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Curriculum vitae

Francisco ). Ayala, up to the date of his retirement on July 1, 2018, was University
Professor and Donald Bren Professor of Biological Sciences and Professor of
Philosophy at the University of California, Irvine. On 12 June 2002, President George
W. Bush awarded him the 2001 National Medal of Science at the White House. On
May 5, 2010, he received the 2010 Templeton Prize for exceptional contribution to
affirming life’s spiritual dimension from HRH Prince Philip, Duke of Edinburgh, at a
private ceremony in Buckingham Palace, London.

From 1994 to 2001, Ayala was a member of President Bill Clinton's Committee of
Advisors on Science and Technology. He has been President and Chairman of the
Board of the American Association for the Advancement of Science (1993-1996),
and President of Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society of the US (2003-2006).

Born in Madrid, Spain, he has lived in the United States since 1961, and became a
US citizen in 1971. He has published more than 1200 articles and is author or editor
of 60 books, including: Humanos ¢O no? (2021); What Makes Us Humans (2020);
El Cerebro Moral. Evolucidn del cerebro y valores humanos (2018); Processes in
Human Evolution (2017), On Human Nature (2017), Evolution, Explanation, Ethics
and Aesthetics (2016), Essential Readings in Evolutionary Biology (2014), Evolucion
Humana. El Camino Hacia Nuestra Especie (2013), The Big Questions. Evolution
(2012), Am | a Monkey? (2010), Darwin’s Gift to Science and Religion (2007),
Human Evolution (2007), Darwin and Intelligent Design (2006), Systematics and
the Origin of Species (2005), Handbook of Evolution, vol. 2 (2005), Senderos de la
Evoluciéon Humana (2001), Variation and Evolution in Plants and Microorganisms
(2000), Genetics and The Origin of Species (1997), Tempo and Mode in Evolution
(1995), Modern Genetics (2nd ed., 1984), Population and Evolutionary Genetics:
A Primer (1982), Evolving: The Theory and Processes of Organic Evolution (1979),
Evolution (1977), Molecular Evolution (1976), and Studies in the Philosophy of
Biology (1974).

He was elected a member of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences in 1980, and
he is a member of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, and the American
Philosophical Society, and a Fellow of the Linnean Society of London. Heis a Foreign
Member of the Russian Academy of Sciences, the Royal Academy of Sciences of
Spain, the Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei (ltaly), the Mexican Academy of Sciences,
the Latin American Institute for Advanced Studies, and the Serbian Academy of
Sciences and Arts.

Ayala has received the Gold Honorary Gregor
Mendel Medal from the Czech Academy of Sciences,
the Gold Medal of the Accademia Nazionale dei
Lincei, the Gold Medal of the Stazione Zoologica
of Naples, the President’s Award of the American
Institute of Biological Sciences, the Scientific Freedom and Responsibility Award
from the AAAS, the 150th Anniversary Leadership Medal from the AAAS, the Medal
of the College of France, the UCI Medal from the University of California, the 1998
Distinguished Scientist Award from SACNAS, and the William Procter Prize for
Scientific Achievement from Sigma Xi in 2000.

Ayala has received honorary degrees from: the Universities of Buenos Aires and La
Plata (Argentina); Universidad Nacional de Chile; University of Macau and Changshu
Institute of Technology (China); Masaryk University [Brno], University of South
Bohemia (Czech Republic); University of Athens (Greece); Universities of Bologna
and Padua (Italy); University of Warsaw (Poland); Far East National University
(Vladivostok, Russia); Universities of Barcelona Auténoma, Central Barcelona,
Internacional Menéndez Pelayo-Santander, Islas Baleares, Le6n, Compultense
Madrid, Pais Vasco, Pontificia Comillas Madrid, Salamanca, Valencia, and Vigo
(Spain); and Ohio State University (USA).

He has been President of the Society for the Study of Evolution, a member of the
Council of the US National Academy of Sciences, the National Advisory Council of
the Institute of General Medical Sciences (NIH), the National Advisory Council for
the Human Genome Project, the Executive Committee of the Science Advisory Board
of the Environmental Protection Agency, the Commission on Life Sciences, and the
Board on Basic Biology (Chairman, 1985-1992) of the National Research Council.

Ayala is a frequent lecturer in universities and other institutions in the United States
and other countries such as Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Bolivia, Canada, Chile, China,
Colombia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain,
Greece, Holland, Hong Kong, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Poland, Portugal, Russia, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. His
scientific research concerns population genetics and biological evolution, including
the origin of species, the origin and evolution of malaria, the genetic structure of
parasites, the molecular clock of evolution and human evolution. His philosophical
writings focus on epistemology, ethics and issues related to biology. One of his
major interests concerns the relationship between science and religion.



Ceremonial speech of prof. Francisco ). Ayala
on the occasion of the award of the honorary degree
of Professor Honoris Causa

Nonrandom ties to the Czech Republic

| am very grateful that the Supreme Scientific Board of the University of South
Bohemia approved unanimously my Honorary Professorships. It will be a great honor,
beyond what | can express with words, that | will be appointed Professor Honoris
Causa at the University of South Bohemia. For this great honor, | am grateful to
you, Rector Bohumil Jirousek and former Rector Tomas Machula, as well as to the
Vice-Rectors of the University of South Bohemia. This appointment is particularly
significant to me, given my substantial interest in the dialogue between science
and religion.

