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THE SHAPING OF A WORLDVIEW
FOR A LIFE FULL OF CHOICES

In this introductory section we are going to consider the need for
each one of us to construct his or her own worldview. We shall dis-
cuss what a worldview is and why it is necessary to form one; and we
shall enquire as to what voices we must listen to as we construct our
worldview. As we set out to examine how we understand the world,
we are also trying to discover whether we can know the ultimate truth
about reality. So each of the subjects in this series will bring us back
to the twin questions of what is real and why it matters whether we
know what is real. We will, therefore, need to ask as we conclude this
introductory section what we mean by ‘reality’ and then to ask: what
is the nature of ultimate reality?'

WHY WE NEED A WORLDVIEW

There is a tendency in our modern world for education to become a
matter of increasing specialisation. The vast increase of knowledge
during the past century means that unless we specialise in this or that
topic it is very difficult to keep up with, and grasp the significance of,
the ever-increasing flood of new discoveries. In one sense this is to
be welcomed because it is the result of something that in itself is one
of the marvels of our modern world, namely, the fantastic progress
of science and technology.

But while that is so, it is good to remind ourselves that true edu-
cation has a much wider objective than this. If, for instance, we are to
understand the progress of our modern world, we must see it against
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the background of the traditions we have inherited from the past and
that will mean that we need to have a good grasp of history.

Sometimes we forget that ancient philosophers faced and
thought deeply about the basic philosophical principles that underlie
all science and came up with answers from which we can still profit.
If we forget this, we might spend a lot of time and effort thinking
through the same problems and not coming up with as good answers
as they did.

Moreover, the role of education is surely to try and understand
how all the various fields of knowledge and experience in life fit to-
gether. To understand a grand painting one needs to see the picture
as a whole and understand the interrelationship of all its details and
not simply concentrate on one of its features.

Moreover, while we rightly insist on the objectivity of science we
must not forget that it is we who are doing the science. And therefore,
sooner or later, we must come to ask how we ourselves fit into the uni-
verse that we are studying. We must not allow ourselves to become
s0 engrossed in our material world and its related technologies that
we neglect our fellow human beings; for they, as we shall later see, are
more important than the rest of the universe put together.” The study
ol ourselves and our fellow human beings will, of course, take more
than a knowledge of science. It will involve the worlds of philosophy,
sociology, literature, art, music, history and much more besides.

Educationally, therefore, it is an important thing to remember—
and a thrilling thing to discover—the interrelation and the unity of
all knowledge. Take, for example, what it means to know what a rose
is: What is the truth about a rose?

To answer the question adequately, we shall have to consult a
whole array of people. First the scientists. We begin with the bota-
nists, who are constantly compiling and revising lists of all the known
plants and flowers in the world and then classifying them in terms of
families and groups. They help us to appreciate our rose by telling us
what family it belongs to and what are its distinctive features.

Next, the plant breeders and gardeners will inform us of the his-
tory of our particular rose, how it was bred from other kinds, and the
conditions under which its sort can best be cultivated,
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FIGURE I.1. A Rose.

In William Shakespeare’s play Romeo
and Juliet, the beloved dismisses the fact
that her lover is from the rival house of
Montague, invoking the beauty of one
of the best known and most favourite
flowers in the world: ‘What's in a name?
that which we call a rose /By any other
name would smell as sweet’,

Reproduced with permission of ®iStack/0Gphoto.

Then, the chemists, biochemists, biologists and geneticists will tell
us about the chemical and biochemical constituents of our rose and
the bewildering complexities of its cells, those micro-miniaturised
factories which embody mechanisms more complicated than any
built by human beings, and yet so tiny that we need highly special-
ised equipment to see them. They will tell us about the vast coded
database of genetic information which the cell factories use in order
(o produce the building blocks of the rose. They will describe, among
a host of other things, the processes by which the rose lives: how it
photosynthesises sunlight into sugar-borne energy and the mecha-
nisms by which it is pollinated and propagated.

After that, the physicists and cosmologists will tell us that the
chemicals of which our rose is composed are made up of atoms
which themselves are built from various particles like electrons, pro-
tons and neutrons. They will give us their account of where the basic
material in the universe comes from and how it was formed. If we
ask how such knowledge helps us to understand roses, the cosmolo-
gists may well point out that our earth is the only planet in our solar
system that is able to grow roses! In that respect, as in a multitude
ol other respects, our planet is very special—and that is surely some-
(hing to be wondered at.

But when the botanists, plant breeders, gardeners, chemists, bio-
chemists, physicists and cosmologists have told us all they can, and
it 18 a great deal which would fill many volumes, even then many
of us will feel that they will scarcely have begun to tell us the truth
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about roses. Indeed, they have not explained what perhaps most of
us would think is the most important thing about roses: the beauty
of their form, colour and fragrance.

Now here is a very significant thing: scientists can explain the as-
tonishing complexity of the mechanisms which lie behind our senses
of vision and smell that enable us to see roses and detect their scent.
But we don’t need to ask the scientists whether we ought to consider
roses beautiful or not: we can see and smell that for ourselves! We
perceive this by intuition. We just look at the rose and we can at once
see that it is beautiful. We do not need anyone to tell us that it is
beautiful. If anyone were so foolish as to suggest that because science
cannot measure beauty, therefore beauty does not exist, we should
simply say: ‘Don’t be silly”

But the perception of beauty does not rest on our own intuition
alone. We could also consult the artists. With their highly developed
sense of colour, light and form, they will help us to perceive a depth
and intensity of beauty in a rose that otherwise we might miss. They
can educate our eyes.

Likewise, there are the poets. They, with their finely honed abil-
ity as word artists, will use imagery, metaphor, allusion, rhythm and
rhyme to help us formulate and articulate the feelings we experience
when we look at roses, feelings that otherwise might remain vague
and difficult to express.

Finally, if we wanted to pursue this matter of the beauty of a rose
deeper still, we could talk to the philosophers, especially experts in
aesthetics. For each of us, perceiving that a rose is beautiful is a highly
subjective experience, something that we see and feel at a deep level
inside ourselves. Nevertheless, when we show a rose to other people,

we expect them too to agree that it is beautiful. They usually have no
difficulty in doing so.

From this it would seem that, though the appreciation of beauty
is a highly subjective experience, yet we observe:

1. there are some objective criteria for deciding what is beauti-
ful and what is not;

SN

there is in each person an inbuilt aesthetic sense, a capacity
for perceiving beauty; and
3. where some people cannot, or will not, see beaul y, In, say, a

rose, or will even prefer ugliness, it must be that their 5-.
ternal capacity for seeing beauty is defective of amﬁmm&. I
some way, as, for instance, by colour EE&R%.E mm.mmn:qm
shape recognition, or through some psychological disorder
(like, for instance, people who revel in cruelty, rather than
in kindness).

Now by this time we may think that we have exhausted the truth
about roses; but of course we haven’t. We have thought about the
scientific explanation of roses. We have then considered the ﬁ;cw we
place on them, their beauty and what they mean to us. But precisely
because they have meaning and value, they raise EEP.Q. graup .Om
questions about the moral, ethical and eventually spiritual Em_.zm-
cance of what we do with them. Consider, for instances the following
situations:

First, a woman has used what little spare money she had to buy
some roses. She likes roses intensely and wants to keep them as long
as she can. But a poor neighbour of hers is sick, and she gets mﬁ.o.:m
[celing that she ought to give at least some of these ﬂo.,,wmm. to her sick
neighbour. So now she has two conflicting instincts W ithin her:

I. an instinct of self-interest: a strong desire to keep the roses
for herself, and )

2. an instinctive sense of duty: she ought to love wﬂ neighbour
as herself, and therefore give her roses to her neighbour.

