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Exo-Theology: Speculationson Extra-Terrestrial Life
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Astronomer and exo-biologist Carl Sagan has written

“Space exploration leads directly to religious aptdlo-

sophical questions.'Just what are these questions? Unfor-

tunately, some of the first questions typicallyekre very
misleading. At the top of the list is a questiorsgad all too
frequently by skeptical scientists and tabloid jalists.
The question goes like this: “If we discover livihgings in
outer space as intelligent or more intelligent than will
the Christian religion collapse?” Physicist and yap
science author Paul Davies provides an examplési@od
and the New Physidse lays down the gauntlet:
The existence of extra-terrestrial intelligences
would have a profound impact on religion, shatter-
ing completely the traditional perspective on God’s
relationship with man. The difficulties are par-
ticularly acute for Christianity, which postulates
that Jesus Christ was God incarnate whose mission
was to provide salvation for man on Earth. The
prospect of a host of ‘alien Christs’ systematicall
visiting every inhabited planet in the physical
form of the local creatures has a rather absurd
aspect. Yet how otherwise are the aliens to be
saved?

What is misleading here is the assumption that the

Christian religion is fragile, that it is so fixadbon its
orientation to human beings centered on earth dmat
experience with extra-terrestrial beings would &rat. An
alleged earth-centrism renders Christianity vulbkraYet,
| find little or no credible evidence that suctheett exists.
To the contrary, | find that when the issue of gsion other

worlds has been raised it has been greeted pdgitive

Nevertheless, it is important to observe that #seé has
only seldom been raised; and so to Davies credt iiot
crystal clear how theologians would react shoultraex
terrestrial intelligence (ETI) suddenly become parour
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everyday world. So | believe the theological comityun
should view the Davies challenge as an opportuaitkink

more deeply about the matter. | advocate exo-tiygaioat

is, speculation on the theological significance eatra-

terrestrial life.

In what follows it will be my task to show that tile-
gians following philosophers in the ancient and ieeal
periods consciously confronted the prospect ofdifeother
worlds and on more than one occasion actually iated
such thinking into their theological understandifigen |
will survey examples of contemporary religious d@heo-
logical spokespersons who represent Roman Catkohn-
gelical Protestant, liberal Protestant, and Jettisblogical
perspectives. Here we will find that the topic oftre-
terrestrial intelligence is seldom raised; but witetomes
up it seems to present no significant difficultyewérthe-

less, such study would not be complete without examining
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the fundamentalist literature of the 1970s that rhaye
contributed to the misunderstanding alluded to abdhis
literature sought to demonize the UFO phenomenon—
presuming that UFOs are associated with extrageiaé
intelligence—and this literature might have givée im-
pression that the Christian faith is more fradilart it in fact

is. To this agenda we now turn.

Historical Theology: Might God Create Many Worlds?

The question of the existence of extra-terresinill-
ligent life as we pose it today was, in the ancientld,
subsumed under a slightly broader question: Anetirany
worlds or only one? The story begins prior to thei§lian
era. It begins during the rise of philosophy in éin the
fourth century before Christ.

Yes, there are many worlds, said the atomisticogbi
phers Democritus (460-370 BC) and Epicurus (341-270
BC). The basic assumption of atomism is that tiregghwe
know in the world are the result of chance. Theyfarmed

make up reality—earth, air, fire, and water—wereegaed

by two principles. They would move toward their urat
place by nature, or they would move away from their natural
place by violence. The natural place for the e#stthe
center of the world, and the other elements arentet
accordingly. Fire seeks its natural place by asogni the
heavens, while water and air seek their placesiwéen.
What results is a cosmological vision of a singlality with

the earth at its center. Extending out from theerane find
concentric spheres until we reach the one and loedyen.
The heart of the argument is what we might catfiaural-
centrism” toward which all of nature tends. And, of course,
there can exist but one center. Therefore, therexst one
and only one worl§.