My association with the University of South Bohemia extends back to 2010, when
| was awarded the great distinction of being appointed Doctor Honoris Causa.
Other honors associated with the Czech Republic include the title of Doctor
Honoris Causa from Brno’s Masaryk University in 2003. More than | could express
in thankful words is the Gold Honorary Gregor Mendel Medal, which | received from
the Czech Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic in 1994. As you know, | am
professionally a geneticist: Mendel is my sublime model. The dialogue between
science (particularly genetics) and religion is the topic that has engaged much of
my professional activities over the years.

In 2010, | was presented by Prince Phillip at Buckingham Palace the Templeton Prize
for “exceptional contributions to affirming life’s spiritual dimensions.” In 2001, |
received from President George W. Bush the National Medal of Science of the United
States and | am a recipient of 24 Doctor Honoris Causa degrees from Universities
in ten countries.

My grateful contribution to the University of South Bohemia will have two
dimensions:

m | will proudly credit the University of South Bohemia in my forthcoming
publications, including books and articles, as well as in academic presen-
tations and other public activities.

m | will continue promoting the dialogue between theology and the natural
sciences, with the goal of furthering and promoting the prestige of the
University of South Bohemia in this area.

Relationship between science and faith

Christian authors have over the centuries argued that the order, harmony, and
design of the universe are incontrovertible evidence that the universe was created
by an omniscient and omnipotent Creator. Notable Christian authors include
Augustine (353-430CE), who wrote in The City of God that the “world itself, by
the perfect order of its changes and motions and by the great beauty of all things
visible, proclaims ... that it has been created, and also that it could not have been
made other than by a God ineffable and invisible in greatness, and ... in beauty.”
Thomas Aquinas (1224-1274), considered by many to be the greatest Christian
theologian, advances in his Summa Theologiae five ways to demonstrate, by natural
reason, that God exists. The fifth way derives from the orderliness and designed
purposefulness of the universe, which are evidence that it has been created by a
Supreme Intelligence: “Some intelligent being exists by which all natural things are
directed to their end; and this being we call God.”

This manner of seeking a natural demonstration of God’s existence became later
known as the “argument from design,” which is a two-pronged argument. The first
prong asserts that the universe evinces that it has been designed. The second
prong affirms that only God could account for the complexity and perfection of
the design. A forceful and elaborate formulation of the argument from design was
The Wisdom of God Manifested in the Works of Creation (1691) by the English
clergyman and naturalist John Ray (1627-1705). Ray regarded as incontrovertible
evidence of God’'s wisdom that all components of the universe—the stars and the
planets, as well as all organisms—are so wisely contrived from the beginning and
perfect in their operation. The “most convincing argument of the Existence of a
Deity,” writes Ray, “is the admirable Art and Wisdom that discovers itself in the Make
of the Constitution, the Order and Disposition, the Ends and uses of all the parts
and members of this stately fabric of Heaven and Earth.”

The design argument was advanced, in greater or lesser detail, by a number of
authors in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. John Ray’'s contemporary
Henry More (1614-1687) saw evidence of God's design in the succession of day
and night and of the seasons: “I say that the Phenomena of Day and Night, Winter
and Summer, Spring-time and Harvest ... are signs and tokens unto us that there is
a God ... things are so framed that they naturally imply a Principle of Wisdom and
Counsel in the Author of them. And if there be such an Author of external Nature,
there is a God.” Robert Hooke (1635-1703), a physicist and eventual Secretary of
the Royal Society, formulated the watchmaker analogy: God had furnished each
plant and animal “with all kinds of contrivances necessary for its own existence
and propagation ... as a Clock-maker might make a Set of Chimes to be a part of
a Clock”. The clock analogy, among other analogies such as temples, palaces, and
ships, was also used by Thomas Burnet (1635-1703) in his Sacred Theory of the
Earth, and it would become common among natural theologians of the time. The
Dutch philosopher and theologian Bernard Nieuwenfijdt (1654-1718) developed,
at length, the argument from design in his three-volume treatise, The Religious
Philosopher, where, in the preface, he introduces the watchmaker analogy. Voltaire



(1694-1778), like other philosophers of the Enlightenment, accepted the argument
from design. Voltaire asserted that in the same way as the existence of a watch
proves the existence of a watchmaker, the design and purpose evident in nature
prove that the universe was created by a Supreme Intelligence.

Darwin occupies an exalted place in the history of Western thought, deservedly
receiving credit for the theory of evolution. In On the Origin of Species, he lays
out the evidence demonstrating the evolution of organisms. However, Darwin
accomplished something much more important for intellectual history than
demonstrating evolution. Darwin’s Origin is, first and foremost, a sustained effort
to solve the problem of how to account scientifically for the design of organisms.
Darwin explains the design of organisms, their complexity, diversity, and marvelous
contrivances as the result of natural processes.

One version of the history of the ideas sees a parallel between the Copernican
and the Darwinian Revolutions. In this view, the Copernican Revolution consisted
in displacing the earth from its previously accepted locus as the center of the
universe, moving it to a subordinate place as just one more planet revolving around
the sun. In congruous manner, the Darwinian Revolution is viewed as consisting
of the displacement of humans from their exalted position as the center of life on
earth, with all other species created for the service of humankind. According to
this version of intellectual history, Copernicus accomplished his revolution with the
heliocentric theory of the solar system. Darwin’s achievement emerged from his
theory of organic evolution.