Questions arise. Where do these instincts come from? And how
shall she decide between them? Some might argue that her selfish
desire to keep the roses is simply the expression of ﬁrw blind, but
powerful, basic driving force of evolution: self-propagation. But the
altruistic sense of duty to help her neighbour at the expense of Ho.mm
0 herself—where does that come from? Why ought she to obey it?
She has a further problem: she must decide one way 0t the other. She
cannot wait for scientists or philosophers, or indeed Anyone else, to
help her. She has to commit herself to some course of action. E.o%
and on what grounds should she decide between the two competing
Uirges?

Second, a man likes roses, but he has no money to buy them. He

woes that he could steal roses from someone else’s garden in such
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a way that he could be certain that he would never be found out.
Would it be wrong to steal them? If neither the owner of the roses,
nor the police, nor the courts would ever find out that he stole them,
why shouldn’t he steal them? Who has the right to say that it is wrong
to steal?

Third, a man repeatedly gives bunches of roses to a woman whose
husband is abroad on business. The suspicion is that he is giving her
roses in order to tempt her to be disloyal to her husband. That would
be adultery. Is adultery wrong? Always wrong? Who has the right to
say so?

Now to answer questions like these in the first, second, and third
situations thoroughly and adequately we must ask and answer the
most fundamental questions that we can ask about roses (and indeed
about anything else).

Where do roses come from? We human beings did not create
them (and are still far from being able to create anything like them).
Is there a God who designed and created them? Is he their ultimate
owner, who has the right to lay down the rules as to how we should
use them?

Or did roses simply evolve out of eternally existing inorganic
matter, without any plan or purpose behind them, and without any
ultimate owner to lay down the rules as to how they ought to be
used? And if 50, is the individual himself free to do what he likes, so
long as no one finds out?

So far, then, we have been answering the simple question ‘What
is the truth about a rose?” and we have found that to answer it ad-
equately we have had to draw on, not one source of knowledge, like
science or literature, but on many. Even the consideration of roses
has led to deep and fundamental questions about the world beyond
the roses.

[t is our answers to these questions which combine to shape the
framework into which we fit all of our knowledge of other things.
That framework, which consists of those ideas, conscious or uncon-
scious, which all of us have about the basic nature of the world and

of ourselves and of society, is called our worldview. It includes our
views, however ill or well thought out, right or wrong, about the hard
yet fascinating questions of existence and life: What am 1 to make
ol the universe? Where did it come from? Who am 19 Where did |

come from? How do I know things?
Do I have any significance? Do I have
any duty? Our worldview is the big
picture into which we fit everything
else. It is the lens through which we

Our worldview is the big pi
into which we fit everything el
is the lens through which we
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look to try to make sense of the world.

ASKING THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

‘He who will succeed’, said Aristotle, ‘must ask the right questions’;
and so, when it comes to forming a worldview, must we.

It is at least comforting to know that we are not the first people to
have asked such questions. Many others have done so in the past (and
continue to do so in the present). That means they have done some
of the work for us! In order to profit from their thinking and experi-
ence, it will be helpful for us to collect some of those fundamental
(uestions which have been and are on practically everybody’s list.
We shall then ask why these particular questions have been thought
lo be important. After that we shall briefly survey some of the varied
answers that have been given, before we tackle the task of forming
our own answers. So let’s get down to compiling a list of ‘worldview
(uestions’. First of all there are questions about the universe in gen-
cral and about our home planet Earth in particular.

The Greeks were the first people in Europe to ask scientific ques-
ions about what the earth and the universe are made of, and how
they work. It would appear that they asked their questions for no
other reason than sheer intellectual curiosity. Their research was, as
we would nowadays describe it, disinterested. They were not at first
concerned with any technology that might result from it. Theirs was
pure, not applied, science. We pause to point out that it is still a very
liealthy thing for any educational system to maintain a place for pure
sclence in its curriculum and to foster an attitude of intellectual cu-
Hosity for its own sake.

But we cannot afford to limit ourselves to pure science (and even
lens 1o technology, marvellous though it is). Centuries ago Socrates
percelved that, He was initially curious about the universe, but grad-
wally came to feel that studying how human beings ought to behave
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was far more important than finding out what the moon was made
of. He therefore abandoned physics and immersed himself in moral
philosophy.

On the other hand, the leaders of the major philosophical schools
in ancient Greece came to see that you could not form an adequate
doctrine of human moral behaviour without understanding how hu-
man beings are related both to their cosmic environment and to the
powers and principles that control the universe. In this they were
surely right, which brings us to what was and still is the first funda-
mental question.’

First fundamental worldview question

What lies behind the observable universe? Physics has taught us that
things are not quite what they seem to be. A wooden table, which
looks solid, turns out to be composed of atoms bound together by
powerful forces which operate in the otherwise empty space between
them. Each atom turns out also to be mostly empty space and can be
modelled from one point of view as a nucleus surrounded by orbit-
ing electrons. The nucleus only occupies about one billionth of the
space of the atom. Split the nucleus and we find protons and neutrons.
They turn out to be composed of even stranger quarks and gluons.
Are these the basic building blocks of matter, or are there other even
more mysterious elementary building blocks to be found? That is one
of the exciting quests of modern physics. And even as the search goes
on, another question keeps nagging: what lies behind basic matter
anyway?

The answers that are given to this question fall roughly into two
groups: those that suggest that there is nothing ‘behind’ the basic
matter of the universe, and those that maintain that there certainly
is something.

Group A. There is nothing but matter. It is the prime reality, being
self-existent and eternal. It is not dependent on anything
or on anyone. It is blind and purposeless; nevertheless it
has within it the power to develop and organise itself—

A Dotng What's Right,

still blindly and purposelessly—into all the variety of mat-
ter and life that we see in the universe today. 'This is the
philosophy of materialism.

Group B. Behind matter, which had a beginning, stands some un-
created self-existent, creative Intelligence; or, as Jews and
Muslims would say, God; and Christians, the God and Fa-
ther of the Lord Jesus Christ. This God upholds the uni-
verse, interacts with it, but is not part of it. He is spirit, not
matter, The universe exists as an expression of his mind
and for the purpose of fulfilling his will. This is the phi-
losophy of theism.

Second fundamental worldview question

This leads us to our second fundamental worldview question, which
is in three parts: how did our world come into existence, how has it
developed, and how has it come to be populated with such an amazing
variety of life?

Again, answers to these questions tend to fall into two groups:

Group A. Inanimate matter itself, without any antecedent design or
purpose, formed into that conglomerate which became
the earth and then in some way (not yet observed or un-
derstood) as a result of its own inherent properties and
powers by spontaneous generation spawned life. The ini-
tial lowly life forms then gradually evolved into the pres-
ent vast variety of life through the natural processes of
mutation and natural selection, mechanisms likewise
without any design or purpose. There is, therefore, no ul-
timate rational purpose behind either the existence of the
universe, or of earth and its inhabitants.

Giroup B. The universe, the solar system and planet Earth have been
designed and precision engineered to make it possible for
life to exist on earth. The astonishing complexity of living
systems, and the awesome sophistication of their mecha-
nisms, point in the same direction.
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It is not difficult to see what different implications the two radi-
cally different views have for human significance and behaviour.

Third fundamental worldview question

Ihe third fundamental worldview question comes, again, as a set of
related questions with the answers commonly given to central ideas
falling into two groups: What are human beings? Where do their ra-
tionality and moral sense come from? What are their hopes for the future,
and what, if anything, happens to them after death?

Group A. Humannature. Human beings are nothing but matter. They
have no spirit and their powers of rational thought have
arisen out of mindless matter by non-rational processes.

