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INTRODUCTION1 

In the month of March 2020, when the coronavirus crisis began in Bar-
celona, an acquaintance of mine heard someone on the street say: “If 
God exists, why does he allow the coronavirus?” Touché! It is as if the 
person were saying: “This coronavirus cannot be explained with the 
God preached to us by the priests and the Church.”

This serious challenge to those who 
believe in God is repeated every time 
a person or a community experienc-
es significant suffering, especially in 
Western societies. In these societies 
most citizens assume that all events 
have rational explanations: they be-
lieve in a world that is “disenchanted” 
(M. Weber). They think that events 
that can be explained by scientific 
reason should not be explained by the 
intervention of angels, demons, or di-
vinities. Nevertheless, the question 
about the ultimate meaning of evil 
remains. As a result, unless they have 
completely ruled out belief in God, 
they ask questions about how God can 

coexist with suffering. Other societies, 
which remain more “enchanted” and 
less rational than Western society, do 
not pose that question: they respond to 
an unfortunate event by undertaking 
some ritual action so that God, or some 
other divine force, removes or corrects 
the misfortune that has befallen them.

In our highly rational Western so-
ciety things are different. European 
philosophers and theorists of the 17th 
and 18th centuries proposed to answer 
this question about God and suffering 
by discoursing on theodicy (meaning 
“justification of God”). The first fa-
mous work on this topic was Leibniz’s 
Theodicy, an Essay on the Goodness 
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of God, the Freedom of Man, and the 
Origin of Evil (1710), and thinkers 
such as Voltaire, Rousseau, and Kant 
continued the discussion. The problem 
had already been raised by the ancient 
Greek and Roman philosophers. Lac-
tantius (245-325 AD), for example, 
formulated it in terms of a trilemma:

Either God wants to eliminate evil from 
the world but cannot do so, or he can 
eliminate it but does not want to, or he 
neither wants to nor can eliminate it. If 
he wants to but cannot, he is powerless. 
If he can and does not want to, he does 
not love us. If he neither wants to nor 
can do so, he is not the good God, and 
moreover he is powerless. If he can and 
he does want to eliminate evil—and 
only this option is fitting for him as 
God—then where does real evil come 
from, and why does he not eliminate it?2

In this booklet, however, we will 
not reason from theodicy because this 
line of thought uses mainly theoret-
ical reason, but in practice we ordi-
nary humans use also other resources 
within our reach, resources that are not 
always rational or coherent with one 
another. For example, we try to deny 
the evidence of suffering, or we try to 
suppress its symptoms without asking 
about the root causes, or we try to keep 
a cool head, or we evade the prob-
lem (even if just for a short while), or 
we consult the horoscope or the tarot 
cards, or finally, we alternate between 
cursing and imploring God, doctors, 
politicians, or Mother Nature. 

All these actions respond to a 
broad, heterogeneous set of resources 
that we humans carry within us and 
use: we ordinarily conceive of them 

in terms of belief. What we mean by 
belief is “faith in or adherence to God 
or to some notion of ultimate reality” 
(Charles Taylor). Every belief, accord-
ing to Lluís Duch, consists of three 
poles that interact in a complex way:

a) an experience of emotional contact 
with God (or some notion of ulti-
mate reality);

b) which is given linguistic expres-
sion in ideas;

c) and bodily expression in rites or 
actions.

In this conception, theodicy, with 
its focus on theoretical reason, would 
correspond only to ideas. However, 
the complexity of belief forces us to 
examine actions as well, especially in 
situations where individual or collec-
tive suffering has shaken the ground 
beneath our feet. Ortega y Gasset com-
pares beliefs to a type of substratum, 
largely unconscious, by which we ap-
proach reality and adhere to God or 
other notions of ultimate reality.

Such beliefs become visible—ex-
pressing themselves in ideas or ac-
tions—when individuals or communi-
ties are subjected to events that disrupt 
their lives. The postulate of this book-
let is that the coronavirus has shaken 
up contemporary Western beliefs and 
has become a mirror in which those be-
liefs are reflected. 

Western beliefs are quite diverse. 
Their most recent forms originated in 
the 16th century, when Christianity lost 
its unity and its monopoly as a system 
of belief. This loss of unity resulted 
from various factors: the successes 
of modern science, the emergence of 
autonomous ethics independent of the 
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God hypothesis, and the growth of 
secular states beyond the control of 
religion (Charles Taylor). From that 
point on, both intellectuals and ordi-
nary people begin to believe in nature 
and humanity as ultimate realities, as 
existing apart from or in opposition to 
the God of Christian tradition. Most 
recently, during the last quarter of the 
20th century, many people became dis-
enchanted in turn with the promises 
and alleged successes of modernity: 
postmodernists disseminated a type of 
skepticism that led some to declare, “I 
don’t believe in anything” or “I have 
no beliefs.” 

This wide spectrum of beliefs and 
unbeliefs in the West has, since Janu-
ary 2020, been reflected in the mirror 
of the coronavirus. We will begin our 
description and analysis of this reflec-
tion by examining four families of 
beliefs, which can be expressed in the 
following general statements: “I be-

lieve in nature,” “I believe in human-
ity,” “I believe in God,” and “I have 
no beliefs.” We will try to describe the 
concrete forms that beliefs have taken 
within these four families as they face 
the pandemic, an event that has dis-
rupted the health, the economy, and 
the daily lives of people in the West 
and throughout the world.

In chapter 2 we will examine in 
more detail the idea of belief and the 
development of the four families of 
beliefs in contemporary Western so-
cieties: God, humanity, nature and 
non-belief. In chapter 3 we will pres-
ent the coronavirus pandemic, defining 
it as a contingent event. In chapters 4, 
5, 6, and 7 we will examine the inter-
actions of the pandemic with each of 
the families of belief. Finally, in chap-
ter 8 we will draw some conclusions 
about nature, humanity, and God and 
also about the structure of the various 
forms of belief.
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THE GENESIS OF BELIEFS IN THE WEST

As we stated in the introduction, what we mean by belief is “faith in, or 
adherence to, God or some notion of ultimate reality.”3

Beliefs

Any belief is made up of three poles4 
that interact with one another in a com-
plex way:

a) an experience of emotional contact 
with God (or some notion of ulti-
mate reality);

b) which is given linguistic expres-
sion in ideas;

c) and bodily expression in rites or 
actions.

There is much variation in the 
consciousness of individuals regard-
ing their beliefs and the interaction of 
their three poles. Ortega y Gasset held 
that ideas are occurrences that become 
conscious in our mind, whereas beliefs 
have unconscious components and we 
can rely on beliefs without being ful-
ly aware of them.5 Moreover, beliefs 

are social constructions transmitted by 
the societies in which we have lived.6 
It is this bedrock nature of beliefs that 
makes them the starting point for our 
approach to reality and our adherence 
to God or to some ultimate reality.