Although this version of these two intellectual revolutions is correct, it misses
what is most important about them, namely, that they ushered in the beginning
of science in the modern sense of the word. These two revolutions may jointly be
seen as the one Scientific Revolution, with two stages—the Copernican and the
Darwinian. The Copernican Revolution was launched with the publication in 1543,
the year of Nicolaus Copernicus’s death, of his De revolutionibus orbium celestium
(On the revolutions of the celestial spheres) and bloomed with the publication
in 1687 of Isaac Newton's Philosophiae naturalis principia mathematica (The
mathematical principles of natural philosophy). The discoveries by Copernicus,
Kepler, Galileo, Newton, and others, in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries had
gradually ushered in a conception of the universe as matter in motion governed by
natural laws. It was shown that earth is not the center of the universe but a small
planet rotating around an average star; that the universe is immense in space and
in time; and that the motions of the planets around the sun can be explained by
the same simple laws that account for the motion of physical objects on our planet.
These and other discoveries greatly expanded human knowledge. The conceptual
revolution they brought about was more fundamental yet: a commitment to
the postulate that the universe obeys immanent laws that account for natural
phenomena. The workings of the universe were brought into the realm of science:
explanation through natural laws.

The advances of physical science brought about by the Copernican Revolution
drove mankind’s conception of the universe to a split-personality state of affairs.
Scientific explanations derived from natural laws dominated the world of nonliving
matter, on the earth as well as in the heavens. However, supernatural explanations,
which depended on the unfathomable deeds of the Creator, were accepted as
explanations of the origin and configuration of living creatures. Authors such as
William Paley argued that the complex design of organisms could not have come
about by chance, or by the mechanical laws of physics, chemistry, and astronomy,
but rather was accomplished by an omniscient and omnipotent Deity, just as the
complexity of a watch, designed to tell time, was accomplished by an intelligent
watchmaker. It was Darwin’s genius that resolved this conceptual schizophrenia.
Darwin completed the Copernican Revolution by propounding for biology the
notion of nature as a lawful system of matter in motion that human reason can
explain without recourse to supernatural agencies.

The conundrum faced by Darwin can hardly be overestimated. The strength of the
argument from design to demonstrate the role of the Creator had been forcefully
set forth by philosophers and theologians: wherever there is function or design,
we look for its author. It was Darwin’s greatest accomplishment to show that the
complex organization and functionality of living beings can be explained as the
result of a natural process—natural selection—without any need to resort to a
Creator or other external agent. The origin and adaptations of organisms in their
profusion and wondrous variations were thus brought into the realm of science.




Organisms exhibit complex design, but it is not, in current language, “irreducible
complexity,” emerging all of a sudden in full bloom. Rather, according to Darwin’s
theory of natural selection, the design has arisen gradually and cumulatively, step by
step, promoted by the reproductive success of individuals with incrementally more
adaptive elaborations.

Natural selection accounts for the “"design” of organisms, because adaptive variations
tend to increase the probability of survival and reproduction of their carriers at the
expense of maladaptive, or less adaptive, variations. The arguments against the
incredible improbability of chance accounts of the adaptations of organisms are
well taken as far as they go. But, no author before Darwin was able to discern that
there is a natural process (namely, natural selection) that is not random but rather
is oriented and able to generate order or “create.” The traits that organisms acquire
in their evolutionary histories are not fortuitous but determined by their functional
utility to the organisms, “designed” as it were to serve their life needs.

To some Christians and other people of faith, the theory of evolution seems to be
incompatible with their religious beliefs, because it is inconsistent with the Bible’s
narrative of creation. The first chapters of the biblical book of Genesis describe God's
creation of the world, plants, animals, and human beings. A literal interpretation
of Genesis seems incompatible with the gradual evolution of humans and other
organisms by natural processes. Even independent of the biblical narrative, the
Christian beliefs in the immortality of the soul and in humans as “created in the
image of God"” have appeared to many as contrary to the evolutionary origin of
humans from nonhuman animals.

Gradually, well into the twentieth century, evolution by natural selection came to be
accepted by a majority of Christian writers. Pope Pius Xll in his encyclical Humani
generis (1950, Of the human race) acknowledged that biological evolution was
compatible with the Christian faith, although he argued that God's intervention
was necessary for the creation of the human soul. Pope John Paul Il, in an address
to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences on October 22, 1996, deplored interpreting
the Bible's texts as scientific statements rather than religious teachings. He added:
“New scientific knowledge has led us to realize that the theory of evolution is
no longer a mere hypothesis. It is indeed remarkable that this theory has been
progressively accepted by researchers, following a series of discoveries in various
fields of knowledge. The convergence, neither sought nor fabricated, of the results
of work that was conducted independently is in itself a significant argument in favor
of this theory.”

There are numerous inconsistencies and contradictions in different parts of the
Bible, for example, in the description of the return from Egypt to the Promised Land
by the chosen people of Israel, not to mention erroneous factual statements about
the sun’s circling around the earth, and the like. Biblical scholars point out that the
Bible should be held inerrant with respect to religious truth, not in matters that are
of no significance to salvation. Augustine wrote in his De Genesi ad litteram (Literal
commentary on Genesis): “It is also frequently asked what our belief must be about

the form and shape of heaven, according to Sacred Scripture... . Such subjects are
of no profit for those who seek beatitude... .What concern is it of mine whether
heaven is like a sphere and earth is enclosed by it and suspended in the middle of
the universe, or whether heaven is like a disk and the Earth is above it and hovering
to one side.” He adds: “In the matter of the shape of heaven, the sacred writers did
not wish to teach men facts that could be of no avail for their salvation.” Augustine
is saying that the book of Genesis is not an elementary book of astronomy.