... it would be morein accord to say that
God has created a single perfect world than
a great number of necessarily imperfect

by the chance coalescence of atoms moving about within the \yor|ds. Hence. divine omni potence and the

void, within empty space. Atoms are in constantiomt
colliding, sticking together, and forming thing$ig is how

our world came into existence. And because the number of

atoms is infinite, it follows that there is an imife number
of other worlds &peroi kosmqi resulting from the same
cause and effect chance formations. A Roman desa@pl
these earlier Greeks, Lucretius (98-54 BC), wratéhis
famousOn the Nature of Thing&Since there is illimitable
space in every direction, and since seeds innureeiab
number and unfathomable in sum are flying abouhamy
ways driven in everlasting movement,” the existente
other worlds must be admitted, “especially since wnrld
was made by naturé.Just as there are many kinds of fish,
there are many earths. Just as there are manydifitison
earth, there are many kinds of worlds.

What about life in those other worlds? Epicurus and
Lucretius positively asserted the existence of tgland
living creatures on other worlds. Speculation de tjues-
tion sometimes focused on the moon. One late Gregice
known as pseudo-Plutarch says that “the moonriarieous,
is inhabited as our earth is, and contains aniofadslarger
size and plants of a rarer beauty than our glofmrds.™
Note the assumption that we live on a global, rilattaearth.
Note also the hint of utopianism: the “rarer beahgn our
globe affords.”

No, answered the towering giant of ancient phildsop
Aristotle (384-322 BC); there is only one world andt
many. He rejected the arguments of the atomigteogally
the idea of chance formation. Aristotle’s primary argument
was based on his belief that all things naturadigkstheir
proper place. The motions of the four simple eletsasich

existence of only one world are compatible.

It is well known that Aristotle’s philosophy made a
significant impact on Christian theology. It domtied the
medieval tradition of scholasticism. Perhaps tluisoants
for the assumption made by Paul Davies and others that
Christian theology places the earth or humanitii@tenter
of the universe. Although Aristotle’s influence wadsubt-
less formidable, nevertheless, it would be simiglii say
that Christians say it just because Aristotle sayffere was
a good deal more flexibility and even controvetsgrt we
might assume.

St. Thomas Aquinas (1224-1274) of the University of
Paris is the best known and most influential ofstieolastic
theologians and, to be sure, he was dedicatedtmeding
the Christian faith with Aristotelian philosophyhd& par-
ticular question he confronted which leads into tapic
here was this: Is God's omnipotence compromisesloifi
creates only one world? The counter assumption sezlre
that an omnipotent God could, if desired, creat@néinite
number of worlds. Thomas'’s position is that “ihecessary
that all things should belong to one worfdThe key
premise is that perfection is found in unity. Orerhd which
is constituted of everything that exists would lesfect, a
definition which, by the way, derives from Plato. In sum, it
would be more in accord to say that God has creaséugle
perfect world than a great number of necessaripeirfect
worlds. Hence, divine omnipotence and the existesfce
only one world are compatible.
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Note what is missing here. Thomas is not arguing
according to some principle of earth chauvinisnt tha
earth must be the center because it is the bess het
arguing that the human race is the be-all and #nBather,
he is exploring where the logic of certain premisgght
take him. He is agreeing with Aristotle that ourridois
ordered, not by chance as Democritus and the at®osagd,
but by the principle of unity tending toward petfen. Be
that as it may, the Thomistic view is definitelyfavor of
one world, not many.