Morality. Man’s sense of morality and duty arise solely out
of social interactions between him and his fellow human:s.

Human rights. Human beings have no inherent, natural
rights, but only those that are granted by society or the
government of the day.

Purpose in life. Man makes his own purpose.

The future. The utopia dreamed of and longed for will be
brought about, either by the irresistible outworking of the
forces inherent in matter and/or history; or, alternatively,
as human beings learn to direct and control the biological
processes of evolution itself,

Death and beyond. Death for each individual means total
extinction. Nothing survives.

Group B. Human nature. Human beings are created by God, in-
deed in the image of God (according, at least, to Judaism,
Christianity and Islam). Human beings’ powers of ration-
ality are derived from the divine ‘Logos’ through whom
they were created.

Morality. Their moral sense arises from certain ‘laws of
God’ implanted in them by their Creator.
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Human rights. They have certain inalienable rights which
all other human beings and governments must respect,
simply because they are creatures of God, created in God’s
image.

Purpose in life. Their main purpose in life is to enjoy fel-
lowship with God and to serve God, and likewise to serve
their fellow creatures for their Creator’s sake.

The future. The utopia they long for is not a dream, but a
sure hope based on the Creator’s plan for the redemption
of humankind and of the world.

Death and beyond. Death does not mean extinction. Hu-
man beings, after death, will be held accountable to God.
Their ultimate state will eventually be, either to be with
God in total fellowship in heaven; or to be excluded from
his presence.

These, very broadly speaking, are the questions that people have
asked through the whole of recorded history, and a brief survey of
some of the answers that have been, and still are, given to them.

The fundamental difference between the two groups of answers

Now it is obvious that the two groups of answers given above are dia-
metrically opposed; but we ought to pause here to make sure that we
have understood what exactly the nature and cause of the opposition
is. If we were not thinking carefully, we might jump to the conclusion
that the answers in the A-groups are those given by science, while the
answers in the B-groups are those given by religion. But that would
be a fundamental misunderstanding of the situation. It is true that
the majority of scientists today would agree with the answers given in
the A-groups; but there is a growing number of scientists who would
agree with the answers given in the B-groups. It is not therefore a con-
flict between science and religion. It is a difference in the basic phi-
losophies which determine the interpretation of the evidence which
science provides. Atheists will interpret that evidence in one way;
theists (or pantheists) will interpret it in another.

This is understandable. No scientist comes to the task of doing
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research with a mind completely free of presuppositions. The athe-
ist does research on the presupposition that there is no God. That is
his basic philosophy, his worldview. He claims that he can explain
everything without God. He will sometimes say that he cannot im-
agine what kind of scientific evidence there could possibly be for the
existence of God; and not surprisingly he tends not to find any.

The theist, on the other hand, starts by believing in God and finds
in his scientific discoveries abundant—overwhelming, he would
say—evidence of God’s hand in the sophisti-
cated design and mechanisms of the universe.

It all comes down, then, to the impor-

beliels and attitudes from
our family and society,
offen without realising
that we have done so,
and without recognising

tance of recognising what worldview we start
with. Some of us, who have never yet thought
deeply about these things, may feel that we
have no worldview, and that we come to life’s

how these largely
unconscious influences
and presuppositions
confrol our reactions to
the questions with which
life faces us.

questions in general, and science in particular,
with a completely open mind. But that is un-
likely to be so. We pick up ideas, beliefs and
attitudes from our family and society, often
without realising that we have done so, and
without recognising how these largely uncon-
scious influences and presuppositions control
our reactions to the questions with which life

faces us. Hence the importance of consciously
thinking through our worldview and of adjusting it where necessary
to take account of the evidence available.

In that process, then, we certainly must listen to science and al-
low it to critique where necessary and to amend our presuppositions.
But to form an adequate worldview we shall need to listen to many
other voices as well.

VOICES TO BE LISTENED TO
So far, then, we have been surveying some worldview questions and
various answers that have been, and still are, given to them. Now we
must face these questions ourselves, and begin to come to our own

decisions about them.
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Our worldview must be our own, in the sense that we have per-
sonally thought it through and adopted it of our own free will. No
one has the right to impose his or her worldview on us by force. The
days are rightly gone when the church could force Galileo to deny
what science had plainly taught him. Gone, too, for the most part,
are the days when the State could force an atheistic worldview on
people on pain of prison and even death. Human rights demand that
people should be free to hold and to propagate by reasoned argument
whatever worldview they believe in—so long, of course, that their
view does not injure other people. We, the authors of this book, hold
a theistic worldview. But we shall not attempt to force our view down
anybody’s throat. We come from a tradition whose basic principle is
‘Let everyone be persuaded in his own mind.’

So we must all make up our own minds and form our own world-
view. In the process of doing so there are a number of voices that we
must listen to.

The voice of intuition

'The first voice we must listen to is intuition. There are things in life
(hat we see and know, not as the result of lengthy philosophical rea-
soning, nor as a result of rigorous scientific experimentation, but by
direct, instinctive intuition. We ‘see’ that a rose is beautiful. We in-
stinctively ‘know’ that child abuse is wrong. A scientist can some-
limes ‘see’ what the solution to a problem is going to be even before he
has worked out the scientific technique that will eventually provide
lormal proof of it.

A few scientists and philosophers still try to persuade us that the
laws of cause and effect operating in the human brain are completely
deterministic so that our decisions are predetermined: real choice is
not possible. But, say what they will, we ourselves intuitively know
that we do have the ability to make a free choice, whether, say, to read
1 book, or to go for a walk, whether to tell the truth or to tell a lie. We
lcnow we are free to take either course of action, and everyone else
knows it too, and acts accordingly. This freedom is such a part of our
innate concept of human dignity and value that we (for the most part)
insist on being treated as responsible human beings and on treating
others as such. For that reason, if we commit a crime, the magistrate

1
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will first enquire (a) if, when we committed the crime, we knew we
were doing wrong; and (b) whether or not we were acting under du-
ress. The answer to these questions will determine the verdict.

We must, therefore, give due attention to intuition, and not allow
ourselves to be persuaded by pseudo-intellectual arguments to deny
(or affirm) what we intuitively know to be true (or false).

On the other hand, intuition has its limits. It can be mistaken.
When ancient scientists first suggested that the world was a sphere,
even some otherwise great thinkers rejected the idea. They intui-
tively felt that it was absurd to think that there were human beings
on the opposite side of the earth to us, walking ‘upside-down’, their
feet pointed towards our feet (hence the term ‘antipodean’) and their
heads hanging perilously down into empty space! But intuition had
misled them. The scientists who believed in a spherical earth were
right, intuition was wrong.

The lesson is that we need both intuition and science, acting as
checks and balances, the one on the other.

The voice of science

Science speaks to our modern world with a very powerful and au-
thoritative voice. It can proudly point to a string of scintillating theo-
retical breakthroughs which have spawned an almost endless array
of technological spin-offs: from the invention of the light bulb to
virtual-reality environments; from the wheel to the moon-landing
vehicle; from the discovery of aspirin and antibiotics to the crack-
ing of the genetic code; from the vacuum cleaner to the smartphone;
from the abacus to the parallel computer; from the bicycle to the
self-driving car. The benefits that come from these achievements of
science are self-evident, and they both excite our admiration and give
to science an immense credibility.

Yet for many people the voice of science has a certain ambiva-
lence about it, for the achievements of science are not invariably used
for the good of humanity. Indeed, in the past century science has
produced the most hideously efficient weapons of destruction that
the world has ever seen. The laser that is used to restore vision to the
eye can be used to guide missiles with deadly efficiency. This devel-
opment has led in recent times to a strong anti-scientific reaction.