The Bible is about religion, and it is not the purpose of the Bible’s religious authors
to settle questions about the shape of the universe that are of no relevance
whatsoever to how to seek salvation.

In the same vein, Pope John Paul Il said in 1981 that the Bible itself “speaks to us
of the origins of the universe and its makeup, not in order to provide us with a
scientific treatise but in order to state the correct relationships of man with God
and with the universe. Sacred Scripture ... in order to teach this truth, it expresses
itself in the terms of the cosmology in use at the time of the writer.”

Evolution and religious beliefs need not be in contradiction. Indeed, if science and
religion are properly understood, they cannot be in contradiction because they
concern different matters. Science and religion are like two different windows
through which to view the world. The two windows look at the same world, but they
show different aspects of that world. Science concerns the processes that account
for the natural world: the movement of the planets, the composition of matter and
the atmosphere, the origin and adaptations of organisms. Religion concerns the
meaning and purpose of the world and of human life, the proper relation of people
to the Creator and to one another, the moral values that inspire and govern people’s
lives. Apparent contradictions emerge only when either the science or the beliefs,
or often both, trespass their own boundaries and wrongfully encroach upon each
other’s subject matter.

The scope of science is the world of nature, the reality that is observed, directly
or indirectly, by our senses. Science advances explanations concerning the natural
world, explanations that are subject to the possibility of corroboration or rejection
by observation and experiment. Outside that world, science has no authority,
no statements to make, no business whatsoever taking one position or another.
Science has nothing decisive to say about values, whether economic, aesthetic, or
moral; nothing to say about the meaning of life or its purpose; nothing to say about
religious beliefs (except in the case of beliefs that transcend the proper scope of
religion and make assertions about the natural world that contradict scientific
knowledge; such statements cannot be true).

Science is a way of knowing, but it is not the only way. Knowledge also derives from
other sources. Common experience, imaginative literature, art, and history provide
valid knowledge about the world; and so do revelation and religion for people of
faith. The significance of the world and human life, as well as matters concerning
moral or religious values, transcends science. Yet, these matters are important;



for most people, including scientists, they are at least as important as scientific
knowledge per se.

For people of faith, the proper relationship between science and religion can be
mutually motivating and inspiring. Science may inspire religious beliefs and religious
behavior as individuals respond with awe to the immensity of the universe, the
glorious diversity and wondrous adaptations of organisms, and the marvels of the
human brain and the human mind. Religion promotes reverence for creation, for
humankind, as well as for the world of life and the environment. Religion often is, for
scientists and others, a motivating force and source of inspiration for investigating
the marvelous world of the creation and solving the puzzles with which it confronts
humankind.

Reflection of my appointment

The dialogue between Science and Religion has been one of the leading topics of my
professional activity for more than five decades. My appointment to the University
of South Bohemia as Professor Honoris Causa is for me an additional stimulus to
pursue this subject, which | will indeed pursue in continuing dialogue with Julius
Lukes and with the authorities and experts of the University of South Bohemia.

My appointment at the University of South Bohemia fits indeed with my appointment
in 2017 at the University of Comillas, in Madrid, Spain as Honorary President of
the “Catedra Francisco José Ayala of Science, Technology, and Religion,” under the
leadership of José Manuel Camano Lépez. There also my activities have largely
focused on the “dialogue” between science and religion. There is, indeed, a good
reason to see the convergence between the two appointments, at the University of
South Bohemia and at the University of Comillas. The two appointments will surely
stimulate further my research concerning science and religion. For this appointment
at the University of South Bohemia | am extremely grateful to Julius Lukes, to Rectors
Jirousek and Machula, and to all other authorities and faculty at the University of
South Bohemia.

Many, many thanks,

Francisco ). Ayala

Slavnostni fe¢ prof. Francisca J. Ayaly
u prilezitosti udéleni ¢estné hodnosti profesor honoris causa

Nenahodna vazba na Ceskou republiku

Jsem velmi vdécny védecké radé Jihoceské univerzity, Ze jednomysiné schvalila mou
¢estnou profesuru. Bude mi obrovskou poctou, Ze budu jmenovan profesorem
honoris causa pravé na Jiho¢eské univerzité — poctou, kterou ani nedokazu vyjadrit
slovy. Jsem za ni vdé¢ny Vam, rektoru Bohumilu Jirouskovi a emeritnimu rektorovi
Tomasi Machulovi, stejné jako prorektordim Jiho¢eské univerzity. Nominace Jiho¢eské
univerzity je pro mne zvlasté vyznamna, nebot se hluboce zajimam o dialog mezi
védou a nabozenstvim.