But Thomas was not the only one to consider thisas
Others did with other opinions. John Buridan (12258),
also at the University of Paris, said, “...we hbotoin faith
that just as God made this world, so he could naalather
or several worlds™Note that Buridan’s position is based
upon faith, not philosophy. Yet Buridan did not w&mfly
in the face of Aristotle’'s arguments. So, he ada@lpcemise.
Different elements which operate according to déife
laws could be produced in other worlds. Other wartten,
would not have to obey what we earlier identifiesl a
Aristotle’s law of natural-centrism. This would pa&t God
to create another world; and he could order thagthin it
to that world and not to the center of ours. THRigidan
could meet the demands of both faith and philosophy

Nicole Oresme (1320-82), Bishop of Lisieux, extended
Buridan’s thinking in his treatis®e coelo de munddut
rather than make peace between faith and AristOtiesme
simply repudiated Aristotle. To do so he reformeththe
definitions of ‘up’ and ‘down’, the directional inghtors for
the movement of light and heavy things. Heavy thigg
down, toward the center of the earth. AccordinQtesme’s
reformulation, however, ‘up’ and ‘down’ no longer refer
only to the center and circumference of our woltloha.
Another world with another center could have itsnow
version of up and down. All things do not have t@iat
themselves to our world’'s center. There could exzist
plurality of centers. This denies the position afibAristotle
and Thomas that all things in the same universe must have
a relation to one another. Two worlds sufficiemynoved
need not have a relation to one another, but aibtions
between their own respective parts. In the 14thurgrit
was easier to disagree with Aristotle than it woloddlater
when Aristotle’s metaphysics became almost a @oiteof
Christian orthodoxy.

So Steven Dick can unravel a litany of medievabthe
logians prior to the Copernican revolution who cbatcept
the many worlds idea, including Albertus Magnushnlo
Major, Leonardo da Vinci, and the Spanish Jewisiolse

Life, as it exists here on earth in the form of men
animals and plants, is to be found, let us suppose,
in a higher form in the solar and stellar regions.
Rather than think that so many stars and parts of
the heavens are uninhabited and that this earth of
ours alone is peopled—and that with beings per-
haps of an inferior type—we will suppose that in
every region there are inhabitants, differing in
nature by rank and all owing their origin to God,
who is the center and circumference of all stellar
regions®

This is what we find in the medieval period. What
happened at the dawn of the modern period? What happened
to religious thinking about life on other worldsthre wake
of the Copernican revolution and the heliocentnigotry of
the universe where each planet, including earthjtsawn
center of gravity?

This heliocentric view, of course, met with resista
from some leaders. Not all church theologians dbpc
only those who had committed themselves to Aristotelian
metaphysics. We recall here that heliocentrism o@s
demned in 1616. Yet it is important to note thais th
condemnation was not based directly on the issue of many
worlds. In his defense of Galileo, Tommaso Camparnel
effect gave support to the many worlds point ofwiéle
made it clear that the idea of multiple worlds aield no
decrees of the Roman Catholic Church and certaia/not
contrary to Scripture. It was contrary only to tnion of
Aristotle. Then, lifting the argument to a highewél, he
pointed out that Galileo’s heliocentric view doex actu-
ally posit a plurality of worlds, rather, it dissles one world,
the universe, with many subsystems within it.

Theological accommodation to the new science aad th
vast view of the universe opened up by astronomyeuio
sufficiently rapidly so that Arthur Lovejoy couldrite:

[Bly the first or second decade of the eighteenth
century not only the Copernican theory of the solar
system but also belief in other inhabited planets
and in the plurality of worlds seems to have been
commonly accepted even in highly orthodox
circles?

In his important study on the history of Protestant
thought and natural science, John Dillenbergerrntsgmw
the debate over many worlds continued in the Reformation
churches. “The debate hung on the assumption that human
life existed on other planets,” writes Dillenbergi&isecond
and more troubling assumption was that Scripturehsoe

Hasdai Crescas. With some theologians, such as Nicholas of mentions extra-terrestrial life. In the event tifaton other

Cusa (1401-1464), we not only get a plurality oflds but
also of extra-terrestrial life.

planets is discovered through science, then thisifstant
truth about our universe would be revealed apamnfr
Scripture. The recognition of this possibility cduhean a
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shift in the focus of Christian theology toward atien;
creation would be thought to be more extensive tigan
demption. In the tradition of the Two Books—Scrigtand
Nature—nature seemed to be revealing more abacatiane
than Scripture about redemption.
Now creation, interpreted as the wisdom of God in
His works, was more significant than
redemption...there was an entire realm where sci-
ence was valid and where the Biblical tradition
had nothing to sa¥.
The significance of this historical observation éarr study
here is that, although a theological debate toakelthe
theologians did not deem it important to rejectribéon of
other worlds with living creatures.