Beliefs become visible when indi-
viduals or communities are submitted 
to events that cause them distress. Or-
tega writes:

Deep down, human beings are credu-
lous; in other words, the deepest stra-
tum of our lives, the one that sustains 
and supports all the others, is made 
up of beliefs. These, then, are the so-
lid ground on which we toil. [...] In 
this basic area of our beliefs, however, 
huge holes of doubt open up here or 
there, like hatches. In such a moment 
we have to say that doubt, true doubt, 
that which is not simply methodical or 
intellectual, is a form of belief and be-
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longs to the same stratum as belief in 
the architecture of life. We exist also in 
doubt, except that in this case our being 
has a frightening character. It is the 
very negation of stability. We suddenly 
feel that the earth itself is dissolving 
under our feet, and we seem to be fa-
lling, falling into a void without being 
able to help ourselves, without being 
able to do anything to affirm ourselves, 
to stay alive.7

The postulate of this booklet is that 
the coronavirus has shaken contempo-
rary Western beliefs and caused them 
to reveal their true nature. Already in 
1947 Albert Camus was warning us of 
the profoundly disturbing power of ep-
idemics:

Ah, if it had been just an earthquake! A 
good shaking, and then no more talk of 
the matter. ... The dead and the living 
are counted, and the case is closed. But 
this wretched plague! Even those who 
don’t have it seem to carry it in their 
hearts.8

The Christian Tradition As a 
Western Belief

The Christian tradition has been foun-
dational in the genesis of Western be-
liefs. With the coronavirus as a back-
ground, we will describe Christianity 
in terms of metacosmic soteriology 
and creation.

Metacosmic soteriology. The theo-
logian Aloysius Pieris distinguished 
between two great historical families 
of beliefs: cosmic religions and meta-
cosmic soteriologies. Cosmic religions 
are those in which believers deify nat-

ural forces and tribal ancestors, con-
sidering them as “notions of ultimate 
reality” (C. Taylor). Nevertheless, in 
these religions God, nature, and hu-
manity are not clearly distinguished 
from one another.

In ancient times, people related prima-
rily with the forces of nature, such as 
sun, rain, moon, wind, and fire. They 
depended on these forces for their li-
ves and for activities such as hunting 
or agriculture. The forces were some-
how “divinized” and personalized. 
Divinization of ancestors was added 
later. People related to their ancestors 
through rituals, making them offerings 
and expecting favors in return. When 
they were aware of having offended the 
ancestors, they made propitiation. The-
re were specialists who directed these 
rituals.9

In contrast, the metacosmic soteri-
ologies conceive of an Absolute Being 
that exists beyond natural forces and 
that is the origin of all human beings, 
including all the tribes and their ances-
tors.

Historians of religion speak of an 
Axial Age around the fifth century 
B.C., when religious thinkers emer-
ged around the world with a teaching 
that moved beyond the cosmic sphe-
re toward a metacosmic level and an 
Absolute Being. The Chinese spoke 
of the Dao—the Way. In the Upanis-
hads the Indians evoked and reflected 
on the Atman-Brahman—the Absolu-
te Being. Buddha spoke of the state of 
Nirvana, about which he preferred to 
remain silent. The post-exilic prophets 
like Isaiah and Jeremiah proclaimed 
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Yahweh to be the one supreme God of 
all peoples, casting aside all other gods. 
With these figures we have reached the 
metacosmic level.10

This second family of beliefs cor-
responds to the metacosmic soteri-
ologies: it seeks the salvation of be-
lievers (soteriology means “word of 
salvation”) more than it does an ex-
planation of the world or the cosmos. 
Metacosmic believers sense that their 
experience of emotional contact with 
divinity is ineffable: no language can 
adequately express it. For example, an 
Upanishad written five to seven centu-
ries before Christ, when the Hindu tra-
dition was beginning to move toward 
a metacosmic soteriology, refers to the 
divinity as a Spirit that reflects ineffa-
bility and transcendence (that which is 
“meta” or “beyond”):

The Spirit is not this, not that. It is in-
comprehensible; it cannot be unders-
tood. It is immortal; it cannot die. It has 
no binding links; it is free, free from 
all ties. It is beyond suffering and fear. 
Those who know this are not brought 
to sorrow or happiness according to the 
evil or good they have done; they go 
beyond both. What is done or not done 
causes no affliction. Those who know 
this and have found peace are in control 
of themselves; they patiently endure, 
and they achieve calm concentration. 
They perceive the Spirit in themselves 
and see the Spirit in everything. (Bri-
hadaranyaka Upanishad)

Christianity can be considered a 
metacosmic soteriology insofar as it 
understnds belief more as relationship 
to God than as understanding of the 

cosmos. A Christian theologian said 
that “the intention of the Holy Spirit 
[in inspiring the Bible] is to teach us 
how to go to heaven, not how the heav-
ens go.”11 Similarly, the Judeo-Chris-
tian tradition considers the experience 
of God as ineffable: “Si comprehendis, 
non est Deus [If you understand, it is 
not God],” said Saint Augustine. This 
relative separation of God from nature 
and humanity is made explicit in the 
idea of   creation, and it has allowed for 
modern science to emerge as a way of 
explaining the cosmos.

The idea of   creation in Jewish tra-
dition is interpreted as an act by which 
God limits his own power and allows 
the emergence of a sphere in which 
humans are the image and likeness of 
God (Genesis 1:26) and have the rest 
of creation (nature) at their disposal 
(Genesis 1:28). The Christian tradition 
especially values   the human condition 
because God the Son has become a hu-
man being in Jesus Christ (John 1:1-
17). At the same time, it integrates the 
cosmos into humanity’s creative and 
saving relationship with God through 
Jesus Christ: “All things were made 
through him [the Word ]” and “God 
created all things through him” (Colos-
sians 1:16). However, the consistency, 
meaning, and fullness of created reality 
do not close themselves off into a form 
of pantheism; rather, they are under-
stood “in, through, and for Christ.”12 

This “in, through, and for Christ,” who 
proceeds from the Father and returns 
to the Father, means that creation is not 
yet complete but is moving toward its 
fullness. This fullness, toward which 
humanity and the cosmos are being 
led by the Holy Spirit, will be the re-
capitulation of all creation in Christ 
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(Ephesians 1:10). The existence of 
evil and suffering—as evidenced in the 
coronavirus—show precisely that fact: 
creation is still in process:

Creation justifies itself and justifies 
its Creator in the new creation; the 
eschaton will be both “theodicy,” the 
justification of God, and “cosmodicy,” 
the justification of the world and of his-
tory, with the unparalleled redemption 
of its negativities.13

Contemporary Western Beliefs

The four families of contemporary 
Western beliefs originated in the 16th 
and 17th centuries with modern ratio-
nalism and the Enlightenment. This 
latter formulated first a belief in God 
without religion (deism) and then pro-
posed a humanism apart from God.14 
As a result, many people in the West 
today can say, “I believe in humanity,” 
with the implication that they perhaps 
do not believe in God. 