Mé spojeni s Jihoceskou univerzitou trva uz od roku 2010, kdy se mi dostalo té
pocty, Ze jsem byl jmenovan doktorem honoris causa. K dal$im poctam, spojenym
s Ceskou republikou patti i titul doktora honoris causa Masarykovy univerzity v Brné
z roku 2003 a zlata Cestnd medaile Gregora Mendela, kterou jsem obdrzel od
Akademie véd Ceské republiky v roce 1994. Jak vite, profesi jsem genetik a Gregor
Mendel je mym neprekonatelnym vzorem. Soucasti mnoha mych odbornych aktivit
v minulych letech byl pravé dialog mezi védou (zvlasté genetikou) a ndbozenstvim.

Vase ocenéni se v mém Zivoté fadi k Templetonové cené za ,mimoradny pfinos
k podpore duchovnich aspektl zivota”, kterou mi v roce 2010 predal princ
Philip v Buckinghamském paldci, americkému Narodnimu vyznamenani za védu
udélenému mivroce 2001 prezidentem G. W. Bushem, ¢i k 24 ¢estnym doktoratim
na univerzitach v deseti zemich svéta.

Muaj vdécny pfinos Jihoceské univerzité bude mit dva rozméry:

E W m hrdé budu Jihoc¢eskou univer-
’gr‘ i - zitu uvadét ve svych pfistich

}‘} i publikacich, véetn& knih a &lan-
._5_‘.'

kd, akademickych prezentaci

| a jinych vefejnych ¢innosti;

m budu pokracovat v podporova-
ni dialogu mezi teologii a pfi-
rodnimi védami s cilem dale
podpofit a zvysit prestiz Jiho-
¢eské univerzity v této oblasti.




Vztah mezi védou a virou

Krestansti autofi po staleti zdlrazruji, Ze fad, harmonie a rozvrzeni vesmiru jsou
nespornymi dikazy toho, Ze vesmir byl stvofen vSevédoucim a vSemohoucim
Stvoftitelem. K témto vyznamnym krestanskym mysliteldm patfi napriklad Augustin
(353-430 n.L), ktery v dile O BoZi obci pise, ze ,svét sam svym dokonalym radem
a ohromnou krasou vsech viditelnych véci ukazuje, ze (...) byl stvorfen a také,
ze nemohl byt stvofen nikym jinym, nez Bohem nepopsatelnym a neviditelnym
ve své velikosti a (...) krase”. Tomas Akvinsky (1224-1274), mnohymi povaZovany
za nejvétsiho kiestanského teologa, navrhuje ve své Sumé teologie pét zplsobd,
jak ptirozenym rozumem dokdzat existenci Boha, pficemz paty ddkaz je odvozen
od usporadanosti a planované Ucelnosti vesmiru, coz podle Tomase svéd¢i o tom,
Ze byl stvorfen Nejvyssim rozumem,; ,Existuje néjaka inteligentni bytost, skrze niz
jsou vSechny pfirozené véci smérovany ke svym cilim; a této bytosti fikdme Bdh.”

Tento zplsob hledani pfirozeného dlikazu Bozi existence pozdéji veSel ve znamost
jako ,ddkaz z Ucelnosti’, coz je argument stojici na dvou pilifich. Tim prvnim
je tvrzeni, Ze vesmir nese zndmky prvotniho planovani. Ten druhy zdGraziuje,
Ze tento plan ve své slozitosti a dokonalosti mohl byt vytvoren pouze Bohem.
Silnou a propracovanou formou dikazu z Gcelnosti je dilo Moudrost BoZi zjevend
v dilech stvoreni (1691) z pera anglického duchovniho a pfirodovédce Johna Raye
(1627-1705). Ray za nevyvratitelné dikazy Bozi moudrosti povazoval skutecnost,
Ze vSechny soucasti vesmiru - hvézdy a planety, jakoZ i veSkeré organismy - jsou
od pocatku moudre vymysleny a dokonale sladény. ,Nejpresvédcivéjsimi argumenty
existence bozstvi®, piSe Ray, ,jsou obdivuhodny um a moudrost, které se odhaluji
ve skladbé, fadu a ustrojeni, cilech a vyuziti vSech ¢asti a slozek majestatniho
usporadani nebe a zemé.”

Dlkaz z Ucelnosti prosazovala ve vice ¢i méné propracovanéjsi formé rada teolo-
gl sedmnactého a osmnactého stoleti. Raylv soucasnik Henry More (1614-1687)
vidél ddkaz BoZiho planu ve stfidani dne a noci a ro¢nich obdobi: ,Rikam, Ze jevy
dne a noci, zimy a léta, jara a sklizné (...) jsou nam znamenimi a ddkazy, ze Bih
existuje (...) véci jsou tak vystavény, Ze pfirozené poukazuji na princip moudrosti
a neomylného Uradku svého Stvofitele. A pokud existuje takovy stvofitel vné;jsi
pfirody, tak existuje Bih.” Robert Hooke (1635-1703), fyzik a svého ¢asu tajemnik
Kralovské spolecnosti, pfisel s analogii hodinafe: Bih vybavil kazdou rostlinu
a zvite ,vSemi druhy ddmyslnosti nezbytnymi pro jejich vlastni existenci a mnozeni
(...) stejné jako by hodinaF mohl vytvofit zvonkohru, jez by byla soucasti hodin®.
Analogii hodin — vedle dalSich analogii, jako jsou chramy, palace a lodé — pouziva
i Thomas Burnet (1635-1703) ve svém dile Posvdtnd teorie Zemé, a tato analogie se
mezi dobovymi teology zabyvajicimi se pfirodou stala bézné pfijimanou. Nizozemsky
filosof a teolog Bernard Nieuwenfijdt (1654-1718) dukaz z ucelnosti obsirné rozviji
ve svém trojdilném pojednani NdboZensky filosof, v jehoz predmluvé se téz uchyluje
k analogii hodinare. Dikaz z ucelnosti pfijimal Voltaire (1694-1778), stejné jako
ostatni osvicensti filosofové. Podle Voltaira stejné jako existence hodinek dokazuje
existenci hodinare, tak zjevny plan a ucelnost pfirody dokazuje existenci Nejvyssiho
rozumu.