So Steven Dick can list numerous natural theolag@dn
the 17th and 18th centuries, following the Copeanic
Revolution, who could affirm many worlds such asHgird
Bentley, John Ray, William Derham, Immanuel Kamid a
others. Similar to Nicholas of Cusa, Richard Bentla
theologian and contemporary colleague of Isaac biewt
posited the existence of ETI. As he did so, hecagdted
contemporary ethical concerns regarding the cetytrat
non-centrality of the human race on our planet. ws
preparing to combat what we might today call “eatiau-
vinism.”

...we need not nor do not confine and determine

the purposes of God in creating all mundane

bodies, merely to human ends and uses...all bodies
were formed for the sake of intelligent minds: and
as the Earth was principally designed for the being
and service and contemplation of men; why may
not all other planets be created for the like uses,
each for their own inhabitants which have life and
understanding?

In sum, during the formidable period of medieval
scholasticism, despite the forceful impact of Avistian
philosophy, Christian theology was by no means wddd
the idea that God created only one world. An hodebate
persisted well past the Copernican revolution theomod-
ern era. More than one position was put forth. Sofraur
best minds not only affirmed the idea of multiplerlds, but
even spoke positively regarding the existence dfaex
terrestrial life.

Contemporary Theology: What About ETI?

The period of history following World War 1l is the
space age in many respects. We have been puttallitea
in orbit and astronauts on the moon, and we haen be
sending probes to Venus, Mars, and beyond. We have been
searching for extra-terrestrial life with radioestoped?
Budgetary arguments regarding space exploratios aag
nually in the U.S. Congress. Our theaters have Seawing

sci-fi films depicting inter-planetary space traegld even
wars between extra-terrestrial civilizations. Npercent of

the U.S. population claims to have seen what tledig\e to

be a UFO, and half the people who think of UFOs as a reality
believe they come from outer space. Our culturshist
through and through with space consciousness.

One would expect, therefore, that theological lesde
would want to respond to the rise in space consaess by
providing some intellectual guidance. Yet, surpgsy,
relatively little is being done. The subject is taddely
ignored, in my judgment.

Be that as it may, in those instances during th& po
World War Il period when the subject has been sshio
taken up, the possibility of the existence of E&klbeen
positively affirmed. Beginning with the Roman Cdtbo
theologian George van Noort of the manualist treujtit
has been held that it is not in the least incorbpetuith faith
to admit that rational beings exist on other hebvbadies.
Fr. Theodore Hesburgh, past President of the Usityeof
Notre Dame, served on a NASA commission and arthed
he could legitimately accept the possibility o&lidn other
planets. His argument was that because God isitmfin
intelligence, freedom, and power, that we cannke t&
upon ourselves to limit what he might have donernta
theologian Hans Kiing, while making an argumentde d
center the place of humanity on planet earth, Saganust
allow for living beings, intelligent—although quitéffer-
ent living beings, also on other stars of the imseenni-
verse.” And Karl Rahner, whom many see as the theological
giant of Catholicism in the twentieth century, reféo “the
many histories of freedom which do not only takacgl on
our earth.” Francis J. Connell, C.S.S.R., Dean of the School
of Sacred Theology at the Catholic University of éima
during the 1940s and 1950s, sums the matter ujs §ibod
for Catholics to know that the principles of th&ith are
entirely compatible with the most startling posiieis
concerning life on other planets.”