8
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‘This is understandable; but we need to guard against the obvious fal-
licy of blaming science for the misuse made of its discoveries. The
blame for the devastation caused by the atomic bomb, for instance,
does not chiefly lie with the scientists who discovered the possibility
of atomic fission and fusion, but with the politicians who for rea-
sons of global conquest insisted on the discoveries being used for the
niaking of weapons of mass destruction.

Science, in itself, is morally neutral. Indeed, as scientists who are
Christians would say, it is a form of the worship of God through the
reverent study of his handiwork and is by all means to be encouraged.
I is for that reason that James Clerk Maxwell, the nineteenth-century
Scottish physicist who discovered the famous equations governing
clectromagnetic waves which are now called after him, put the fol-
lowing quotation from the Hebrew Psalms above the door of the Cav-
endish Laboratory in Cambridge where it still stands: “The works of
(he Lorp are great, sought out of all them that have pleasure therein’
(Ps 111:2).

We must distinguish, of course, between science as a method of
investigation and individual scientists who actually do the investi-
gation. We must also distinguish between the facts which they es-
lablish beyond (reasonable) doubt and the tentative hypotheses and
(heories which they construct on the basis of their
initial observations and experiments, and which
(hey use to guide their subsequent research.

These distinctions are important because sci-
cntists sometimes mistake their tentative theories
lor proven fact, and in their teaching of students
and in their public lectures promulgate as estab-
lished fact what has never actually been proved.
It can also happen that scientists advance a ten-
lative theory which catches the attention of the
media who then put it across to the public with so
much hype that the impression is given that the

fact, and in
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theory has been established beyond question.

Then again, we need to remember the proper
limits of science. As we discovered when talking about the beauty of
roses, there are things which science, strictly so called, cannot and
should not be expected to explain.
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Sometimes some scientists forget this, and damage the reputa-
tion of science by making wildly exaggerated claims for it. The fa-
mous mathematician and philosopher Bertrand Russell, for instance,
once wrote: ‘Whatever knowledge is attainable, must be attained by
scientific methods; and what science cannot discover, mankind can-
not know.* Nobel laureate Sir Peter Medawar had a saner and more
realistic view of science. He wrote:

There is no quicker way for a scientist to bring discredit upon
himself and on his profession than roundly to declare—particu-
larly when no declaration of any kind is called for—that science
knows or soon will know the answers to all questions worth ask-
ing, and that the questions that do not admit a scientific answer
are in some way nonquestions or ‘pseudoquestions’ that only
simpletons ask and only the gullible profess to be able to answer.”

Medawar says elsewhere: “The existence of a limit to science is,
however, made clear by its inability to answer childlike elementary
questions having to do with first and last things—questions such as
“How did everything begin?” “What are we all here for?”; “What is
the point of living?”” He adds that it is to imaginative literature and
religion that we must turn for answers to such questions.

However, when we have said all that should be said about the
limits of science, the voice of science is still one of the most impor-
tant voices to which we must listen in forming our worldview. We
cannot, of course, all be experts in science. But when the experts
report their findings to students in other disciplines or to the general
public, as they increasingly do, we all must listen to them; listen as
critically as we listen to experts in other fields. But we must listen.”

The voice of philosophy

The next voice we must listen to is the voice of philosophy. To some
people the very thought of philosophy is daunting; but actually any-

+ Russell, Religion and Science, 243.

* Medawar, Advice to a Young Scientist, 31.

its of Science, 59-60.

Those who wish to study the topic further are directed to the Appendix in this book: “The
mﬁnz:mn Endeavour’, and to the books by John Lennox noted there,

SERIES INTRODUCTION

one who seriously attempts to investigate the truth of any statement
s already thinking philosophically. Eminent philosopher Anthony
[Kenny writes:

Philosophy is exciting because it is the broadest of all disci-
plines, exploring the basic concepts which run through all our
talking and thinking on any topic whatever. Moreover, it can
be undertaken without any special preliminary training or in-
struction; anyone can do philosophy who is willing to think
hard and follow a line of reasoning.®

Whether we realise it or not, the way we think and reason owes a
preat deal to philosophy—we have already listened to its voice!

Philosophy has a number of very positive benefits to confer on
us. First and foremost is the shining example of men and women
who have refused to go through life unthinkingly adopting whatever
happened to be the majority view at the time. Socrates said that the
unexamined life is not worth living. These men and women were de-
lermined to use all their intellectual powers to try to understand what
the universe was made of, how it worked, what man’s place in it was,
what the essence of human nature was, why we human beings so fre-
quently do wrong and so damage ourselves and society; what could
help us to avoid doing wrong; and what our chief goal in life should
be, our summum bonum (Latin for ‘chief good’). Their zeal to dis-
cover the truth and then to live by it should encourage—perhaps even
shame—us to follow their example.

Secondly, it was in their search for the truth that philosophers
from Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle onwards discovered the need for,
and the rules of, rigorous logical thinking. The benefit of this to hu-
manity is incalculable, in that it enables us to learn to think straight,
to expose the presuppositions that lie sometimes unnoticed behind
even our scientific experiments and theories, to unpick the assump-
tions that lurk in the formulation and expressions of our opinions, to
point to fallacies in our argumentation, to detect instances of circu-
lar reasoning, and so on.

However, philosophy, just like science, has its proper limits. It
cannot tell us what axioms or fundamental assumptions we should

* Kenny, Brief History of Western Philosophy, xi.
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adopt; but it can and will help us to see if the beliel system which we
build on those axioms is logically consistent.

There is yet a third benefit to be gained from philosophy. The his-
tory of philosophy shows that, of all the many different philosophical
systems, or worldviews, that have been built up by rigorous philoso-
phers on the basis of human reasoning alone, none has proved con-
vincing to all other philosophers, let alone to the general public. None
has achieved permanence, a fact which can seem very {rustrating. But
perhaps the frustration is not altogether bad in that it might lead us to
ask whether there could just be another source of information without
which human reason alone is by definition inadequate. And if our very
frustration with philosophy for having seemed at first to promise so
much satisfaction, and then in the end to have delivered so little, dis-
poses us to look around for that other source of information, even our
frustration could turn out to be a supreme benefit.

The voice of history

Yet another voice to which we must listen is the voice of history. We
are fortunate indeed to be living so far on in the course of human
history as we do. Already in the first century ap a simple form of jet
propulsion was described by Hero of Alexandria. But technology at
that time knew no means of harnessing that discovery to any worth-
while practical purpose. Eighteen hundred years were to pass before
scientists discovered a way of making jet engines powerful enough
to be fitted to aircraft.

When in the 1950s and 1960s scientists, working on the basis
of a discovery of Albert Einstein’s, argued that it would be possible
to make laser beams, and then actually made them, many people
mockingly said that lasers were a solution to a non-existent problem,
because no one could think of a practical use to which they could be
put. History has proved the critics wrong and justified the pure sci-
entists (if pure science needs any justification!).

In other cases history has taught the opposite lesson. At one point
the phlogiston theory of combustion came to be almost universally
accepted. History eventually proved it wrong.

Fanatical religious sects (in spite, be it said, of the explicit pro-
hibition of the Bible) have from time to time predicted that the end
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ol the world would take place at such-and-such a time in such-and-
suich a place. History has invariably proved them wrong,

[n the last century, the philosophical system known as logi-
cal positivism arose like a meteor and seemed set to dominate the
philosophical landscape, superseding all other systems. But history
discovered its fatal flaw, namely that it was based on a verification
principle which allowed only two kinds of meaningful statement:
analytic (a statement which is true by definition, that is a tautology
like ‘a vixen is a female fox), or synthetic (a statement which is capa-
ble of verification by experiment, like ‘water is composed of hydro-
pen and oxygen’). Thus all metaphysical statements were dismissed
15 meaningless! But, as philosopher Karl Popper famously pointed
oul, the Verification Principle itself is neither analytic nor synthetic
and so is meaningless! Logical positivism is therefore self-refuting.
Professor Nicholas Fotion, in his article on the topic in The Oxford
(\ompanion to Philosophy, says: ‘By the late 1960s it became obvious
{hat the movement had pretty much run its course.”