During the 19th and 20th centuries 
the Christian understanding of human 
history as impelled by the Spirit was 
confronted with the theories of both 
biological (Darwin) and cosmic (Ein-
stein) evolution. These complementa-
ry scientific theories revealed that our 
universe has known “a cosmic evolu-
tion of 14 billion years and a terrestrial 
evolution of life of 4 billion years.”15 

This confrontation of science with reli-
gion has given rise to three attitudes: 1) 
atheistic scientism, which admits only 
the authority of science; 2) fundamen-
talist creationism, which rejects scien-
tific authority; and 3) a middle way that 
advocates dialogue between science 

and religion based on the idea of an   
“evolutionary creation.” The first two 
attitudes have put those who affirm, “I 
believe in science, but not in God” in 
conflict those who affirm, “I believe in 
God, but not in science.” The third atti-
tude preserves the Christian concept of 
a continuous creation, while extending 
it over billions of years, and it also em-
phasizes the autonomy of creation with 
respect to God: “God makes things so 
that they can evolve and develop on 
their own.”16 

The humanism of the Enlighten-
ment formulated an anthropology that 
understood people as rational beings 
who repress their feelings.17 Encour-
aged by their belief in the progress of 
humanity, people reduce themselves to 
homo economicus (unilateral econom-
ic humans). Human progress, howev-
er, has not fully respected either na-
ture or human solidarity. In response 
to this failure, the romanticism of the 
19th century gave priority to feeling 
over reason, and it demanded that na-
ture be duly respected and not merely 
mutilated and destroyed in the service 
of “progress.” In keeping with this tra-
dition of venerating nature, some con-
temporary Western citizens affirm, “I 
believe in nature,” with the implication 
that they perhaps do not believe either 
in humanity or in God. Today we can 
identify certain forms of environmen-
talism or naturism that are based on 
faith in nature as the ultimate reality.

Finally, in the last quarter of the 
20th century, a new family of beliefs 
appeared, known as “postmodern-
ism.” The postmodernists were react-
ing against the violence produced both 
by religions and by the supposedly 
enlightened liberal and socialist hu-
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manists. For example, in the novel The 
Name of the Rose by postmodern writ-
er Umberto Eco, the protagonist utters 
a warning typical of postmodern rela-
tivism: “Flee from the prophets, Adso, 
and from those who are willing to die 
for the truth, because they can cause 
the death of many others, often before 
causing their own, and sometimes in-
stead of their own.” This sort of rela-
tivistic view of religion and modern 

humanism has led some contemporary 
Western citizens to affirm, “I have no 
beliefs.”

But before we examine these var-
ious types belief, we will present the 
COVID-19 pandemic as a phenom-
enon that reflects these beliefs. The 
pandemic is truly a contingent event, a 
fruit of hazard happening that resulted 
from the convergence of very diverse 
causal sequences.
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THE CORONAVIRUS AS A SYNDEMIA

What is the nature of the COVID-19 pandemic that has mirrored—un-
compromisingly and sharply—our contemporary Western beliefs?

Regardless of where it originated, 
COVID-19 is a type of zoonosis, the 
mutation of a virus that affects one an-
imal and then affects another animal. 
The transfer of the disease to humans 
from other animals (probably bats) 
was made possible by human action. 
The United Nations Environmental 
Program (UNEP) reports that the fol-
lowing human actions are the princi-
pal origins of various zoonoses: de-
forestation and other changes in land 
use, illegal and poorly regulated trade 
in wildlife, intensified agricultural and 
livestock production, increased antimi-
crobial resistance, and climate change. 
For this reason, some scientists be-
lieve that the fight against COVID-19 
cannot be limited simply to restoring 
human health, but must extend also to 
restoring the ecological balance.

The spread of the pandemic is both 
a biological and a social phenomenon. 
The rapidity of the spread is due first of 
all to the increased international mobil-
ity of people from different countries. 
A second reason it has spread swiftly 
is that some governments, yielding to 
pressure from certain economic powers, 
have opted for less drastic measures of 
confinement. A third factor contributing 
to the spread is the way people relate 
socially in certain areas. A final factor 
is that the public and private health sys-
tems in some areas were deficient and 
have resulted in more deaths. In any 
case, those most negatively affected by 
the pandemic are the members of the 
most vulnerable social groups, such as 
African-Americans in the U.S. 

This widespread disease can there-
fore be called a “syndemic,” in the 
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sense that various causes, both natural 
and social, have converged in its prop-
agation. One way of explaining it phil-
osophically is in terms of a “chance” or 
“contingent event.” Regarding chance, 
J. Ferrater Mora states:

The distinction between chance and 
luck corresponds roughly to the dis-
tinction between what happens “ac-
cidentally” in natural phenomena and 
what happens “accidentally” in human 
affairs. The accidental is that which is 
not necessary, but that does not imply 
that it is absurd or inexplicable. Both 
chance and luck designate exceptional 
events that take place when indepen-
dent causal series intersect. When a 
squirrel eats an ear of corn, two causal 
series have crossed: the series “life and 
movement of a squirrel” and the series 
“growth of the ear of corn,” producing 
the exceptional and unexpected (but 
not inexplicable) event called chance.18

Using the term “contingent event,” 
theologian Walter Kasper states the 
following about the coronavirus:

Even though human errors may have 
been made in the beginning, [the CO-

VID-19 pandemic] is not a crisis pro-
duced by humans, but a natural catas-
trophe of global dimensions. It is what 
is philosophically called a contingent 
event, that is, an event that is possible 
but not necessary by virtue of a natural 
law. Something has happened that is 
not necessary, but obviously possible; 
it is something that happens to us and 
“touches” us (contingere).19

The sun rises every day and we are 
not surprised: it is a necessary event. 
But it is not every morning that a pan-
demic like COVID-19 is declared. 
Here it is chance that has come into 
play, an intersection of independent 
causal series that ends up touching us: 
it is a contingent event (from the Latin 
word contingere = touch). The com-
plexity of these converging causal se-
ries, coupled with the force with which 
the pandemic has touched us, leads us 
to formulate ideas and take actions that 
are based on our various beliefs. The 
coronavirus pandemic thus becomes a 
mirror of our beliefs.

What are the images being reflect-
ed in this mirror of the various families 
of belief in the West? This is what we 
want to examine from this point on.
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BELIEVING IN NATURE

From a rational point of view, biological life and human life, as natural 
phenomena, are already contingent events: they result from the inter-
section of multiple series of independent causes.

