
Dawkins, recognized as the world's leading evolutionary biologist, argues that religion and 

science can and do conflict in their content; they make incompatible claims about the same 

subject,e.g., the origin of the universe and their methods of gaining knowledge too conflict. 

Dawkins believes that the method of science is clearly superior, and that "a cowardly 

flabbiness of the intellect afflicts otherwise rational people, vis a vis long established 

religions". 

 

He thinks that S.J.Gould's view is too conciliatory. According to Gould, science and religion 

are not in conflict, for their teachings occupy distinctly different domains. 

 

Dawkins refers to the claim that religion has some special expertise to offer on moral 

questions. It is generally believed that secular moral philosophy can pursue scientific or 

logical modes of reasoning to point up hidden implications of such beliefs and hidden 

inconsistencies between them. But the absolute moral premises themselves are thought to 

come from elsewhere, presumably from (unargued) conviction or a combination of 

revelation, scripture, tradition and authority. 

 

Dawkins argues that the hope that religion might provide a bedrock, from which our morals ( 

"our otherwise sand-based morals" ) can be derived, is a forlorn one : it is not likely to be 

fulfilled. 

In practice, no civilized person uses scripture as the ultimate authority for moral reasoning. 

We pick and choose the nice bits of scripture, such as the Sermon on the Mount, and ignore 

the nasty bits ( like the obligation to stone adulteresses and disbelievers, or racist- sexist ideas 

).  

 

He concedes that it's unfair to judge the customs of an earlier era by the enlightened standards 

of our own. The point is that we have some alternative source of ultimate conviction which 

overrides scripture when it suits us.... some kind of liberal consensus of decency and natural 

justice which changes over historical time, frequently due to the efforts of secular reformists. 

This source may not seem like a bedrock but in practice, we give it higher authority than 

scripture; we practically ignore scripture, citing it only when it supports our liberal 

consensus. 

 

On the Pope's attempt to reconcile scientific evidence with 'revelation', he comments 

according to the Catholic Church, there came a moment in the evolution of hominids ( the 

great apes : our ancestors) when God intervened and injected a human soul into a previously 

animal lineage. He asks, When ? The sudden injection is necessary otherwise there would be 

no distinction upon which to base Catholic morality, which is "speciesist" to the core. You 

can kill adult animals for meat, but abortion, euthanasia are murder because human life is 

involved ?. 

 


