Modern views of Origins (1)

Overview: Science iteself

2 Theories about  science, one developing out of the reformation, one arising this century out of the modern worldview
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    Abandon Hypothesis

'Naive Positivism' - If you can't measure it it ain't there - Elevates Science into 'Scientism'

Early this century:

 Realisation: 
some ideas can't be experimented on - Operation science (eg Origin Theories)
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of Data to fit ideas

'New Age Subjectivism' - If it feels good then it is OK

Now moving to a third idea

Paradigms: (what I would have called 'Models' but much more subjective)

The main difference between this approach and above is the claim by the above (Operation science) to be based on data. 

To someone who uses Paradigms, the basis is ' **only** the 'Shaping Principle' or Worldview'

Dogmatism rules, and the only time it is changed is when the world view changesm and when that happens it is a 'Scienticic Revolution' - in the meantime it's difficult to argue against - 'Any stigma will do to beat a dogma (D. Sayers) for science is not objective, any more than we are objective. The only thing you can say is:


Confidence in the knowledge we have is proportional to the evidence supporting it'

(but that is itself subjective, because it depends on your world-view)

Why labour this point? - because it means that it is very difficult to get a handle on any facts, what we are dealing with is a belief system which (in spite of what may be claimed) is also subjective

so: set some limits

Presupposition:
Orderliness must be assumed

Proof:


Even central dogmas are only Probably True

Domain Limit:

Science never talks about ultimates (like the existence of the universe)

Human Activity:
Suspect Ethics, Suspect Objectivity

Scripture would agree with all of these: God is in charge, Man's intellect is limited and his intellect and will are fallen

Christians are partly responsible for their problems:

Aquinas set a worldview that said (from Rom 1:21) that God's purposes could be ascertained from creation - Natural Theology - Natural Laws and Telelology (Aristotelean) (doctrine of 'final causes' - events are the result of the purposes they serve)

In modern terms: - the Christian Paradigm - but it failed when the fossil record showed wholesale destruction of species

Now many christians are talking about a meeting of minds - not warfare but synthesis (Hegelian) rather than standing on God's word (eg ASA)

Me: 
Bible doesn't say much about science, but where it does it speaks accurately


Bible doesn't speak much about the 'Why' - but there is a 'Why' - God's purposes


Stand on what it says - argue about my opinions

Yes we do have a worldview, Yes we exist within a culture with a kalaidascope of worldviews, the difference is that our worldview is externally defined (Godel's Theorem 'proves' mathematically that a closed system cannot answer all questions - ours is not a closed system, but we may not be able to answer all questions and must remember our limitations. 

Genetics and The Genetic Code: Evolution

Evolution: Note, Much of evolutionary theory is Good Science in some other area of Science

Presuppositions: (World-view defined)

a) has happened  !!

b) Descent from Common Ancestors

c) by Gradual Process

d) of Natural Selection

All species breed

Populations are stable in time

Individuals (and therefore populations) consume resources

Resources are limited, but also continue in time

Infer:
Competition between individuals and populations


No 2 species are identical


The variability is inherited

Infer:
Competition is not random but depends on genetic ability -Natural Selection
Infer:
In time this will lead to a diversity of species Genetic drift
Punctuated Equilibrium: (little evidence, but it wasn't created, therefor it evolved !!(Worldview)


Cambrian Explosion of life


No evidence of drift in Fossil record


Mathematical Problems


Spontaneous Generation (Crick: 'It almost appears to be a miracle on current evidence')



Panspermia (from outside)

DNA - nucleotides - 4 letters (CATG) - 3 letter words (codons)

Genes - use the word as you wish!!

Biology of Sex:

Mitosis

 
Meiosis - Cross-over and recombination



Mutations


Mitochondrial Eve

Gene Sequencing as a clock to demonstrate evolution

How do I think of this ?

Psalm 139 / Ecc 7:2, 7:29,11:5

This was on the back of the noticeboard - Easter 1991
Nowadays, we are quite used to language being used somewhat loosely, and that  words are used to minimize the real horror of what is actually being said. The recent Gulf 'situation' has thrown up such euphemisms as 'collateral damage' when what was meant was a war in which people were being killed. But, we when we think about it, we understand what is actually meant; and we still live and act as though words have real meaning. We say that we get up in the 'morning' and 'stand' on the 'floor' and we all understand what that means about the time-of-day, that we are no longer lying down and that the floor is solid under our feet.  - what I am saying is that we live and act as though words and reality are connected, that there are objective facts that can be described in words and known to each one of us. But what would happen if words lost their meaning? if we could no longer understand what each said to the other? or knowledge became the property of a select few? - Consider the following passage, which is a direct quote from a scientist writing about science. The context is that he has just proposed how the early life-like chemicals may have been formed from some hypothetical mixture of gases in the atmosphere of our planet some stage in its prehistoric time. (As you read this, remember that science has been called 'the art of knowing')

"Should we then call the original replicator molecules 'living'? - Who cares? I might say to you 'Darwin was the greatest man who ever lived' and you might say 'No, Newton was' but I hope that we would not prolong the argument. The point is that no conclusion of substance would be affected whichever way our argument was resolved. The facts of the lives and achievements of Newton and Darwin is totally unchanged whether we label them 'great' or not. Similarly, the story of the replicator molecules probably happened something like the way I am telling it regardless of whether we call them 'living'. Human suffering has been caused because too many of us cannot grasp that words are only tools for our use and that the existence of a word like 'living' does not mean it necessarily has to refer to something in the real world. Whether we call the early replicators living or not, they were the ancestors of life; they were our founding fathers."

The Selfish Gene: Richard Dawkins (new edition 1989) O.U.P. - p18

I hope that I am not alone in finding this quite horrifying. There are so many things wrong with it that I hardly know where to start, but let's try.