If certain physical constants of nature 
(such as the force of gravity, the speed 
of light, the charge and mass of elec-
trons, the intensity of nuclear interac-
tions, Planck’s constant, etc.) had only 
“a slightly different value, then the 
abundance of these nuclei [carbon, ox-
ygen, nitrogen, and other atoms essen-
tial for life] would be much less than 
it is.”20 Moreover, the probability of 
there existing in our universe a plan-
et suitable for life, having liquid water 
and maintaining a stable atmosphere 
that is neither too hot nor too cold, and 
does not crush its living inhabitants, is 
well below 2/100,000. Thus the Earth 
is a “quite an exceptional” planet.21 

As far as the emergence of a single 
human life is concerned, the probabil-
ity that any one of us would emerge 
just as we are is 1/1,000,000; that is 

because there is one egg cell and some 
1,000,000 sperm in each act of con-
ception. And if you consider, besides, 
that the probability of your life is con-
ditioned on that of your parents, then 
the probabilities become absolutely 
minuscule. We are all highly contin-
gent beings.22

The sense of wonder that we experi-
ence upon seeing both the goodness and 
the contingency of biological and hu-
man life has led some people to enthu-
siastically affirm, “I believe in nature.” 

Nevertheless, the coronavirus has 
forced these believers to ask questions, 
in the sense that it reveals a less friend-
ly but quite necessary aspect of nature: 
heterotrophy. Heterotrophy simply 
means that many organisms survive 
only by feeding on other organisms, 
often causing their death.
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A heterotrophic organism is one that 
cannot produce its own food and must 
instead take food from other sources 
of organic carbon, mainly animal or 
vegetable matter [...]. In other words, 
ours is a planet where creatures live off 
one another. The process often appears 
cruel and barbaric to the human eye, 
but the truth is that we live in a para-
doxical creation, of which this it is a 
central feature.23

When heterotrophy is incorporated 
into the belief in nature, three variants 
of the belief appear: 1) some fantasize 
about nature, forgetting this fundamen-
tal characteristic; 2) others accept het-
erotrophy as a necessary law, extending 
it to human relations; and 3) still others 
endow nature with a will or a soul. 

Believing in a fantasy-type nature 
that is totally good contrasts with be-
lieving in a humanity that is totally 
good. For believers in a fantasy-type 
nature, heterotrophy dismisses “all the 
Rousseauian fantasies that would have 
us believe that nature is peaceful and 
that violence has been introduced by 
humanity.”24 Certainly, heterotrophy 
makes it difficult to believe in an all-
good creator God, but it also makes it 
difficult to believe in a nature that is 
totally good (thus turning it into a fan-
tasy). Charles Darwin was already ex-
pressing doubts about such a fantasy:

Darwin wrote to his friend Gray: “I 
cannot quite convince myself that an 
omnipotent and beneficent God would 
have created the ichneumonids with 
the explicit intention that they would 
consume the innards of living caterpi-
llars.” [Ichneumonids lay their eggs in-
side living caterpillars, and the larvae, 

after hatching, eat the still living ca-
terpillar.] The great naturalist thus ex-
pressed his disgust at this phenomenon 
of predation. It is as if certain forms of 
predation go beyond the needs of sur-
vival and approach sadism.25

Second, there are those who accept 
heterotrophy, but apply it without dis-
tinction to nature and humanity. For 
example, certain authors have inter-
preted the coronavirus as the earth’s 
reaction against the excess number of 
human beings on the planet: the least 
fit must be eliminated for the good of 
nature.

Behind the statement that human 
beings are a plague on the planet lies 
the idea that the ecological crisis will 
be solved by eliminating part of the 
population. According to this way of 
thinking, the excess number of human 
beings is seen as the cause of the cri-
sis, and the death of a good number of 
them is the only way to restore the eco-
logical balance. The question then is: 
who will die? [...] In a capitalist society 
it seems quite plausible that the criteria 
would be productivity and meritocra-
cy, but such criteria would in reality 
only cover up the tremendous class 
violence against those at the bottom. 
The “disposable” people—such as the 
homeless, the undocumented migrants, 
or those living in shanty towns and 
slums—would most likely be ejected 
from the system.26

Such social Darwinism falls into 
the naturalistic fallacy: it tries to pass 
off as natural (understanding “natu-
ral” as that which is necessary) a set of 
laws that regulate human relations, but 
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that are contingent and can be modi-
fied with changes in human behavior.

Finally, there is a third group, 
which attributes a will or a soul to na-
ture; like those who adhered to what 
we have called the cosmic religions. 
Some authors in this group describe 
the coronavirus as a “cunning” patho-
gen that nevertheless “faces a dilem-
ma”: “The faster it kills, the more 
difficulty it has in widening the scope 
of its expansion.”27 Some people with 
this belief express the hope that na-
ture (baptized by different names, one 
of them “Gaia”) will survive even af-
ter the extinction of human beings on 
Earth.

Gaia is a strong-headed lady—a sys-
tem that has worked for over three bi-

llion years without people. The surface 
of this planet and its atmosphere will 
continue to evolve long after human 
beings and their prejudices have en-
ded.28 (Lynn Margulis, microbiologist)

We are not destroying nature; we are 
just co-creating a new nature in which 
there will be no place for us. Is not this 
pandemic an example of a sinister new 
nature? We shouldn’t worry too much 
about the survival of nature: it will sur-
vive, just changed beyond our recogni-
tion. (Slavo Žižek)29 

Our earth will survive—it has done so 
through several major crises in the past 
three to four billion years. … Creation 
will have an evolutionary future with 
or without us.30
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BELIEVING IN HUMANITY

We will describe here the ways in which the pandemic has mirrored 
the beliefs of those who today in the West claim to believe in humanity.

Believing in people practically

During the COVID-19 crisis, many 
people have been practical believers in 
humanity, in the sense that they have 
undertaken actions/rituals on behalf of 
other people, especially the victims of 
the pandemic. Perhaps without actu-
ally formulating their beliefs in ideas, 
they have risked their lives and health 
in order to care for the sick in hospi-
tals: in their physical, mental, or spiri-
tual needs. These practical believers in 
humanity include medical staff, clean-
ing personnel, pastors who accompany 
the dying or hospital staff who have 
connected these dying people with 
their relatives. Beyond the hospitals 
there are workers who provide essen-
tial services during confinement; there 
are teachers who help to normalize 

their students’s lives; there are compa-
nies that have changed their operations 
in order to produce personal protective 
equipment; there are volunteers who 
attend to the needs of the homeless; 
and there are politicians who exhaust 
themselves trying to manage a situa-
tion for which they have no reference 
points.

