M3MeDy Hayke ¥ TEMCTIYKIX BEPOBaK:-a IIOBPIIHE I CYIPOTCTAB/beHE e /ia
HaTypasM3aM 1 eBOyIyja IIpy»Kajy cBeodyxBaTHO odjalmerbe cBeTa. [ImaHTIHra mpefiaxe
MmoryhHocT doskaHCke MHTepBeHIMje Ha eBoIyLMoHe mporece (Dennett & Plantinga, 2011,
str. 1-21). Hacynpot Tome, [leHeT, 3arOBOPHIK HAaTypaiu3Ma ¥ eMIVPHjcKe eBUeHIje,
IpeNCINTYje HAYyIHY Ba/baHOCT ¥ PAIlMOHATHOCT TeMCTHYKNX BEPOBamha, MOCeOHO Te3e 0
UHTEIUTEHTHOM M3ajHy. Fberosa mosuiyja ce 3acHmBa Ha eMIPIjCKIM IOJALIMA M HAyIHOM
MeTOZy Kao IIPYMApHMM CPeICTBIMa 3a pasyMeBame cBeTa. [leHeT uBpcTo ofdanyje upejy
0 OOXKAHCKOj MHTEPBEHLH Y eBOMTYLMjI, MCTHIyh a IPYPOFHI IPOLIECH IO cedu MOTy
Iia 0djacHe IIOPEKIIO U OfipyKatbe X1BoTa 1 cBeMupa (Dennett & Plantinga, 2011, str. 25-36).

Konrpact usmehy ITnantunre u [lenera miycrpyje ¢pumo3odcku u TeomoMKy ja3
KOjU Ce MCTIUTYje y oBoM papmy. OBa fedarta mpeBaswIasy rpaHuIle €BOMyIIOHe Teopuje
U OoCedHNX Hay4YHUX JI0Ka3a, ¥ 3apamba y QpyHJaMeHTa/IHa INTamba O UCTUHM, IPUPOIN
3Harba I TPAHMI[aMa JbY/ICKOT pasyMeBarba y OKBUPY Hayke u penuruje. Hayunm mormen Ha
CBET 3aCHOBAH j€ Ha eMIIMPHjCKOj €EBUIEHLIVU 1 METOJOIOUIKOM IIPUCTYITY, KOjI Cy YKOpe-
BEHI Y OIIa3NBe U Mep/buBe peHoMeHe. OBaj IPUCTYII ce IPUAP>KaBa METOLO/IOTHje Koja
nogpasyMeBa GopMy/catbe XUII0Te3a, eKCIIePUMEHTATHO TeCTUPatbe, Kao 1 Baluaalujy
KpO3 [IOHaB/balbe, IPYKajyhy Tako 00jeKTMBHOCT U yHMBEP3aTHO IIPUMEH/BIBO 3Habe.
Hacynpot Tome, pennrujcka BepoBamba ce 3aCHIUBajy Ha BepHU, TPAAULU)U I UHAUBUALY-
aJTHMM MHTEPIIpeTanyjaMa Koje fo/a3e U3 UCTOPUjCKUX TEKCTOBA, IMYHUX PENUINjCKIX
MCKYCTaBa, Kao 1 YCIIOCTaB/beHNX NOKTPUHAPHNX y4ema. TeMers penurnje je fydoko
TMYaH U CyOjeKTMBAH, ¥ Ha/la3 ce TIOf, yTUIajeM KyIType 1 MOjeiM HauHNX ePCIIeKTHBaA.

[TnanTtuara 1 JleHeT Harnamasajy mpodneM KojuM ce 0aByMO: He[OBO/BHO fledu-
HIICaHy pasnuKy usmehy Harypammsma u emnupusma. Hatypanusam xao metadusmako
CTaHOBMINTE Y€CTO JOBOAM O PUIMIHOT ¥ HEKPUTUYKOL ITOI/Iefa Ha cBeT. Hayunuum
ITOHEKa/] MPUCTYIIAjy PENUTUjU U3 HATypaauCTUYKe MEPCIEKTUBE, NAKO je eMIIMPHjCKI
IPUCTYT NPUKIATHUjU. 3a peMUTno3He, bor He mpefcTaB/ba HATIPUPOZHO Beh HameM-
mpujcko duhe, nnycrpyjyhu ono mro Kant Hasusa ,,c oBe ctpane Moryher nckycrsa’
JInckpenaniia nsmehy eMmmpujcke 00jeKTMBHOCTY HayKe U CydjeKTMBHE IIPUPOJie PeuTije
je OCHOBHM U3BOp CyK0da y pasyMeBamy CBeMMpPa I ITOPeKIa )KuBoTa. JlofaTHO, pasnmka
usMely Tensma n HarypanusMa takobe je HemoBobHO enadopupana. Tensam ce Kao my-
XOBHa IOKTPVHA 0aBY MIMPYM MOPATHIM U eT3UCTEHIMjaTHAM TUTakbIMa KOja Hajiuase
eMIIMPMjCcKa HOCMATpPaba, JOK Ce HaTypa/n3aM UCK/bYYNBO OC/Iamba Ha heHOMeHe KOju Cy
IOCTYITHY OTIAXKaby U eMITPUjCKOM TeCTHPamhy, CTBapajyhyt purnaHy HaydHY UeONOTjYy.
Y nuTamy cy pasnmunTe NepCIeKTBE M TOITIEAY Ha CBET — 00a MCK/by4nBa — KOju Jo-
IPMHOCE CYKOOMMa, OMIIO J1a CY YKOPEeeH! Y TEOOIIKOM JOTMATHU3MY M/ CIIVjeHTHU3MY.