Firstly; from a scientific perspective, it is a neat way to get round one of the basic principles of biology. Biology came out of the 'dark' ages of magic when the fundamental principle that 'life never comes from non-life' became accepted as a basic tenet. Mice do not come from cheese, nor flies from sweaty rags as was once thought; mice come from mice, flies come from flies, life comes from life; and all real biology is built on this, and to remove this distinction between 'life' and 'non-life' is an obvious non-sense.

Secondly; there has also been a deliberate confusion between the words 'living' and the word 'lives', again, the fact of the 'lives and achievements of Darwin and Newton' is not at issue, yet somehow, this is used to confirm an opinion about the word 'living'.

Thirdly; the actual verbal juggling-trick has been accomplished by verbal deceit. While we might argue about who was greatest, no-one would argue whether Newton or Darwin  actually lived, and yet the argument about personal opinions has been transferred to be an argument about  the word 'living'.

Fourthly;this is a Wittgenstinian approach to knowledge. Language is a tool to reach understanding, but once understanding has been reached, the tool may be thrown away and, of course, communication of the knowledge is no longer possible, it is merely 'understood'. Ultimately, knowledge may only be held by those who have achieved this understanding and is no longer available to all.

Lastly; if we accept his conclusion, then his argument to achieve his conclusion disappears. If 'living' has no reference to the real world, then we can hardly talk about the 'lives and achievements' of anyone, let alone Darwin and Newton.  And then, having abandoned any meaning for the word 'living' the author re-imports it by saying 'it doesn't matter if they were living or not, they were our ancestors, our founding fathers' thus ascribing vitality to something admittedly dead and quite without any vital spark.

I'm sure that there are other equally valid criticisms of such a paragraph, but it is this last one that seems most appropriate to remain with us on today of all days. We know of the liberal theologians who doubted whether Jesus existed as an historic personality; using this approach, their problems would have been over long ago, after all, 'living' can mean whatever you want it to mean.

The apostles have no such problems, for them 'living' meant the same as it means to you and I and incidentally, to the dictionary. They give the proofs of Jesus' resurrection in terms of 'we heard', 'we saw', 'we touched' and 'we spoke to him'. Paul speaks of Christ's life in 1 Cor.15 and says 'If Christ has not been raised, then your faith is futile, you are yet condemned by your sins' and goes on, triumphantly 'But now Christ is risen from the dead' - this is not a matter of opinion, it is historic fact -see the evidences I have given you. But; and here is the point, the words 'living' and 'life' and 'risen from the dead' have to have meaning, a meaning that definitely does have reference to something definite in the real world; a meaning that we can all understand and share in. Words are not 'only tools for our use' and if we use them only so, then we are in danger of losing all that we have, especially that living Word who said:

"I am he that liveth and was dead; and,  behold, I am alive for evermore" 

All Hail King Jesus

�  Here I gave my personal view: This is a lecture in itself, but the following points shouuld be noted:


Science can never ‘know’ anything - only ‘probably-true’ even the sun ‘rising’ tomorrow


We are in a different position, we have a promise from God (Jer 31) that the sun will rise!


The bible is not a science textbook - the science in it is true, but there is very little


There is a clear distinction between ‘what I know and believe and will stand up for’ and ‘my oppinions’ which may change and be discussed


	eg: Know and Believe from Bible: 


		God Created From nothing


		In Order


		It was very Good when complete (but not necessarily at good at the intermediate stages)


		Creation of life was at the species level


		Humanity is a special creation


	eg: Know from scientific fact:


	Statistics is against evolution. (1. Work out how many combinations possible from typing the first sentence in the bible, then at one letter per second it could have happened in about 3 times the current age of the universe. Now add the second verse, but remember that you multiply the two probabilities together... etc etc 2. There are more possible Nitrogen compounds than there are N-atoms on earth, why where so few chosen?)


	Chemistry is against evolution: The original Urey-Miller experiments cheated, yes, there were crude ‘pre-life’ type chemicals after the electric spark, but they then removed them from the system. Reaction Kinetics show that the next spark would have dissociated these chemicals rather than created more, the equilibrium is far over towards dissociation.


	Geology is against evolution: Ask any geologist, Urey-Miller required a reducing atmosphere. No geological evidence exists to suggest that the earth has ever been anything but an oxidising environment


	Biology is against evolution: It is a fundamental tenet of biology that life cannot come from non-life


	Physics is against evolution: Nowhere else do we see a reversal of the laws of thermodynamics, yet Evolution theory requires a permanent (ie, during the whole life of the universe) reversal at least in the vicinity of our planet - and most people deny that our planet is special, so it really is a violation of the laws of thermodynamics throughout the universe. If this is so, then either throw the laws of thermodynamics and incidentally most of modern physics or throw evolution.


	All these arguments apply equally to some ‘pan-spermic’ extra-terrestrial source for life


	eg: Opinion:


	I don’t believe in Theistic Evolution (why should God bother doing it this way when he has the resources of His word?) and anyway Humans are a special creation


	I don’t believe in macro-evolution - but I do believe in micro-evolution (I can even give an example where a) geographic barriers were broken by men (accidentally) transporting seed from America to Europe, b) the sterile hybrid between a local and the exotic and c) then the sterile hybrid doubled it’s chromosome numbers (plants can do this) and became fertile ...... but it is two grasses giving rise to another grass, not primroses giving rise to oak trees) 


	Under no circumstances has there been enough time (even in *their* estimates for the age of the universe) for micro evolution to give rise to the variation we see today


	I happen to believ that the planet earth is between 30,000 and 100,000 years old (there is plenty of evidence for this kind of time-scale, and most dating systems are extremely suspect)