Turning to the conservative wing of Protestantism,
evangelical preacher Billy Graham welcomes both the
prospect of ETI and UFOs. “l firmly believe thereea
intelligent beings like us far away in space whorstip
God,” he told an interviewer, “but we would havehing
to fear from these people. Like us, they are GorEation.”

In his book on angels, Graham writes:

Some...have speculated that UFOs could very

well be part of God’s angelic host who preside

over the physical affairs of universal creation.

While we cannot assert such a view with

certainty...nothing can hide the fact that these

unexplained events are occurring with greater
frequency around the entire world...UFOs are
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astonishingly angel-like in some of their reported
appearances.

Moving a bit more to mainline Protestant theologg,
find New Testament scholar Krister Stendahl, former Bishop
of Stockholm and former Dean of Harvard DivinityhSol.
At a NASA sponsored symposium in 1972, Stendahl was
asked about communication with ETI. “That's gredt¢
said. “It seems always great to me, when God’s wgeli
a little bigger and | get a somewhat more true vadwny
place and my smallness in that universe.”

A. Durwood Foster poses the very question central t
this essay. Given the prospects of contact withaeberres-
trial intelligent beings, “is faith in any way ttaened by the
possibilities here in view? Why should it be?” Heswaers
that a faith already steeped in God's mystery shdud
prepared for the unexpected and even affirmatigpbn to
it. He goes on to cite the New Testament recognitiat
there are other sheep of which we do not know (16hih6).
Then he concludes, “[tlhe love of God manifest ésub
Christ has surely not remained unknown whereveetie
spiritual receptivity.”

Paul Tillich would agree. Tillich, the renowned ®rs-
atic theologian with one foot in neo-orthodoxy dinel other
in liberal Protestantism, takes the question of Ktite
seriously. The prospect of extra-terrestrial ldeses impor-
tant issues for the doctrines of creation, anthiagpg and
Christology.

...a question arises which has been carefully

avoided by many traditional theologians, even

though it is consciously or unconsciously alive

for most contemporary people. It is the prob-

lem of how to understand the meaning of the

symbol “Christ” in the light of the immensity of

the universe, the heliocentric system of plan-

ets, the infinitely small part of the universe

which man and his history constitute, and the
possibility of other worlds in which divine self-
manifestations may appear and be received.
...our basic answer leaves the universe
open for possible divine manifestations in other
areas or periods of being. Such possibilities
cannot be denied. But they cannot be proved or
disproved. Incarnation is unique for the special
group in which it happens, but it is not unique

in the sense that other singular incarnations for

other unique worlds are excluded...Man cannot

claim to occupy the only possible place for
incarnation.

The issue Tillich debates here is the one cynically
referred to as “absurd” by Paul Davies. The issuthis:
Does the existence of multiple worlds with intediig life

require multiple divine incarnations and multipletsaof
redemption? Tillich seems to be answering in thienad-
tive. Tillich so conflates the doctrines of creatiand
redemption that he believes God’'s saving power @oul
already be at work regardless of the situation lnctv ETI
found themselves. One implication of this posii®that we
earthlings would not necessarily need to send onissies
to initiate aliens into God'’s plan of salvation.

Returning to the Roman Catholics for a moment, two
contemporary scholars have tackled this issuearehme
variance from Tillich’s position, argued for theiwersal
efficacy of the Christ event on earth. In an intev, Jesuit
journalist L. C. McHugh was asked: What would be the
relation of intelligent beings inhabiting a far ner of the
cosmos to Jesus Christ? McHugh responded sayicy, su
people “would fall under the universal dominion dfrist
the King, just as we and even the angels do.” @tyil J.
Edgar Bruns, a New Testament scholar and president of
Notre Dame Seminary in New Orleans, writes that “...the
significance of Jesus Christ extends beyond oubailo
limits. He is the foundation stone and apex ofuhiverse
and not merely the Savior of Adam’s progeny.” This posi-
tion would probably imply that, should ETI be diseced,
missionaries would be called for much as they were when
Europe discovered the Western hemisphere.