But there have also been practi-
cal non-believers in humanity. These 
include the economic sectors and the 
political forces that want to maintain 
economic activity at full steam, even 
though they know that more deaths 
would result, especially among the 
poor, than would be the case with 
prudent confinement. There are also 
the vaccine fraudsters and the com-
panies (pharmaceutical or otherwise) 
that have abused their position to en-
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rich themselves. Finally, there are 
citizens who have irresponsibly re-
fused to quarantine, breaking the rules 
and helping to propagate consecutive 
waves of the virus.

So this practical belief in people 
leaves us with an ambiguous balance. 
At the end of his novel The Plague, 
Albert Camus states: “In the midst of 
plagues we learn that people do more 
things worthy of admiration than of 
contempt.”31 In any case, a certain 
hope has emerged; while it is perhaps 
poorly defined in terms of ideas, it is 
experienced and practiced as service. 
The motto that emerged during the first 
wave was “Everything is going to be 
alright.” This expression spread fast 
in Italy, in songs and posters hanging 
from balconies, and it has resonated 
widely in songs in various languages. 
A nurse in a Barcelona hospital used it 
to accompany the dying:

The ward is crowded, and there is 
constant noise from every direction, 
but Laia puts everything aside and sits 
next to him; she holds his hand tightly 
and closes her eyes. He is no lon-
ger alone. His breathing slows down. 
The wrinkles on his face disappear as 
the nurse caresses his hands gently. 
“Everything is going to be alright,” she 
fibs to him. He also knows that it isn’t 
true, but he clings to that hand that is 
connecting him with the world. It is his 
farewell.32

Believing in the nation

“Everything is going to be alright.” 
Yes, but not for the biological lives of 
those who have died. Because people 

die, collective beliefs have appeared, 
especially linked to the nation or the 
country.

Pandemics have the unique power of 
making death something collective 
and not individual. We die one by one, 
but when disease takes on the dimen-
sions of an epidemic, we seem to be all 
dying together. ... The community feels 
threatened as a whole, and this shared 
feeling carries a very strong emotional 
charge.33

These collective beliefs have been 
introduced into the narrative of the 
fight against COVID-19, conceiving it 
as if we were at war with an enemy. 
The German president called people 
to reject the military narrative and to 
treat the disease as a humanitarian cri-
sis, but he has been the exception. In 
contrast, military officers in the Unit-
ed States and Spain have appeared in 
press conferences, not only legitimiz-
ing coercion but proclaiming eschato-
logical victory, despite the failure that 
each death represents. This deceptive 
language was denounced by Vicenç 
Villatoro:

The use of the war metaphor exaspe-
rates me because it is not done in good 
faith. It is done to mobilize patriotic 
ardor, to legitimize a state of exception 
loaded with uniforms and medals, and 
to remind us that the state has a mo-
nopoly on the legal capacity to coerce. 
Not only that, but its aim is to prepare 
us for the proclamation of victory when 
the worst of the crisis is over, as if all 
the deaths that have occurred were the 
unavoidable toll required to achieve 
this glorious finale. Is this a victory 
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despite the death toll? No, it is defeat 
by body count.34

Salvador Cardús commented on the 
same dishonesty with bitter irony:

We will always be consoled by the 
emotional proclamation of the Minister 
of Defense at the closing of the mor-
tuary in Madrid: “They did not go alo-
ne:   the army was with them.”35

This belief in the nation (which 
is only a part of humanity) has been 
translated into practices that are in-
consistent with international solidar-
ity, such as the hoarding of medical 
supplies and vaccines or the refusal to 
accept the pandemic’s economic con-
sequences. Donald Trump’s “America 
First” slogan has in practice had many 
more followers than those who have 
actually proclaimed it. Unfortunately, 
it has for the most part proven true that 
“the crisis humanity is going through 
is its inability to become a complete 
humanity” (Edgar Morin).

Believing in science

A variant of the believing in humani-
ty takes the form of “believing in sci-
ence.” What this involves is not so 
much believing that science is a form 
of knowledge that helps us solve prob-
lems, but rather trusting that science 
will solve all human problems and that 
it will grant us, sooner or later, victory 
over disease and death. Gianni Vattimo 
reflected on this belief in a short story:

The best scientists in the world come 
together to design the most powerful 

computer ever known. They manage 
to finish it after years of dedication 
and a huge financial investment. To 
test it, they gather the most power-
ful leaders on earth. The oldest leader 
has the honor of asking the computer 
the first question: “Does God exist?” 
The screen flashes and the machine’s 
powerful voice reverberates in the 
room: “Yes, now!”

With the appearance of COVID-19, 
people’s belief in science has lessened: 
the inability of doctors to treat the 
disease adequately has made people 
feel that science will never overcome 
death. Also, our blind trust in science 
has led to the ecological deterioration 
that facilitated the emergence of this 
pandemic as a zoonosis:

One thing is certain: the [COVID-19] 
crisis should cure us once and for all 
of our naive trust in human progress. 
For a long time now we have assumed 
that the collateral damage of sustained 
economic growth would be compensa-
ted or minimized by the fruits of this 
same growth. Despite the evidence and 
the warnings of scientists, we convin-
ced ourselves that we had nature under 
control.36

However, with the passage of time, 
medical and scientific efforts have 
borne fruit: effective treatments have 
been found for those sick with Covid, 
and highly effective vaccines have been 
created. Thus, when this pandemic is 
compared with previous ones, some 
are reaffirmed in their belief in science 
as the ultimate reality. In the midst of 
the third wave, philosopher Josep Ra-
moneda enthusiastically wrote:
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At times of great uncertainty in a so-
ciety like ours, where the capacity of 
religious discourse to console has lost 
much of its strength, science has been 
since the beginning the great hope. To-
day, the most legitimate form of truth 
is the scientific, and we expect it to sol-
ve everything through its connections 
with medical practice and technology. 
Only science can redeem us. But as 
the pandemic drags on, the dystopian 
horizon suffocates spirits and gives 
rise to mistrust. [...] Still, science has 
undeniably won the game, and it will 
undoubtedly emerge stronger from this 
episode, especially when we gain some 
perspective and realize that, thanks to 
it, this pandemic will have been, despi-
te everything, one of mildest of human 
history. Saying that now, of course, 
sounds almost blasphemous.37

Ramoneda’s statement reveals two 
characteristics of “believing in sci-

ence.” First, it shows that people’s be-
lief in science acts as a substitute for 
religious belief providing a source of 
hope (when “the capacity of religious 
discourse to console has lost much of its 
strength, science has become the great 
hope”). Second, the claim that “science 
has won the game” makes science into 
something worthy of our faith, our al-
legiance, and our hope. Science has 
gone from being a source of certain 
and useful knowledge to being an ulti-
mate reality that must be obeyed with-
out question or carping.38 Certainly, to 
speak of “winning the game” requires 
us to forget all the fatalities now that 
we have “gained perspective and real-
ize” that victory has been achieved. Let 
us note, then, that believing in science 
involves excluding an important part of 
humanity from its beneficial influence. 
Ramoneda seems to acknowledge this 
when he grants that talking about vic-
tory is somewhat blasphemous.
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BELIEVING IN GOD

The coronavirus has given rise to several variants of the assertion 
“I believe in God” in the Western world, which is marked by the Ju-
deo-Christian tradition.