nuBusuje AMepudke ¢punosodceke acorjanuje 2009. romyae. OBaj pasroBop 3arodeo je ITaHTMHIMHIM
IpefiaBambeM, Koje je 3atum duto npaheHo JleHeTOBMM OfIrOBOPOM Ha Ibera, a I0ToM ¥ [TaHTMHI MHUM
OITOBOPOM Ha [leHeTOB OfiIrOBOD.

16 Tlopen xwure Hayka u penuiuja: Jla nu cy komtaimiudunnu?, Takobe OIeHaTn 1 Apyre pagose
nonyT: Plantinga (1996; 2010; 2011); dyayhu ga [TtanTuHra Haje sHAYAjHMjI ZOTIPUHOC CIIOMEHYTOj
nedatu, KoK je JleHeT 3HaYajaH y OHOj MepH Y KOjoj IIPefCTaB/ba IPOTUBTEXY U OJTOBOP Ha UJEjy
o MoryhHocTy doXKaHCKe MHTepBeHIMje Y eBOMylyju. 3a Buille 0 IITaHTMHIMHOM IJIEAUIITY Ha
HATypanusaM 1 BeroBoj emicreMonoruju penuruje sugeri: Nurkic (2023).
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Har nmpepyior, ycMepeH Ha MCTUIIAlbEe PaSHOMMKOCTH OKBMPA O KOj/IMA PaclpaB/ba-
MO, CacToju ce y IpUMeHN IpuHIyna draronakaonoctu. OBaj mpyuHLuI, Koju je [JoHanz
HejBumcon yBeo y Oxcgpopgeku peurux punoszoduje, a nomynapusosao ra Cajmon brexdypu
(Simon Blackburn), mpepare fa ce CymapHIYKY apryMeHTI TyMade y HajpaliOHaTHjeM
u HajnoBo/bHMjeM cBeTy (Blackburn, 2005, str. 134). Y KOHTEKCTY HayKe U penuruje, oBaj
IIPUHIINI CIIpedaBa IIpeypameHa ofdalBama NepCIeKTIBa, odecxpadpyje dpse cynmose o
Hay4HVM TeopHUjaMa I OrpaHiYaBa Kopunrhere HayqHOT IIPeUCIINTHBAba KaKo OU ce II0T-
IIyHO OfOALVIIN PETUTMjCKIL OITIEAN Ha CBET. TpeHyTHI HeTOCTaTak eBueHIje y 00a 0Ba
10/ba He Herupa Moryhy Ba/baHOCT BUXOBUX x1noTesa y dyayhuoctu. OBaj mpuctym Heryje
KOHCTPYKTVMBHU JAMjaJIOT, CMakbyje CYK0O, eMMMIHNIIIE aHTaTOHN3aM ¥ IPOMOBMIIIE Y3ajaMHO
pasyMeBabe Kpo3 IIpello3HaBame CIMIHoCTY usMeby Hayke u penurnje. [IpuxsaTame oor
MHKJTY3MBHOT IIPYHIUIIA MOXKe Jia YBeha Hallle 3Hambe y LjeMHM, HOCedHO KPO3 HeroBame
KPUTUYKOT MUIIbEE-A U OTBOPEHOCTH KOZi MyTahux reHepanuja. PasymeBare ogHoca m3mehy
pe/uruje 1 HayKe je OOTOBOPHOCT CaBpPeMEHOT [IPYIITBa, MaKo je ocnodabhame of TBpAMX
JOTMATCKUX W/IN CL{VjEeHTUCTUYKIX IePCIIEKTHBA TeIlKo. Be3 003mpa Ha TO 1ITO je mpOMeHa
IyOOKO YKOPEHEHIX BepOBatba I CKIIOHOCTH 1A Ce pearyje y CK/Iafy ca mbiMa TelKa, OBy
CIIOCOSHOCT MOXKEMO Jia HeryjeMo Kof Syayhux 1 TonepaHTHUjUX reHepanuja.
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