Predni misto v déjinach zapadniho mysleni zaujima Charles Darwin (1809-1882),
pficemz pravem jsou mu pfipisovany zasluhy za formulaci evolu¢ni teorie. V dile
O pavodu druht predklada dikazy prokazujici evoluci organismu. Nicméné z hlediska
evoluce. Jeho dilo O plvodu druhd je v prvni fadé a predevsim usilovhou snahou
vyfesit problém, jak védecky vysvétlit ucelnost organism. Uéelnost organismd,
jejich sloZitost, rozmanitost a Uzasnou diimyslnost jejich ustrojeni vysvétluje Darwin
jako vysledek pfirozenych procesu.

Jedna z verzi dé&jin mysleni vidi paralelu mezi Kopernikovou a Darwinovou revoluci.
Z tohoto pohledu Kopernikova revoluce spocivala v tom, Ze Zemé byla vytlacena ze
svého dfive pfijimaného mista ve stfedu vesmiru a odsunuta na méné vyznamné
misto jedné z planet obihajicich kolem Slunce. Podobné je Darwinova revoluce
vnimana jako obrat spocdivajici ve vytlaceni ¢lovéka z vysadniho postaveni stiedu
Zivota na zemi, kdy vSechny ostatni druhy jsou chapany jako stvorené k tomu, aby
lidstvu slouzily. Podle této verze dé&jin mysleni zplsobil Kopernik revoluci svou
heliocentrickou teorii slune¢ni soustavy, zatimco Darwinlv pfinos vyplynul z jeho
teorie organické evoluce.

Jakkoliv je toto podani dvou myslenkovych revoluci spravné, postrada to, co je
smyslu. Tyto dvé revoluce tak mohou byt spole¢né vnimany jako jedna védecka
revoluce ve dvou fazich — Kopernikova a Darwinova. Ta Kopernikova zacala vydanim
jeho spisu O obézich nebeskych sfér v roce 1543, coz je rok jeho umrti, a dosahla
rozpuku s vydanim dila Matematické principy prirodni filosofie 1saaca Newtona
v roce 1678. Objevy ucinéné Kopernikem, Keplerem, Galileem, Newtonem a dalSimi
védci v Sestnactém a sedmnactém stoleti postupné zavedly nové pojeti vesmiru
jako hmoty v pohybu ovladané pfirodnimi zakony. Bylo dokazano, ze Zemé neni
stfedem vesmiru, ale malou planetou obihajici kolem prdmérné velké hvézdy, ze
vesmir je ohromny v prostoru i ¢ase a ze pohyby planet kolem Slunce Ize vysvétlit
stejnymi jednoduchymi zakony, které vysvétluji pohyb hmotnych predmétt na nasi
planeté. Tyto a dalSi objevy zna¢né obohatily lidské poznani. Pojmova revoluce,
kterou pfivodily, ale byla jeSté zasadngjsi: pfinesla zavazek k postulatu, Ze vesmir se
fidi imanentnimi zakony, které vysvétluji pfirodni jevy. Fungovani vesmiru tak bylo
pfevedeno do fiSe védy: vesmir zacal byt vysvétlovan prostfednictvim pfirodnich
zakond.

Pokroky pfirodni védy umoznéné kopernikovskym obratem dovedly lidské pojeti
vesmiru do stavu rozpolcenosti: svétu nezivé hmoty, na zemi i na nebesich, domi-
novala védecka vysvétleni odvozovana z pfirodnich zakond, zatimco jako vysvétleni
plvodu a usporadani zivych bytosti se pfijimala nadpfirozena vysvétleni, zavisejici na
nevysvétlitelnych ¢inech Stvofitele. Autofi jako William Paley (1743-1805) argumen-
tovali, Ze slozité usporadani organismd se nemohlo pfihodit nahodou, ani nemohlo
byt zplsobeno mechanickymi zakony fyziky, chemie ¢i astronomie, nybrz je dilem
vievédouciho a vdemohouciho boZstva, stejné jako je sloZitost hodinek navrzenych
k ur¢ovani ¢asu dosazena chytrym hodinafem. Tuto pojmovou schizofrenii roziesil
svou genialitou pravé az Darwin. To on dovrsil Kopernikovu revoluci tim, Ze biologii



predlozil predstavu pfirody jako zdkonem se fidici soustavy hmoty v pohybu, jiz
dokaze lidsky rozum vysvétlit, aniz by se uchyloval k nadpfirozenym ciniteldm.

Slozitost problému, jemuz Darwin celil, Ize jen stézi docenit. Filosofové i teologové
za pouziti ddkazu z ucelnosti velmi silné ukazali na roli Stvofitele: kdekoliv se nachazi
funkce ¢i Ucel, tam hledame jejich tvirce. Darwinovym nejvétsim uspéchem tak byl
dlkaz, Ze slozité usporadani a funkénost Zivych bytosti Ize vysvétlit jako vysledek
pfirozeného procesu — pfirozeného vybéru — bez jakékoliv potieby uchylovat se ke
Stvofiteli ¢i jinému vnéjsimu Cciniteli. Plvod a pfizplsobovani se organismu v jejich
hojnosti a UZasné rozmanitosti tak byly pfivedeny do fiSe védy.