First of all, some Christians have ex-
plained the coronavirus as a divine 
punishment: God taking revenge on 
those who transgress the norms of tra-
ditional morality. Their arguments en-
compass various fields of morality and 
public policy:

People theorize about the origin of 
COVID-19, with an amalgam inclu-
ding everything from divine revenge 
to satanic activity, and passing through 
the catastrophic consequences of a 
post-Christian Europe dominated by 
Islam and homosexuality, or a Chinese 
conspiracy against capitalism.39

Such believers would heartily af-
firm, “I believe in a God who punishes 
infidels and protects only his faithful.”

Second, this type of explanation 
has reinforced in some people the be-
lief that religious behavior can immu-
nize us against the pandemic, with the 
result that some fundamentalist Jews 
and Christians simply ignore public 
health anti-contagion measures. Con-
sequently, religious services have been 
held without precautions and without 
limiting numbers, and some of them 
have resulted in infections and deaths. 
Believers of this sort would affirm, “I 
believe in a God who allows me to ig-
nore science.”

Third, fundamentalist beliefs have 
entered into a secret alliance with the 
economic interests of those who op-
pose confinement measures, thus re-
inforcing conduct that is contrary to 
medical recommendations:
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The virus has opened the way for thou-
sands of charlatan pastors to record 
provocative videos for their mostly 
poor and uneducated flocks, in which 
they preach that the only way to protect 
themselves and be cured “of this pla-
gue” is “by having faith and believing 
in God.”40

In this variant of belief in God, the 
powers of capitalism use religion as 
the opium of the people to justify pub-
lic policies favorable to the rich. By 
encouraging such belief, the rich are 
urging the poor: “Believe that God is 
a quack pharmacist, because that way 
we will continue to earn lots of money, 
even if you die.”

Finally, many believers and most 
Church authorities have tried to banish 
from people’s mind the image of a pun-
ishing God, and they have urged the 
faithful to obey the orders of doctors 
and government officials, to accompa-
ny the sick, and to care for the poor:

After closing down the Vatican to pre-
vent it from being a source of conta-
gion among pilgrims, the pope confi-
ned himself and invited millions of the 
faithful to do the same and obey health 
advice.41

When people in this category say, 
“I believe in God,” they are referring 
to a merciful, non-punitive God who 
in the face of suffering does not waste 
time talking, but silently goes to work. 
As the German theologian G. Augustin 
affirms: 

In times of crisis it is perhaps better that 
we talk less about God with the people 
and more with God about the crisis.42

For these believers it is not enough 
to say, “I believe in God”; they feel the 
need to ask theoretical and practical 
questions about what God they believe 
in. (Remember: belief = ideas + expe-
rience + practices.) If we don’t know 
what God we believe in, we reduce 
God to an idol:

If we have learned anything in recent 
times, even before the coronavirus cri-
sis, it is that the problem of idolatry is 
more important than the problem of 
atheism. ... It is not enough to belie-
ve in God or to affirm generically that 
“God exists,” saying, for example, that 
“there’s something” or that “there’s no 
watch without a watchmaker.” It is also 
important to be fully aware of what 
God we believe in, because we may say 
that we believe in God, but what we 
end up worshiping is an idol: the work 
of our hands, with eyes that do not see, 
ears that do not hear, and a heart that 
does not feel. And it may be an idol 
that demands that we offer it innocent 
victims and bloody sacrifices.43

Asking ourselves what God we be-
lieve in helps us to unmask idols so that 
we gradually discover a “God above 
God” (Meister Eckhart) or a “God be-
yond the God of theism” (P. Tillich).44 
Such a belief is similar to the meta-
cosmic soteriologies we described in 
section 2; these are compatible with 
rational and scientific explanations of 
nature, and they produce coalitions be-
tween faith and science that strive for 
the integral welfare of every human 
being.

COVID-19 once again engages us in 
an intense dispute between scientific 
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advances and religion, between reason 
and faith. [...] No one disputes that we 
must focus our efforts on science and 
technology to defeat the tyranny of 

COVID-19, but those efforts should be 
complemented by religion, which is the 
best way to prevent dehumanization, 
an ever-present danger to our society.45 
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HAVING NO BELIEFS

If we start from our definition of belief, it turns out that saying “I don’t 
have any beliefs” makes no sense. Every person has profound affec-
tive experiences that are expressed linguistically in ideas and gestur-
ally in rituals or actions. However, the postmodern context, which is 
skeptical of Christian and modern beliefs, considers “non-believers” to 
be all those who deny any belief that produces exclusion or violence. 
Postmodern skepticism can veer in two directions, either toward belief 
in money (runaway capitalism) or toward post-truth.

With the fall of the Berlin wall, global 
capitalism, which worships money as 
the new god, has had a free hand to im-
pose itself on the world. With the advent 
of COVID-19, the economic powers 
have used religion to continue and con-
solidate their takeover, as we saw above 
when explaining how “belief in God” is 
preached to the poor in ways that turn 
religion into the opium of the people.

But postmodern skepticism has 
also drifted towards post-truth, which 
is strongly related to politics:

Post-truth ... is not exactly a lie; rather, 
it is a situation in which proven facts 
weigh less in the creation of public 

opinion than do emotions, beliefs, and 
prejudices.46

Competing fiercely with “proven 
facts” (science) are the populist narra-
tives that appeal to “emotions, beliefs, 
and prejudices.” These narratives lead 
to a particular form of political belief, 
belief in the populist leader.

Populist leaders use post-truth 
in deploying their basic strategy: 1) 
simplifying the complexity of a soci-
ety’s problems, 2) proposing to solve 
them by a simple action, and then 3) 
setting themselves up as saviors who 
are capable of carrying out that action 
effectively. This strategy is wrapped in 
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patriotic sentiments that make ratio-
nal discussion impossible; they sim-
ply oppose “our own” (good people) 
to “those others” (bad, guilty people). 
The problem is that the “guilty people” 
end up being minorities that are easy to 
eliminate or discriminate against. For 
example, Duterte in the Philippines fo-
cused on eliminating small-scale drug 
traffickers while Donald Trump in the 
US vilified African Americans and 
Latin American immigrants. This type 
of strategy allows the ruling classes to 
maintain their privileges and stay out 
of the spotlight of public opinion, even 
though they are the principal genera-
tors of poverty and inequality.