Barlier still, Marx, basing himself on Hegel, applied his dialec-
lical materialism first to matter and then to history. He claimed to
have discovered a law in the workings of social and political history
(hat would irresistibly lead to the establishment of a utopia on earth;
and millions gave their lives to help forward this process. The verdict
has been that history seems not to know any such irresistible law.

History has also delivered a devastating verdict on the Nazi the-
ory of the supremacy of the Aryan races, which, it was promised,
would lead to a new world order.

History, then, is a very valuable, if sometimes very disconcerting,
adjudicator of our ideas and systems of thought. We should certainly
pay serious heed to its lessons and be grateful for them.

But there is another reason why we should listen to history. It in-
troduces us to the men and women who have proved to be world lead-
ers of thought and whose influence is still a live force among us today.
Among them, of course, is Jesus Christ. He was rejected, as we know,
by his contemporaries and executed. But, then, so was Socrates. Soc-
rates’ influence has lived on; but Christ’s influence has been and still
is infinitely greater than that of Socrates, or of any other world leader.

“ Fotion, Logical Positivism’.
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It would be very strange if we listened, as we do, to Socrates, Plato,
Aristotle, Hume, Kant, Marx and Einstein, and neglected or refused
to listen to Christ. The numerous (and some very early) manuscripts

of the New Testament make available to us

»

£ an authentic record of his teaching. Only ex-

Hislory iniocluces us to treme prejudice would dismiss him without

Ihe men and women first listening to what he says.

who have proved to be

waorld lex _;:._: of __,ocmz The voice of divine self-revelation

and whose influence is

slill @ live force among The final voice that claims the right to be
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be very sirange if we through history and refuses to be silenced in

lislenad, as we do, to claiming that there is another source of in-

gl Plato, Avristotle, formation beyond that which intuition, sci-

Hume, Kanl, Marx and entific research and philosophical reasoning

Linstein, and neglected or can provide. That voice is the voice of divine

iolused 1o lislen to Christ. self-revelation. The claim is that the Creator,
| whose existence and power can be intuitively

perceived through his created works, has not
otherwise remained silent and aloof. In the course of the centuries
he has spoken into our world through his prophets and supremely
through Jesus Christ.

Of course, atheists will say that for them this claim seems to be
the stuff of fairy tales; and atheistic scientists will object that there
is no scientific evidence for the existence of a creator (indeed, they
may well claim that assuming the existence of a creator destroys the
loundation of true scientific methodology—for more of that see this
book’s Appendix); and that, therefore, the idea that we could have
direct information from the creator himself is conceptually absurd.

"This reaction is, of course, perfectly consistent with the basic as-

sumption of atheism. -

However, apparent conceptual absurdity is not proof positive
that something is not possible, or even true. Remember what we
noticed earlier, that many leading thinkers, when they first encoun-
lered the suggestion that the earth was not flat but spherical, rejected
it out of hand because of the conceptual absurdities to which they
imagined it led.
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In the second century AD a certain Lucian of Samosata decided
(o debunk what he thought to be fanciful speculations of the early
sclentists and the grotesque traveller’s tales of so-called explorers. He
wrole a book which, with his tongue in his cheek, he called Vera his-
{oria (A True Story). In it he told how he had travelled through space
(v the moon. He discovered that the moon-dwellers had a special
liind of mirror by means of which they could see what people were
doing on earth. They also possessed something like a well shaft by
means of which they could even hear what people on earth were say-
Ing, His prose was sober enough, as if he were writing factual history.
But he expected his readers to see that the very conceptual absurdity
of what he claimed to have seen meant that these things were impos-
sible and would forever remain so.

Unknown to him, however, the forces and materials already
existed in nature, which, when mankind learned to harness them,
would send some astronauts into orbit round the moon, land others
on the moon, and make possible radio and television communica-
{ion between the moon and the earth!

We should remember, too, that atomic radiation and radio fre-
(uency emissions from distant galaxies were not invented by scien-
lists in recent decades. They were there all the time, though invisible
and undetected and not believed in nor even thought of for centu-
rics; but they were not discovered until comparatively recent times,
when brilliant scientists conceived the possibility that, against all
popular expectation, such phenomena might exist. They looked for
(hem, and found them.

Is it then, after all, so conceptually absurd to think that our hu-
man intellect and rationality come not from mindless matter through
(he agency of impersonal unthinking forces, but from a higher per-
sonal intellect and reason?

An old, but still valid, analogy will help us at this point. If we ask
about a particular motor car: ‘Where did this motor car begin? one
answer would be: ‘It began on the production lines of such-and-such
a factory and was put together by humans and robots.”

Another, deeper-level, answer would be: ‘It had its beginning in
(he mineral from which its constituent parts were made.

But in the prime sense of beginning, the motor car, of which
this particular motor car is a specimen, had its beginning, not in the
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factory, nor in its basic materials, but in moEm:i.:m altogether dif-
ferent: in the intelligent mind of a person, that is, of its inventor. We
know this, of course, by history and by experience; but we also know
it intuitively: it is self-evidently true.

Millions of people likewise have felt, and still do feel, that what
Christ and his prophets say about the ‘beginning’ of our human ra-
tionality is similarly self-evidently true: ‘In the beginning was the
Logos, and the Logos was with God, and the Logos was God. ... All
things were made by him . . (John 1:1-2, our trans.). That is, at any
rate, a far more likely story than that our human intelligence and
rationality sprang originally out of mindless matter, by accidental
permutations, selected by unthinking nature.

Now the term ‘Logos’ means both rationality and the expression
of that rationality through intelligible communication. If that rational
intelligence is God and personal, and we humans are endowed by him
with personhood and intelligence, then it is far from being absurd to
think that the divine Logos, whose very nature and function it is to
be the expression and communicator of that intelligence, should com-
municate with us. On the contrary, to deny a priori the possibility of
divine revelation and to shut one’s ears in advance to what Jesus Christ
has to say, before listening to his teaching to see if it is, or is not, self-
evidently true, is not the true scientific attitude, which is to keep an
open mind and explore any reasonable avenue to truth."

Moreover, the fear that to assume the existence of a creator God
would undermine true scientific methodology is contradicted by
the sheer facts of history. Sir Francis Bacon (1561-1626), widely re-
garded as the father of the modern scientific method, believed that
God had revealed himself in two great Books, the Book of Nature
and the Book of God’s Word, the Bible. In his famous Advancement
of Learning (1605), Bacon wrote: ‘Let no man . . . think or maintain,
that a man can search too far, or be too well studied in the book of
God’s word, or in the book of God’s works; divinity or philosophy;
but rather let men endeavour an endless progress or proficience in
both."" It is this quotation which Charles Darwin chose to put at the
front of On the Origin of Species (1859).

- the fuller treatment of these questions and related topics, see Book 5 in this series,
Claiming to Answer.
' Bacon, Advancement of Learning, 8.
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i 4 FIGURE I.3.