Organismy vykazuji slozité ustrojeni, oviem neni to — fe¢eno soucasnym jazykem —
.neredukovatelna sloZitost”, jez by se v plném rozkvétu vynofila z ni¢eho nic. Podle
Darwinovy teorie pfirozeného vybéru toto ustrojeni vyvstavalo spiSe postupné
a kumulativné, krok za krokem, podporované rozmnoZovacim uUspéchem téch
jedincd, ktefi se dokazali Iépe pfizplisobovat.

Pfirozeny vybér vysvétluje ,ustrojeni” organisma, protoze pfizplsobivé variace maji
tendenci zvySovat pravdépodobnost preZiti a rozmnozeni svych nositeld na ukor va-
riaci Spatné ¢i méné pfizpdsobenych. Argumenty proti neuvéfitelné nepravdépodob-
nosti teorie, Ze se organismy pfizpUsobuji nahodné, byly v ramci moznosti celkem
dobfe rozpracovany, avsak zadny védec pred Darwinem nebyl schopen rozpoznat,
Ze existuje pfirozeny proces (konkrétné pfirozeny vybér), ktery neni nahodny,
ale naopak zacileny a schopny generovat fad nebo ,tvofit”. Rysy, které organismy
ziskavaji béhem svych evolu¢nich déjin, nejsou nahodné, ale ur¢ené svym funkénim
uzitkem pravé pro tyto organismy, jsou takfikajic ,navrzeny”, aby slouzily jejich Zivot-
nim potrebam.

Nékterym krestanim a véficim se evolucni teorie jevi jako neslucitelna s jejich
nabozenskymi presvédcenimi, protoze je v rozporu s biblickym pfibéhem stvoreni.
Prvnich pét kapitol biblické knihy Genesis popisuje Bozi stvoreni svéta, rostlin, zvifat
a lidskych bytosti. Doslovna interpretace této knihy se opravdu zda byt neslucitelnou
s pozvolnou evoluci lidstva a dalSich organismu pfirozenymi procesy. Ale i nezavisle
na biblickém vypravéni se kiestanska vira v nesmrtelnost duse a v ¢lovéka jako
Jstvofeného k obrazu Bozimu” mnohym jevila jako nesluditelnd s evolucni teorii
plvodu ¢lovéka z jinych Zivocichd.

Az pozdéji, vdruhé poloviné dvacatého stoleti, zacala byt evoluce pfirozenym vybérem
postupné pfijimana vétsinou kiestanskych myslitel(. Papez Pius XII. ve své encyklice
O lidském rodu (1950) uznal, Ze biologicka evoluce je slucitelna s kiestanskou virou,
nicméné dodal, Ze pro stvoreni lidské duse byl nutny Bozi zasah. Papez Jan Pavel II.
ve svém projevu na Papezské akademii véd 22. fijna 1996 odsoudil ¢teni biblickych
text( jako védeckych vyrokd a nikoli nabozenskych uceni, pficemz dodal: ,Nové vé-
decké poznani nas dovedlo k uvédoméni, Ze teorie evoluce jiz neni pouhou hypotézou.
Je vskutku pozoruhodné, Ze po radé objev( v riznych védnich oborech je tato teorie
je badateli postupné prijimana. Tato shoda, jeZ neni uméle vyhleddvana ani vykon-
struovand, sama o sobé vyznamné mluvi ve prospéch této teorie.”

V riznych ¢astech Bible Ize nalézt mnohé nesrovnalosti a rozpory, napftiklad v popisu
navratu vyvoleného izraelského naroda z Egypta do zemé zaslibené, nemluvé
o fakticky chybnych vyrocich o tom, Ze Slunce obihd Zemi a podobné. Biblicti
badatelé zdurazruji, ze Bible by méla byt povazovana za neomylnou v otazkach
nabozenské pravdy, ale nikoli v zaleZitostech, které nemaji zddny vyznam pro spasu.
Augustin ve svém dile O knize Genesis slovo od slova pise: ,Casto je kladen dotaz,
jaké ma byt naSe presvédceni o formé a tvaru nebe, podle Pisma svatého (...)
Takova témata nejsou ku prospéchu tém, kdoz usiluji o blazenost (...) Pro¢ by mne
mélo zajimat, jestli nebe je jako koule, jiz je zemé obklopend, a ktera je zavésena
uprostied vesmiru, nebo jestli je nebe jako disk a Zemé je nad nim a vznasi se
na jednu stranu.” O néco pozdéji dodava: ,0O zdlezitosti tvaru nebe si svati autofi
neprali ucit ¢lovéka fakta, kterd by mohla byt zbyte¢na pro jejich spasu.” Augustin
tak vlastné rika, ze kniha Genesis neni zakladni knihou astronomie.

Bible je 0 ndboZenstvi a zdmérem zboZznych autorl biblickych textl nebylo rozho-
dovat otdzky o tvaru vesmiru, které nemaiji viibec zadny vyznam pro to, jak usilovat
0 spasu.