Some populist leaders, confronted 
now with the coronavirus, have been 
exposed as frauds. The pandemic is a 
problem whose complexity exceeds 
the comprehension and the control of 
populist leaders. Moreover, its conse-
quences—serious sickeness and count-
less deaths—are visible and terrible. 
There is no way for populist leaders 
to claim that they will be the saviors 
who overcome the disease because that 
requires the participation of the entire 
population: keeping distance, washing 
hands, wearing masks, providing good 
ventilation, etc. Thus, if the society al-
lows even a minimum of freedom of 
information, epidemiological data will 
unmask the lies and the failures of the 
populists. Many analysts point out that 
it was Trump’s poor management of 
COVID-19 that dislodged him from 
the US presidency. In early October 
2020, a British journalist cited data to 
demonstrate Trump’s recklessness:

Only 16% of the world’s population 
believe that the American president 
did what was necessary, a percentage 
even lower than the 19% who belie-
ve the same of the Chinese president, 
Xi Jinping. [...]. Part of the damage 
to Trump’s reputation stems from his 
mismanagement of the coronavirus in 
the US. With more than 210,000 dead, 
America has a death rate five times 
greater than its share of the world’s 
population and more than 200 times 
greater than the per capita death rate 
of China, where the pathogen origina-
ted. A recent study of excess mortality 
found that the US had a death rate 28% 
higher than Europe, despite having a 
lower population density, a younger 
median age, and three extra weeks to 
anticipate the pandemic. It is tempting 
to place all the blame on Mr. Trump, 
and in fact, much of it does belong to 
him. He has refused to create a national 
coronavirus strategy, he has flouted so-
cial distancing, ... and he has intimida-
ted US government scientists.47

Populist leaders may gain popular 
support when their political arguments 
are set over against those of other poli-
ticians, but they are undone when their 
political arguments are set over against 
the number of fatalities. The laws of 
nature are inflexible, so that relativism 
and post-truth will end up crashing 
against them, as against a wall. It is no 
accident that one of the persons who 
collaborated in the defeat of Trump 
was not a politician, but a doctor: An-
thony Fauci, the chief government ep-
idemiologist. 
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CONCLUSION

This booklet is an attempt to discern how contemporary beliefs are 
reflected in the mirror of the coronavirus. The resulting images allow 
us to draw lessons in three areas: 1) in relation to nature, humanity, 
and God; 2) in relation to the forms of belief; and 3) in relation to Ju-
deo-Christian tradition as a source of inspiration for beliefs.

Nature, humanity, and God

In relation to nature, we have seen that 
its laws are inflexible. Death comes to 
those who seek to evade them by prac-
ticing rites or taking action on the basis 
of beliefs that simplify the complexi-
ty of an event that is contingent—and 
very dangerous. This is the context in 
which we should understand the dec-
laration of Pope Francis: “God always 
forgives; humans sometimes forgive; 
nature never forgives”. The laws of 
nature must be studied if we are to 
advance toward a healthier humanity 
and a more sustainable natural envi-
ronment. The scientific community is 
using those laws of nature in order to 

find medicines and vaccines against 
COVID-19.

In relation to humanity, we have 
learned that we humans are far from 
mastering nature with our science, 
even though science has prevented 
many deaths, compared to previous 
pandemics. We have also seen that 
we humans are beings who thrive on 
hope. We hope for a longer biological 
life; we hope for the survival of nature 
after the extinction of humanity; we 
hope for collective forms of survival 
such as the nation. We place our hope 
in human leaders who will save us, or 
in various versions of God. However 
that may be, many of these forms of 
hope reveal that “humanity unable to 
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become a complete humanity” (Edgar 
Morin). 

In relation to God, we have seen 
that certain conceptions have turned 
God into a vindictive judge (the virus 
as divine punishment) or a quack phar-
macist (strict morality is the needed 
medicine or vaccine). We have also 
seen that religion is being manipulated 
by the economic interests of the rul-
ing classes, who have not hesitated to 
disparage confinement in the name of 
“freedom.” Finally, many Christians 
have known how to “keep quiet about 
God”: they silently show support and 
compassion for the victims, and they 
respect medical science and the mea-
sures it proposes. These Christians 
profess beliefs that understand Christi-
anity as a metacosmic soteriology, for 
it hopes in an ineffable God made hu-
man in Jesus of Nazareth, a God whose 
Spirit leads cosmic and human history 
toward its fullness, and a God who has 
made us capable of using science to-
ward that end.

Idolatrous forms of belief

Because the coronavirus is a contingent 
event (resulting from the interaction of 
various chains of independent causes), 
it has considerable complexity. Such 
complexity will produce sinister con-
sequences if it is combated on the basis 
of beliefs or ideas that try to simplify 
it. As theologian Walter Kasper has 
stated: “The contingent world cannot 
be compressed into a system.”48

Another name for system is idol. 
Out of a desire to control everything 
that threatens our lives, we humans 
succumb to the construction of idols, 

which simplify the complexity of na-
ture or humanity and which reduce 
the incomprehensible grandeur of the 
metacosmic divinity. And we do all 
this in order to justify actions that ap-
pear to protect us from threats.

These idols reinforce a type of be-
lief that has often been a source of vi-
olence in human history. In historical 
periods prior to modernity, each reli-
gious belief was considered to be the 
only true one, and violence was often 
exercised against the believers of other 
religions. Since the start of moderni-
ty, this violence has been visited, with 
greater or lesser intensity, on those 
who affirm and celebrate their belief 
in God, or nature, or humanity in their 
different variants. In the mirror of the 
coronavirus, these beliefs take on the 
following forms:

a) they reduce the complexity and 
incomprehensibility of nature, hu-
manity, and God to a closed system 
of ideas;

b) they prevent people from opening 
themselves to an emotional expe-
rience of harmonious relationship 
with nature, with humans, and with 
God;

c) and they distract individuals and 
communities from performing ac-
tions or rituals that rebuild respect-
ful relations with nature, fraternal 
relations with humanity, and hope-
filled relations with a merciful and 
saving God.