1 ORIGIN OF SPECTES On the 9._2_._ o:uzm»m:mmﬁ..
by Charles Darwin.
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his magnum opus is from

of Learning {1605}

Reproduced from Dennis 0'Neil,

Historians of science point out that it was this theistic “Two-
Book’ view which was largely responsible for the meteoric rise of
science beginning in the sixteenth century. C. S. Lewis refers to a
statement by one of the most eminent historians of all time, Sir Al-
[red North Whitehead, and says: ‘Professor Whitehead points out
(hat centuries of belief in a God who combined “the personal en-
crgy of Jehovah” with “the rationality of a Greek philosopher” first
produced that firm expectation of systematic order which rendered
possible the birth of modern science. Men became scientific because
they expected Law in Nature and they expected Law in Nature be-
cause they believed in a Legislator”*? In other words, theism was the
cradle of science. Indeed, far from thinking that the idea of a creator
was conceptually absurd, most of the great leaders of science in that
period did believe in a creator.

T EU e ——

Johannes Kepler 1571-1630

Blaise Pascal 162362 Hydrostatics
Robert Boyle 1627-91 Chemistry, Gas dynamics
lsaac Newton 16421727 Mathematics, Optics, Dynamics
Michael Faraday 1791-1867 Mognetism
Charles Babbage 1791-1871 Computer sciance
Gregor Mendel 182284 Genetics
Louis Pasteur 18272-95 Bacteriology
Lord Kelvin 1824-1907 Thermodynomics
James Clerk Maxwell 183179 Electrodynamics, Thermodynamics
't Lewis, Miracles, 110.
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All of these famous men would have agreed with Einstein: ‘Sci-
ence without religion is lame, religion without science is blind."* His-
tory shows us very clearly, then, that far from belief in God being a
hindrance to science, it has provided one of the main impulses for its
development.

Still today there are many first-rate scientists who are believers in
God. For example, Professor William D. Phillips, Nobel laureate for
Physics 1997, is an active Christian, as is the world-famous botanist
and former Director of the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew in London,
Sir Ghillean Prance, and so is the geneticist Francis S. Collins, who
was the Director of the National Institutes of Health in the United
States who gained recognition for his leadership of the international
Human Genome Project which culminated in 2003 with the comple-
tion of a finished sequence of human DNA."

But with many people another objection arises: if one is not sure
that God even exists, would it not be unscientific to go looking for
evidence for God’s existence? Surely not. Take the late Professor Carl
Sagan and the Search for Extra Terrestrial Intelligence (the SETI pro-
ject), which he promoted. Sagan was a famous astronomer, but when
he began this search he had no hard-and-fast proven facts to go on.
He proceeded simply on the basis of a hypothesis. If intelligent life
has evolved on earth, then it would be possible, perhaps even likely,
that it would have developed on other suitable planets elsewhere in
the universe. He had no guarantee that it was so, or that he would
find it, even if it existed. But even so both he and NASA (the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration) thought it worth spending
great effort, time and considerable sums of money to employ radio
telescopes to listen to remote galaxies for evidence of intelligent life
clsewhere in the universe. -

Why, then, should it be thought any less scientific to look for an
intelligent creator, especially when there is evidence that the uni-
verse bears the imprint of his mind? The only valid excuse for not
seeking for God would be the possession of convincing evidence that
God does not, and could not, exist. No one has such proof.

But for many people divine revelation seems, nonetheless, an utter

' Einstein, ‘Science and Religion”.
' "Ihe list could go on, as any Internet search for ‘Christians in science’ will show,
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tmpossibility, for they have the impression that
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horn and somehow proved that there is no God
alter all. For that reason, we examine in greater
detail in the Appendix to this book what science

In, what it means to be truly scientific in outlook, vincing evidence that
God does not, and

could not, exist. No
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whalt science has and has not proved, and some of
the fallacious ways in which science is commonly
nmisunderstood. Here we must consider even

larger questions about reality.

THE MEANING OF REALITY

One of the central questions we are setting out to examine is: can we
lnow the ultimate truth about reality? Before we consider different
aspects of reality, we need to determine what we mean by ‘reality.
l'or that purpose let’s start with the way we use the term in ordinary,
everyday language. After that we can move on to consider its use at
higher levels.

[n everyday language the noun ‘reality’, the adjective ‘real’, and
(he adverb ‘really’ have several different connotations according to
(he contexts in which they are used. Let’s think about some examples.

First, in some situations the opposite of ‘real’ is ‘imaginary’ or “illu-
sory’. So, for instance, a thirsty traveller in the Sahara may see in the
distance what looks to him like an oasis with water and palm trees,
when in fact there is no oasis there at all. What he thinks he sees is
1 mirage, an optical illusion. The oasis is not real, we say; it does not
actually exist.'” Similarly a patient, having been injected with power-
ful drugs in the course of a serious operation, may upon waking up
from the anaesthetic suffer hallucinations, and imagine she sees all
kinds of weird creatures stalking round her room. But if we say, as
we do, that these things which she imagines she sees, are not real, we

1" Mirages oceur ‘when sharp differences in temperature and therefore in density develop
between thin layers of air at and immediately above the ground. This causes light to be bent,
or refracted, as it travels through one layer to the next. ... During the day, when a warm layer
occurs next to the ground, objects near the horizon often appear to be reflected in flat sur-
faces, such as beaches, deserts, roads and water. This produces the shimmering, floating im-
ages which are commonly observed on very hot days. Oxford Reference Encyclopaedia, 913.

b3
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mean that they do not in actual fact exist. We could argue, of course,
that something is going on in the patient’s brain, and she is experi-
encing impressions similar to those she would have received if the
weird creatures had been real. Her impressions, then, are real in the
sense that they exist in her brain; but they do not correspond with
the external reality that the patient supposes is creating these sense
impressions. The mechanisms of her brain are presenting her with a
false picture: the weird creatures do not exist. She is not seeing them.
They are not real. On the basis of examples like this (the traveller and
the patient) some philosophers have argued that none of us can ever
be sure that the sense impressions which we think we receive from
the external world are true representations of the external world, and
not illusions. We consider their arguments in detail in Book 3 in this
series, Questioning Our Knowledge, dealing with epistemology and
related matters.

To sum up so far, then: neither the traveller nor the patient was
perceiving external reality as it really was. But the reasons for their
failure were different: with the traveller it was an external illusion
(possibly reinforced by his thirst) that made him misread reality and
imagine there was a real oasis there, when there wasn’t. With the pa-
tient there was nothing unusual in the appearance of her room to
cause her disordered perception. The difficulty was altogether inter-
nal to her. The drugs had distorted the perception mechanisms of her
brain.

From these two examples we can learn some practical lessons:

1. Itisimportant for us all to question from time to time
whether what we unthinkingly take to be reality is in fact
reality.

2. In cases like these it is external reality that has to be the
standard by which we judge whether our sense perceptions
are true or not.

3. Setting people free from their internal subjective misper-
ceptions will depend on getting them, by some means or
other, to face and perceive the external, objective reality.

Second, in other situations the opposite of ‘real’, in everyday lan-
guage, is ‘counterfeit’, ‘spurious, ‘fraudulent’. So if we describe a
piece of metal as being ‘real gold’, we mean that it is genuine gold,
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and not something such as brass that looks like gold, but isn’t. The
practical importance of being able to discern the difference between
whiat s real in this sense and what is spurious or counterfeit, can eas-
[ly be illustrated.

Tuke coinage, for instance. In past centuries, when coins were
iinde (or supposed to be made) of real gold, or real silver, fraudsters
would often adulterate the coinage by mixing inferior metal with gold
o1 silver. Buyers or sellers, if they had no means of testing whether
(he coins they were offered were genuine, and of full value, or not,
could easily be cheated.