One would expect . . . that theological
leaders would want to respond to therisein
space consciousness by providing some
intellectual guidance. Yet, surprisingly,
relatively little is being done.

This is not the case for Roman Catholic Karl Rahner
who seems to side more with Tillich. Rahner, astinead
earlier, argues that the possibility of extra-tstial intelli-
gent life “can today no longer be excluded.” Then he raises
the question of “Christ as head of all creation€ specu-
lates: “In view of the immutability of God in himg$eind the
identity of the Logos with God, it cannot be provbdt a
multiple incarnation in different histories of sation is
absolutely unthinkable.” He concludes that thealagion
earth will “not be able to say anything further tims
guestion,” because they are limited by revelatidhe
purpose of Christian revelation is limited to “thalvation
of humankind, not to provide an answer to questighigh
really have no important bearing on the realizatibithis
salvation in freedom.”

In this debate over the need for multiple incaorai
we need to keep one item in mind. Even though there are
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slight differences of opinion regarding the relathbip
between ETI and the historical event of redempiiere on
earth, what is important is the common assumptiat t
possible ETI belong within the realm of God’s cieatand
are well worth serious theological consideration.

Back to the Protestants. Moving a step in the &iber
direction on the spectrum, German theologian Weolfha
Pannenberg affirms at least the vague possibifiiptelli-
gent life living in other solar systems in our ommin remote
galaxies. With regard to redemption, however, he differs
from Tillich. Pannenberg understands Jesus Clarisétthe
incarnation of the eternldgos and the eterndbgosis the
medium through which the whole of creation has corte
being. The significance of Jesus Christ extendshto
farthest reaches of the universe, because througlstC
God has promised to draw the whole of time andesp#o
a consummate unity.

In every instance, however, the same creative
and redeeming work of the same God is
operative.

The issue of the universality of earth’s Christravie
taken up as well by Lewis Ford, a spokespersorttfer
school of process theology. Disciples of the plujids/ of
Alfred North Whitehead, process theologians usufitig
themselves on the liberal end of the Protestanttapa.
Ford begins by stating that “salvation is not jusited to
men but applies to all intelligent beings wheretey may
dwell.” Ford embraces the concept of evolutiorpliags it
to every location in the universe, and then asseaisGod
is always and everywhere drawing the evolutionaoggss
toward greater complexity and higher value.

...we may define God as that dynamic source of

values which lures the evolutionary process to an

ever-richer complexity productive of increasing
freedom and intensity of experience. As such, God
is necessarily operative in the development of
every life and in every culture, whether terrestria
or extra-terrestrial.

The Ford position is close to Tillich’'s. It virtugl
collapses salvation into creation. As with TillicRord
affirms multiple manifestations of the divine, eache
appropriate to the species for which redemptioairised.
Jesus Christ constitutes the incarnation aimeldeghtiman
race on earth. Other parallel incarnations are gessible
for other intelligent races. In every instance, boer, the
same creative and redeeming work of the same God is
operative.

Although | wish more theologians would take the
matter of other worlds and ETI seriously, | stilhd the
spectrum of theological considerations of ETI angre
UFOs impressive. Yet the above mentioned theolaggae
all Christians. When researching this topic, | beda
wonder what a Jewish theologian might say. Septebned
my friend and colleague, Rabbi Hayim Perelmuter. Dr
Perelmuter is former President of the Chicago Baard
Rabbis and a professor at the Catholic Theologic#n in
Chicago. He is one of those renaissance peoplecobers
the waterfront: he is an author, a scripture schélaowl-
edgeable about the history of intellectual thougdperi-
enced in Jewish-Christian dialogue, up to datdempolitics
of Israel, and most apt to know the broad sweeguafent
Jewish thinking. | described the issue on which dsw
working. His response was forthright and clear. t€ompo-
rary Jewish theology would have no difficulty whadser in
accepting new knowledge regarding the existenaxiré-
terrestrial life. In fact, it would simply broadéme scope of
our understanding of God'’s creation. Then he addedte
of tragic humor. “We Jews have had to adjust to all kinds of
things in history, including Nazi Germany and thi&cul-
ties with Israel. | am sure we could adjust to gpbeings
emerging from flying saucers as well.”