This form of idolatry was explained 
by Francis Bacon 400 years ago when 
he spoke of the “idols of the tribe,”49 
and eventually it took the concrete 
form of belief in human progress:
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We have a teleological conception of 
human experience, as if it were gover-
ned by laws that lead us inexorably to a 
better world. Human events, however, 
result from a sum of factors in which 
imponderables abound. No matter how 
much we appeal to the laws of God, 
history, or nature—or believe in unli-
mited material progress—the wiles of 
reason do not always work out well, 
and there is no happy ending either in 
Heaven or on Earth.50

This type of idolatry has recently 
taken hold of people in the form of 
conspiracy theories, about which the 
historian Yuval Noah Hariri says the 
following:

Global conspiracy theories argue 
that a single sinister group is responsi-
ble for many of the events we see hap-
pening around the world. The identity 
of this dominant group can vary: some 
believe that the world is secretly ruled 
by freemasons, witches, or followers of 
satanism; others believe it is ruled by 
aliens, reptilian humanoids, or various 
other cabals. But the basic structure is 
always the same: the group controls al-
most everything that happens, even as 
it slyly conceals the power it exercises. 
[...] All these conspiracy theories have 
the same basic flaw: they assume that 
history is very simple. They start with 
the key premise that manipulating the 
world is relatively easy. A small group 
of people can understand, predict, and 
control everything from wars to tech-
nological revolutions to pandemics. 
[...] Of course, there are many real 
conspiracies in the world: individuals, 
corporations, organizations, churches, 
factions, and governments are con-
stantly contriving to carry out all kinds 

of plots. But their contradictory actions 
are precisely what makes it so difficult 
to predict and control the world as a 
whole.51

Even so, these various forms of 
idolatry end up not only sacrificing a 
large part of humanity but also ruth-
lessly degrading nature and mutilating 
the hope that keeps human hearts alive.

Harmonious forms of belief

The coronavirus pandemic has revealed 
forms of belief in which harmony be-
comes manifest, especially when atten-
tion is focused, not on ideas and idols, 
but on concrete people and their rela-
tions with one another, with nature, and 
with divinity. In the mirror of the coro-
navirus, these beliefs have shown a dy-
namic that can be described as follows:

a) we have acted conjointly with peo-
ple who go out of their way to save 
human lives and to preserve the 
planet on which they live; 

b) we have thus had the emotional 
experience of belonging, all of us, 
to a single human family, of being 
dependent on a nature that we must 
respect and enjoy, and ultimately of 
hoping in a God who overcomes in-
dividual, human, and cosmic death; 

c) and instead of rejecting or ridicul-
ing the diverse ideas of people of 
different beliefs, we have begun to 
dialogue with them.

Even so, we are dealing with har-
monious forms of belief that are both 
incomplete and precarious. 

First, the beliefs are incomplete. 
How can a child who has lost a par-
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ent to COVID-19 experience complete 
harmony? How can we experience 
complete harmony when we are aware 
of our undeniable mortality? How can 
we talk of harmony in the face of hu-
manity’s failure to “become a com-
plete humanity” (E. Morin), seeing 
that governments have responded to 
COVID-19 by privileging their own 
citizens over those of other countries 
and have very often yielded to the 
pressure of the most powerful? 

Second, the beliefs are precarious. 
Many of those who were saying that 
“everything is going to be alright” 
and who every evening applauded the 
front-line workers from their balconies 
have forgotten their own responsibility 
in transmitting the virus and have con-
tributed to its expansion in the subse-
quent waves. If we Europeans did not 
learn after Auschwitz, are we going to 
learn now, after the coronavirus? Will 
we return to the “new normal” without 
changing our old attitudes towards the 
environment, attitudes that have accel-
erated the spread zoonoses, or without 
changing our old attitudes toward so-
cial injustice, attitudes that have caused 
an excess of deaths, especially among 
the poorest? Are we going to continue 
to trust science and progress blindly 
without taking personal responsibili-
ty—through our beliefs (experiences, 
ideas, actions)—for working day after 
day on behalf of harmony? Are we go-
ing to keep surrendering to the power 
of economic interests that do not hes-
itate to sacrifice or discard the poor ? 
Are we going to continue to be fooled 
by populist leaders? Or, the contrary, 
are there values   that we have practiced 
and defended both individually and 
collectively? I think of values like soli-

darity, humility, willingness to accom-
pany those who suffer, appreciation of 
the importance of low-skilled but “es-
sential” jobs in times of pandemic, etc.

Judeo-Christian inspiration

Our Judeo-Christian tradition can in-
spire us in putting these values into 
practice and encourage harmonious 
forms of belief. I find truly amazing 
the power of Isaiah’s prophecy, which 
is clearly aligned with the metacosmic 
soteriologies:

A shoot shall come out from the stump 
of Jesse, and a branch shall grow out of 
his roots. The spirit of the Lord shall 
rest on him, the spirit of wisdom and 
understanding, the spirit of counsel and 
might, the spirit of knowledge and the 
fear of the Lord. His delight shall be in 
the fear of the Lord. He shall not jud-
ge by what his eyes see, or decide by 
what his ears hear; but with righteous-
ness he shall judge the poor, and decide 
with equity for the meek of the earth 
[…] Righteousness shall be the belt 
around his waist, and faithfulness the 
belt around his loins. The wolf shall 
live with the lamb, the leopard shall 
lie down with the kid, the calf and the 
lion and the fatling together, and a litt-
le child shall lead them. The cow and 
the bear shall graze, their young shall 
lie down together; and the lion shall 
eat straw like the ox. The nursing child 
shall play over the hole of the asp, and 
the weaned child shall put its hand on 
the adder’s den. They will not hurt or 
destroy on all my holy mountain; for 
the earth will be full of the knowledge 
of the Lord as the waters cover the sea. 
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On that day the root of Jesse shall stand 
as a signal to the peoples; the nations 
shall inquire of him, and his dwelling 
shall be glorious. (Isaiah 11:1-10)

We note that Isaiah describes a new 
threefold harmony: 1) harmony among 
all humans (“a signal to the peoples,” 
“he will decide with equity for the 
meek”); 2) harmony in nature beyond 
heterotrophy (“The wolf will live with 
the lamb; the leopard will lie down 
with to the kid”, “the newly weaned 
one will stretch out his hand over the 
viper’s den”); and 3) a trusting rela-
tionship of all creation with God (“the 
earth will be full of the knowledge of 
the Lord”).

Christianity associates Isaiah’s 
Spirit of the Lord with the Spirit of Je-
sus of Nazareth, who works in human 
and cosmic history with the hope of 
achieving ever greater harmony:

We know that the whole creation has 
been groaning in labor pains until now; 
and not only the creation, but we our-
selves, who have the first fruits of the 

Spirit, groan inwardly while we wait 
for adoption, the redemption of our bo-
dies. For in hope we were saved. (Ro-
mans 8,22-24a)

In terms of experience and action, 
the harmonious forms of belief can be 
understood in diverse ways: some un-
derstand experience and action as the 
fruits of the Spirit of God; others, as 
a manifestation of the profound ener-
gies of nature; others, as the burst of 
joy one feels in being fully human; and 
others, according to the conceptions of 
their respective non-Judeo-Christian 
religious traditions.

Whatever their inspiration, these 
forms of belief will not flourish by ad-
hering to the reductions that make them 
idolatrous; they will flourish only by 
dialoguing with one another about the 
many situations that threaten the lives 
of people or the health of the planet. 
No matter how dire the situation (even 
if it’s a coronavirus pandemic), this di-
alogue of beliefs (experience, action, 
and ideas) will help to bring cosmic 
and human history to its fullness.
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