Similarly, in our modern world counterfeiters print false bank
noles and surreptitiously get them into circulation. Eventually, when
(he (raud is discovered, banks and traders refuse the spurious bank
noles, with the result that innocent people are left with worthless
pleces of paper.

Or, again, a dishonest jeweller might show a rich woman a neck-
lace made, according to him, of valuable gems; and the rich, but un-
suispecting, woman might pay a large price for it, only to discover
lnter on that the gems were not real: they were imitations, made of a
lcind of glass called paste, or strass.

Conversely, an elderly woman might take her necklace, made
ol real gems, to a jeweller and offer to sell it to him in order to get
\ome money to maintain herself in her old age. But the unscrupulous
jeweller might make out that the gems were not as valuable as she
(hought: they were imitations, made of paste; and by this deceit he
would persuade the reluctant woman to sell him the necklace for a
much lesser price than it was worth.

Once more it will be instructive to study the underlying prin-
ciples at work in these examples, because later on, when we come
lo study reality at a higher level, they could provide us with helpful
analogies and thought models."

Notice, then, that these last three examples involve significantly
different principles from those that were operating in the two which
we studied earlier. The oasis and the weird creatures were not real,
because they did not actually exist in the external world. But the
spurious coins, the fraudulent bank notes, and the genuine and the

I* See especially in Book 2: Finding Ultimate Reality.

31




BEING TRULY HUMAMN

imitation gems, all existed in the external world. In that sense, there-
fore, they were all real, part of the external reality, actual pieces of
matter.

What, then, was the trouble with them? It was that the fraudsters
had claimed for the coins and the bank notes a value and a buying
power that they did not actually possess; and in the case of the two
necklaces the unscrupulous jewellers had on both occasions misrep-
resented the nature of the matter of which the gems were composed.

'The question arises: how can people avoid being taken in by such
spurious claims and misrepresentations of matter? It is not difficult
to see how questions like this will become important when we come
to consider the matter of the universe and its properties.

In modern, as in ancient, times, to test whether an object is
made of pure gold or not, use is made of a black, fine-grained, sili-
ceous stone, called a touchstone. When pure gold is rubbed on this
touchstone, it leaves behind on the stone streaks of a certain charac-
ter; whereas objects made of adulterated gold, or of some baser metal,
will leave behind streaks of a different character.

FIGURE 1.4. A Touchstone.

of finely grained black stones used to assay or

of metal. Traces of gold can be seen on the ston

5 Reproduced from Mauro Cateb/Flicks.

In the ancient world merchants would always carry a touchstone
with them; but even so it would require considerable knowledge and
expertise to interpret the test correctly. When it comes to bank notes
and gems, the imitations may be so cleverly made that only an expert
could tell the difference between the real thing and the false. In that
case non-experts, like ourselves, would have to depend on the judg-
ments of experts.

But what are we to do when the experts disagree? How do we
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estimate the proportion of gold or silver in a sam
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declde which experts to trust? Is there any kind of touchstone that
ordinary people can use on the experts themselves, or at least on
(helr interpretations?

'Ihere is one more situation worth investigating at this point be-
[ore we begin our main study.

1hird, when we are confronted with what purports to be an ac-
count of something that happened in the past and of the causes that
ledd o its happening, we rightly ask questions: Did this event really
like place? Did it take place in the way that this account says it did?
Was the alleged cause the real cause?” The difficulty with things that
linppened in the past is that we cannot get them to repeat themselves
i the present, and watch them happening all over again in our labo-
rulories. We have therefore to search out and study what evidence is
ivailable and then decide which interpretation of the evidence best
¢x plains what actually happened.

'Ihis, of course, is no unusual situation to be in. Detectives, seek-
Ing to solve a murder mystery and to discover the real criminal, are
constantly in this situation; and this is what historians and archaeol-
Opists and palaeontologists do all the time. But mistakes can be made
in handling and interpreting the evidence. For instance, in 1980
o man and his wife were camping in the Australian outback, when
i dingo (an Australian wild dog) suddenly attacked and killed their
little child. When, however, the police investigated the matter, they
did not believe the parents’ story; they alleged that the woman herself
lind actually killed the child. The courts found her guilty and she was
duly sentenced. But new evidence was discovered that corroborated
(he parents’ story, and proved that it really was a dingo that killed
(he infant. The couple was not fully and finally exonerated until 2012.

Does this kind of case mean, then, that we cannot ever be certain
(hat any historical event really happened? Or that we can never be
wiire as to its real causes? Of course not! It is beyond all doubt that, for
instance, Napoleon invaded Russia, and that Genghis Khan besieged
licijing (then called Zhongdu). The question is, as we considered ear-
licr: what kind of evidence must we have in order to be sure that a
historical event really happened?

But enough of these preliminary exercises. It is time now to take
our first step towards answering the question: can we know the ulti-
mate truth about reality?

33




BEING TRULY HUMAN

WHAT IS THE NATURE OF ULTIMATE REALITY?

We have thought about the meaning of reality in various practical
situations in daily life. Now we must begin to consider reality at the
higher levels of our own individual existence, and that of our fellow
human beings, and eventually that of the whole universe.

Ourselves as individuals

Let’s start with ourselves as individuals. We know we exist. We do
not have to engage in lengthy philosophical discussion before we can
be certain that we exist. We know it intuitively. Indeed, we cannot
logically deny it. If T were to claim ‘I do not exist’, I would, by stating
my claim, refute it. A non-existent person cannot make any claim. If
| didn’t exist, I couldn’t even say ‘T do not exist’, since I have to exist
in order to make the claim. I cannot, therefore, logically affirm my
Own non-existence."

"There are other things too which we know about ourselves by
intuition.

First, we are self-conscious, that is, we are aware of ourselves as
separate individuals. T know I am not my brother, or my sister, or
my next-door neighbour. I was born of my parents; but I am not just
an extension of my father and mother. I am a separate individual, a
human being in my own right. My will is not a continuation of their
will, such that, if they will something, I automatically will the same
thing. My will is my own.

My will may be conditioned by many past experiences, most of
which have now passed into my subconscious memory. My will may
well be pressurised by many internal desires or fears, and by external
circumstances. But whatever philosophers of the determinist school
may say, we know in our heart of hearts that we have the power
of choice. Qur wills, in that sense, are free. If they weren’t, no one
could ever be held to be guilty for doing wrong, or praised for doing
right.

Second, we are also intuitively aware of ourselves as persons, in-
Irinsically different from, and superior to, non-personal things. Tt is

" We call this law of logic the law of non-aflirmability.
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e |, non-rational matter is larger and more ﬁoém.ﬁ?_ ”H& it HM
(lerefore a higher form of existence gmw personal, Hm:o:mmr cwﬂ m
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n existence in this material world and universe?
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Our status in the world

We know that we did not always exist. We can remember Um_wm :M.
(¢ children. We have watched ourselves growing up to full man oo_m
i womanhood. We have also observed that sooner or Huﬁmw @mom.qm
(ie, and the unthinking earth, unknowingly, becomes their m_.w m
W hat then is the significance of the .E&ﬁmmwﬁ human person, and ©
s or mparatively short life on earth?

3 QNMHMMMEM that it Mm Mankind, the human race as a Srowm,_ﬁm
s the significant phenomenon: the individual nw:bﬁm for <m§ i : ._ﬂ.
O)n this view, the human race is like a great fruit tree. Mmm 1 %mﬂ_&
produces a large crop of apples. All of EmB. are H.E:,m or less a ) ._m.
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FIGURE 5. An Apple.

Apple trees take four to five years
to produce their Girst fruit, and it
takes the energy from 50 leaves to
produce one apple. Archaeologists
have found evidence that humans
have been enjoying apples since
before recorded history.