Ve stejném duchu prohlasil vroce 1981 papez Jan Pavel Il., Ze Bible samotna ,k nam
mluvi o plvodu vesmiru a jeho slozeni ne proto, aby nam predlozila védecké pojed-
nani, ale aby zddraznila spravny vztah ¢lovéka, Boha a vesmiru. Pismo svaté (...), aby
ucilo tuto pravdu, se samo vyjadfuje v terminech kosmologie, které byly pouzivany
v dobach, kdy tyto texty vznikaly”.

Evoluce a nabozenska vira nemuseji byt v rozporu. A skute¢né, pokud jsou véda
a nabozZenstvi patficné pochopeny, nemohou byt v rozporu, nebot se zabyvaji
rozdilnymi zalezitostmi. Véda a nabozenstvi jsou jako dvé rdzna okna, skrze ktera
vidime svét. Z téchto dvou oken se nabizi vyhled na tentyz svét, oviem z kazdého
je vidét jiny jeho aspekt. Véda se zabyva procesy, které vysvétluji pfirodni svét:
pohybem planet, skladbou hmoty a atmosféry, plvodem a adaptaci organismu.
Nabozenstvi se zabyva smyslem a U¢elem svéta a lidského zZivota, nalezitym vztahem
lidi ke Stvofiteli a vztahem jednoho k druhému, moralnimi hodnotami, které inspiruji
a fidi zivoty lidi. Zdanlivé rozpory se vynofi pouze tehdy, kdyz bud véda nebo
vira, ¢asto vSak obé dvé, prekroci vlastni hranice a nepravem si vzajemné zasahuiji
do svych témat.

Oblasti védy je svét pfirody: realita, jiz pfimo ¢i nepfimo pozorujeme svymi smysly.
Véda predklada vysvétleni pfirodniho svéta, vysvétleni, kterd Ize na zakladé
pozorovani a pokust bud potvrdit, nebo odmitnout. Mimo tento svét nema véda
Zzadnou autoritu, nemdze cinit Zadna prohlaseni a ani zaujimat jakykoli postoj.
Véda nema co presvédcivého fici o hodnotach, at uz ekonomickych, estetickych ¢i
moralnich. Nema co fici o smyslu Zivota a jeho Ucelu; nema co fici o ndbozenském
presvédceni (vyjma takového, které presahuje nalezity ramec nabozenstvi a cini
tvrzeni o pfirozeném svété, kterd jsou v rozporu s védeckym poznanim; takova
vyjadieni nemohou byt pravdiva).



Véda je cestou k poznani, ale neni cestou jedinou. Poznani pochazi i z jinych zdroja.
BéZna zkusenost, krasna literatura, uméni a historie téZ poskytuji platna poznani
o svété; a stejné tak jej véficim poskytuje zjeveni a ndboZenstvi. Smysl svéta
a lidského Zivota i zalezitosti tykajicich se moralnich a naboZenskych hodnot jdou
za hranice védy. A presto jsou tyto zalezitosti dllezité; pro vétsinu lidi, véetné védcu,
jsou alesponi stejné tak dilezité jako védecké poznani samo o sobé.

Pro véfici mGze byt fadny vztah mezi védou a ndboZenstvim vzajemné motivacnim
a podnétnym. Véda mlze podnécovat ndboZenska presvédceni a zbozné chovani,
kdyZ jednotlivci budou s izasem reagovat na ohromnost vesmiru, jeho velkolepou
rozmanitost, Uzasné adaptace organismi a divy lidského mozku a lidské mysli.
Nabozenstvi podporuje Uctu ke svétu, lidstvu i svétu Zivota a Zivotnimu prostredi.
Nabozenstvi je mnohdy motivujici silou a zdrojem inspirace pro zkoumani tzasného
svéta stvoreni a feSeni hadanek, které pred lidstvo klade.

Reflexe mého jmenovani

Dialog mezi védou a nabozenstvim byl a je po vice nez pét dekad jednim z hlavnich
témat mé profesni ¢innosti. Jmenovani profesorem honoris causa Jihoceské univer-
zity je pro mne dalSim impulsem, abych v praci na tomto tématu pokracoval, coz
skute¢né budu ¢init v pokracujicim dialogu s Juliem LukeSem a dalSimi autoritami
a odborniky Jihoceské univerzity.

Cestna profesura na Jiho¢eské univerzité vlastné hezky dopliiuje mé jmenovani
¢estnym prezidentem Védecké, technologické a nabozenské katedry Francisca José
Ayaly pod vedenim José Manuela Camafno Lépeze na Papezské univerzité Comil-
las ve Spanélském Madridu v roce 2017. | tam se ma ¢innost zaméfuje hlavné na
.dialog” mezi védou a nabozenstvim. Skute¢né existuje dobry ddvod vnimat jis-
tou konvergenci mezi témito dvéma jmenovanimi, na Papezské univerzité Comillas
a na Jihoc¢eské univerzité. Obé tyto udalosti jisté podniti mudj dalsi vyzkum ohledné
vztahu védy a ndboZenstvi. Jsem za toto jmenovani na Jiho¢eské univerzité nesmir-
né vdéc¢ny Juliu LukeSovi, rektordm Jirouskovi a Machulovi, vSéem dalsim autoritam
a akademickému sboru Jihoceské univerzity.

Opravdu mnohokrat dékuiji,

Francisco J. Ayala
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