Fundamentalist Literature: UFOs as Chariots of Satan

During the decade of the 1970s numerous magazine
articles and books appeared that dramatically ehgéd
the alleged existence of UFOs and depicted thereenti
phenomenon as a Satanic plot. This literature dotmh
frighten Christian readers into disbelief in ETidan doing
so to capitalize on the fascination that usuallyoatgpanies
fright. The literature influenced many conservatiaed
evangelical clergy persons and eventually foungtg into
sermons and Christian education programs. Thisoagjr
was most likely stimulated by the wide publicitygn to the
Pascagoula, Mississippi abduction of Charles Hiokasiod
Calvin Parker on October 11, 1973 as well as themely
large sales of books such@kariots of the GodsBy Erich
von Daniken. A brief upsurge in fright publicatiofd-
lowed the release of Steven Spielberg’'s mo@iese En-
counters of the Third Kinéh December 1977, but then it
died down. In the 1980s and 1990s anti-New Agethad
anti-Satanism literature seems to have rushed fill the
gap in Christian terror literatuté.

Puzzled at such extremism at a time when Billy @Grah
had spoken so favorably about ETI, | engaged thesgo-
nents in conversation. As best as | can reconsitrutteir
theological argument follows three steps that lesitb the
guestion of biblical authority. First, there canrelife on
other planets because the Bible has not reveaketbthe the
case. Because the Bible does not anywhere metifioon
other worlds, belief in ETI is anti-biblical.
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If there were intelligent beings with origins in
outer space, we would expect the Bible to support
the fact. However, the Bible takes no such
position...the Bible doesn’t even mention the ex-
istence of other planets...the person of JesusChri
and His redemptive work underscore the unique-
ness of life to the planet earth. He came to die fo
man'’s sins, exclusivel.

Note how blatantly this argument commits the fallac
of argumentum ex ignorantithe argument from ignorance:
because the Bible ignores UFOs and ETI, therefdF€)s
and ETI do not exist. This is fallacious becaus@ne has
ever claimed that the Bible constitutes the exliegisupply
of all knowledge that can be known. It is logicahgssible
for things to exist that are not mentioned in thibl®
Toyotas and Swiss watches and Big Mac hamburgéss ex
indisputably, but they are not mentioned in thel&ib

Note also the earth-centrist assumption here. Berha
this shows that Paul Davies has some grounds éaligiing
a radical challenge to Christian belief—at leaist inand of
Christian belief—should the existence of ETI be &mp
cally confirmed.

The second step in the fundamentalist fright argument
is to acknowledge that belief in ETI seems to pppsse the
theory of evolution. This observation is corredheTUFO
phenomenon and the concept of evolution convergeiin
culture to form a kind of mythical view of realitySince the

literature. Further and more decisively, the UF@rpm-
enon, with its accompanying evolutionary myth, jdeg a
temptation for earthlings to look for salvationsgameone
other than the biblical Jesus Christ. Respondiegiipally
to the movieClose Encounters of the Third Kirak well as
to the generic cultural UFO myth, Frank Allnutt saters
the implications of believing in a race of ETI wéu@ “smart
enough to have outlawed crime and war.” He goes on:
That line of reasoning sees the possibility thaséh
extra-terrestrials have become masters over those
things which cause death and that they hold the key
to the mysteries of immortality. And, maybe, they
intend to teach us the secret way to obtain eternal
life. 7

Allnutt can only conclude, then, that “the UFO phe-
nomenon is being caused by Satan and his demoeg. Th
purpose is to confuse people about the true soafce
salvation, the Lord Jesus Christ.”