Reproduced with ﬂ_s_amwa:.a @iStock,/ChrisBoswell.
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destined for a very short life before, like the rest of the crop, it is
consumed and forgotten; and so makes room for next year’s crop.
The tree itself lives on, producing crops year after year, in a seemingly
endless cycle of birth, growth and disappearance. On this view
then, the tree is the permanent, significant phenomenon; any one
individual apple is of comparatively little value.

Our origin

But this view of the individual in relation to the race does not get us
to the root of our question; for the human race too did not always ex-
ist, buthad a beginning, and so did the universe itself. This, therefore,
only pushes the question one stage further back: to what ultimately
do the human race as a whole and the universe itself owe their exist-
ence? What is the Great Reality behind the non-rational matter of
the universe, and behind us rational, personal, individual members
of the human race?

Before we begin to survey the answers that have been given to
this question over the centuries, we should notice that though sci-
ence can point towards an answer, it cannot finally give us a complete
answer. That is not because there is something wrong with science;
the difficulty lies in the nature of things. The most widely accepted
scientific theory nowadays (but not the only one) is that the universe
came into being at the so-called Big Bang. But the theory tells us that
here we encounter a singularity, that is, a point at which the laws of
physics all break down. If that is true, it follows that science by itself
cannot give a scientific account of what lay before, and led to, the Big
Bang, and thus to the universe, and eventually to ourselves as indi-
vidual human beings.

Our purpose

The fact that science cannot answer these questions does not mean, of
course, that they are pseudo-questions and not worth asking. Adam
Schaff, the Polish Marxist philosopher, long ago observed:

What is the meaning of life? What is man’s place in the uni-
verse? It seems difficult to express oneself scientifically on such
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hazy topics. And yet if one should assert ten times over that
. foa 18
(hese are typical pseudo-problems, problems would remain.

Yes, surely problems would remain; and they are life’s most im-
porlant questions. Suppose by the help of science we could come to
lnow everything about every atom, every molecule, every cell, every
¢lectrical current, every mechanism in our body and brain. How
much further forward should we be? We should now know what we
are made of, and how we work. But we should still not know what
we are made for.

Suppose for analogy’s sake we woke up one morning to find a new,
emply jeep parked outside our house, with our name written on it, by
some anonymous donor, specifying that it was for our use. Scientists
could describe every atom and molecule it was made of. Engineers
could explain how it worked, and that it was designed for transport-
ing people. Tt was obviously intended, therefore, to go places. But
where? Neither science as such, nor engineering as such, could tell us
where we were meant to drive the jeep to. Should we not then need to
discover who the anonymous donor was, and whether the jeep was
ours to do what we liked with, answerable to nobody; or whether the
jeep had been given to us on permanent loan by its maker and owner
with the expectation that we should consult the donor’s intentions,
(ollow the rules in the driver’s handbook, and in the end be answera-
ble to the donor for how we had used it?

That surely is the situation we find ourselves in
as human beings. We are equipped with a magnifi- Must we not ask
cent piece of physical and biological engineering, what our relationship
that is, our body and brain; and we are in the driv- is to whatever we
er’s seat, behind the steering wheel. But we did not owe our exisfence
make ourselves, nor the ‘machine’ we are in charge o2 Affer all, what
of. Must we not ask what our relationship is to if it turned out fo be
whatever we owe our existence to? After all, what if that we owe our
it turned out to be that we owe our existence not to existence not fo an
an impersonal what but to a personal who? impersonal what but

To some the latter possibility is instinctively fo a personal who?
unattractive if not frightening; they would prefer

1t Schaff, Philosophy of Man, 34 (emphasis added).
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to think that they owe their existence to impersonal material, forces
and processes. But then that view induces in some who hold it its
own peculiar angst. Scientist Jacob Bronowski (1908-74) confessed
to a deep instinctive longing, not simply to exist, but to be a recog-
nisably distinct individual, and not just one among millions of oth-
erwise undifferentiated human beings:

When I say that I want to be myself, I mean as the existentialist
does that I want to be free to be myself. This implies that [ want
to be rid of constraints (inner as well as outward constraints)
in order to act in unexpected ways. Yet I do not mean that I
want to act either at random or unpredictably. It is not in these
senses that I want to be free, but in the sense that I want to be
allowed to be different from others. I want to follow my own
way—but I want it to be a way recognisably my own, and not
zig-zag. And I want people to recognise it: I want them to say,
How characteristic!"”

¢

Yet at the same time he confessed that certain interpretations of
science roused in him a fear that undermined his confidence:

This is where the fulcrum of our fears lies: that man as a spe-
cies and we as thinking men, will be shown to be no more than
a machinery of atoms. We pay lip service to the vital life of
the amoeba and the cheese mite; but what we are defending is
the human claim to have a complex of will and thoughts and
emotions—to have a mind. . ..

"The crisis of confidence . .. springs from each man’s wish to
be a mind and a person, in face of the nagging fear that he is a
mechanism. The central question I ask is this: Can man be both
a machine and a self?*

Our search

And so we come back to our original question; but now we clearly
notice that it is a double question: not merely to what or to whom

¥ Bronowski, Identity of Man, 14-5.
2 Bronowski, ldentity of Man, 7-9.
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tloes _.:::_:.._Q as a whole owe its existence, but what is the status of
(he Individual human being in relation to the race as a whole and to
(e uncountable myriads of individual phenomena that go to make
up the universe? Or, we might ask it another way: what is our sig-
iificance within the reality in which we find ourselves? This is the
nate question hanging over every one of our lives, whether we
inswers or we don’t. The answers we have for it will affect our
(hinking in every significant area of life.

Ihese, then, are not merely academic questions irrelevant to
practical living. They lie at the heart of life itself; and naturally in
(he course of the centuries notable answers to them have been given,
many of which are held still today around the world.

[f we are to try to understand something of the seriously held
vlews of our fellow human beings, we must try to understand their
views and the reasons for which they hold them. But just here we
iust sound a warning that will be necessary to repeat again in the
course of these books: those who start out seriously enquiring for
(ruth will find that at however lowly a level they start, they will not be
lopically able to resist asking what the Ultimate Truth about every-
(hing is!

In the spirit of truthfulness and honesty, then, let us say directly
(hat we, the authors of this book, are Christians. We do not pretend
10 be indifferent guides; we commend to you wholeheartedly the an-
swers we have discovered and will tell you why we think the claims
of the Christian gospel are valid, and the help it offers real. This does
not, however, preclude the possibility of our approaching other views
in a spirit of honesty and fairness. We hope that those who do not
share our views will approach them in the same spirit. We can ask
nothing more as we set out together on this quest—in search of real-
ity and significance.

OUR AIM

Our small contribution to this quest is set out in the 6 volumes of
(his series. In this, the first book in the series, we consider questions
surrounding the value of humans. Besides thinking about human
[reedom and the dangerous way it is often devalued, we will consider
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the natu A .

i o:mHMsmmHM _umw_v of morality and how other moralities compare
er. For any discussion of the f , )

; e freedom humans have t
choose raises the ; umans have to
question of the power we wield

srrcial . : ! ield over other humans

- Mo OMMH nature, moH,ﬁmDBmm with disastrous consequences. W hat

nrownmmmﬁ amﬂoE. Mmm of power? What, if anything, should limit our
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choices kee .

our full potential and destiny? P il ing
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THE BASIC VALUE
OF A HUMAN BEING

If we say that human fife is valuable, surely we

ean more than that parens who welcome
baby should not destroy T,
hild is neither

must m
and love a newbom

* but parents for whom a newborn ¢

wanied nor loved should be free to destroy it.

That would reduce the value of life to a mere mat-

ier of arbitrary, personal faste.