It seems to me that the fundamentalist interpreters
perceive accurately the salvific structure inherenthe
developing UFO myth in our society and, furthegttthis
myth stands at some variance with what Christiaastwo
teach. For this the appropriate response is Camistpolo-
getic theology, to be sure. Yet, the apologetizargnt as
actually raised here is unnecessarily confused ¥aitla-
cious appeals to the exclusive authority of theldib

Conclusion

1950s, and perhaps even before, a myth has been under

construction in our society that pictures Ufonaaggoming
from a civilization in outer space that is more aeed than
ours—further advanced in science, technology, aathin
ity. This means they have evolved further than wearth.
According to this emerging myth, the Ufonauts aageling
to earth to teach us how to evolve faster, to saveelves
from disaster as we cross the nuclear threshold.space
beings constitute our own future coming back iretas well
as space to rescue us, to sav& Mghat the fundamentalist
interpreters believe they see in this emerging Wk@h is
the human imagination gone wild. By presuming vgyfitb
the theory of evolution, earthling imagination Ipasjected
evolutionary advance to the point of developmestdva-
tion onto imaginary civilizations in outer spaceh&y we
find here, complain the fundamentalists, is a stgive plot
to convince our people to believe in evolution afaourse,
then to deny the authority of the biblical accoointreation
in the book of Genesis.

The third step in the argument is to declare &l th
demonic. Scientists who propound the theory of @iah

In sum, although there are partial grounds forkinig
the Christian faith is so earth-centrist that itulcb be
severely upset by confirmation of the existenc&of, an
assessment of the overall historical and contennpstigength
of Christian theology indicates no insurmountablealy
ness. The Aristotelian metaphysical tradition withedi-
eval theology, and recent fulminations by fundaraksts,
have admittedly propounded versions of earth-centthat
might give one pause in this regard. Despite Stnds’s
use of Aristotelian arguments against many worlds, how-
ever, Christian theologians have routinely found/svéo
address the issue of Jesus Christ as God incaandt¢o
conceive of God’s creative and saving power exeited
other worlds. This applies, of course, to hist@igistianity
in its contemporary Roman Catholic, evangelicatéstant
and liberal Protestant forms. Although Paul Dawegial-
lenge does apply to some expressions of fundaniemtal
we must note that, in the giant story book thastitutes the
two thousand year history of the Christian religibmda-
mentalism makes up at best one tiny sub-chapter. It would
be a mistake to take the fundamentalist frighepsesenta-

have with some frequency in the past been denounced by tive of Christianity as a whole.

fundamentalists as enemies of the Bible. Indiredthys
denouncing is repeating itself between the linestitUFO
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At this point in time we can only speculate. TheQJF
mystery remains unsolved. The question of the hettist-
ence or nonexistence of ETI remains open. Shoultbacb
between terrestrials and extra-terrestrials oagarcannot
predict with certainty how hitherto earthbound stieis will
react. Some scenarios present themselves as likethe
event that the ETIs appear rich, friendly, and lvetent, we
will at first greet them with open arms. In the ewvthat the
ETIs appear to be warlike conquerors or diseasgenid
contaminators or in some other way a threat, we may see the
diverse peoples of earth uniting together in a comm
defense. In the event that the ETls appear to lmhilike us,
we can expect both of the above reactions initialhd then
we will eventually see the development of allianeesl
counter-alliances between segments of both eadtEdm
populations. In all three cases, alert Christiagptbgians
will attempt to extrapolate on the basis of exigptkmowl-
edge of earthling behavior and try to guide ugailard a
peaceful and fraternal bond of friendship. Suclolthgians
would affirm with St. Thomas that “all things shdddelong
to one world,” and this one world would include Hbot
earthlings and extra-terrestrials. In the meantiwtgle we
wait for contact, | recommend that some scholars take up
Paul Davies’s challenge and engage in a prelimifeairy of
exo-theology.
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