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CHAPTER 2 
-   

HISTORICAL UNDERSTANDING OF GOD OR A CREATOR 
 
Throughout the history of civilizations the question of the existence of a Creator, in one form or 
ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȟ ÈÁÄ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÓÏÕÇÈÔȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÅÖÅÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ȬÐÒÉÍÉÔÉÖÅȭ ÏÆ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓȟ 
albeit manifested in other forms seeking for and worshipping a higher order of a Being. Here, 
the quest for the existence of a Creator is broadly defined to encapsulate the search for a higher 
order of a Being beyond earthly existence.  
 
The question about the existence of God, or a higher order of existence, has apparently risen 
within the human psyche from the beginning of recorded history and even going back to 
prehistorical times as indicated by signs of archaeological discoveries. All people have the 
capacity, both to ask this question and to search for its answers. They have done this in many 
different ways within manifold cultures and religions. The emotional experiential dimension 
linked to the conceptualization of a Higher Being is the same, whether that Higher Being is 
conceptualized as a God (as in monotheism), as Creation itself (as in Buddhism), as Deities (as in 
Hinduism), or simply as ȬHigh Aboveȭ (ȬShengTiȭ or ȬTȭienȭ as in the Chinese ethical belief), ȬSun 
Godȭ as with the Egyptian, etc. This has been the starting point for all people, but somehow along 
the way some have come to the conclusion that that is no God because there is no vantage 
position available to explain Nature and Life in the Ȭorder of thingsȭȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÃÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ 
the existence of God or a Higher Being through faith  or just stop short of speculating.  
 
Atheism began as a critique of certain perspectives on the God-question and ended in the 
outright denial of the very reality around which this question revolves. Yet all atheists are 
humanists in one form or another. Atheism is therefore an escape from the reality that 
surrounds us, a self-imposed blindness to see the wonders and mysteries of life, rejecting the 
spiritual experiences within us, simply because we cannot find a rationalization through our 
senses that we can fully accept. Atheism is still a religion as it is broadly defined but without God 
and yet, without denial this humanism which the atheists demonstrate is still part of being 
human and this is a reflection of the very essence of our being, that remains a mystery and 
wonder in its origin (more on this in later text). 
 
Historically the search for God as in the monotheistic religions of the Middle-Eastern and 
Western cultures has gone through many phases and different perspectives have been used to 
argue for His existence. The monotheistic religions of the Middle-Eastern and Western cultures 
define the Creator as a personal identity known as ȬGodȭ, attributing him to have certain 
qualities often associated with anthropomorphic connections and this conceptualization can be 
traced back to the roots of their philosophic ideas associated with Gnosticism, which attributed 
the causes of human conflict and existence to outside forces very much linked to the parameters 
of our existence; while in the East the concept of a Higher Being was accepted from within 
nature in the Ȭorder of thingsȭ (a dialectic philosophic approach) and it is beyond speculation or 
manifested in worshipping deities who had demonstrated their virtues towards humanity.  
 
The concepts of God or the Higher Being evolved around the contexts of the times, which were 
determined by the needs of the community and the collective knowledge at that point in time 
and these are results of the derivatives of different history and culture. Basically, the arguments 
for the existence of a God or a Higher Being and His defining Nature are often based upon either 
reasons (philosophical intellectualization with knowledge at that point in time) or emotion or a 
combination of both.  
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It was in the monotheistic religions of the Middle-Eastern and Western cultures that attempts 
were made to define God as an individual Being who is more than humans in all that are seen 
desirable, adopting the anthropomorphic position of bringing His Nature down to the 
comparative level of humankind. In the earlier times, the religious authorities of the 
monotheistic religions used the Old Testament as the basis for religious certainty about God, 
influenced very much by the philosophic position of Gnosticism.  
 
In ecclesiastical circles, a theology of God was developed from biblical and ecclesiastical beliefs 
that were not subjected to intellectual critique for a long time, until intelligence broke loose 
ÆÒÏÍ ÉÔÓ ÂÏÎÄÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÆÁÉÔÈ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÏÏË ÏÖÅÒ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅ ÔÒÕÔÈȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ 
ÕÓÅÄ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÔÏ ÓÅÅË ÆÏÒ (ÉÓ %ØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅȢ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÇÉÎÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÓÏÎȭÓ ÂÒÅÁË ×ÉÔÈ ÆÁÉÔÈȢ 
A philosophy of God developed that dealt with the question of the existence of God notionally 
ÁÎÄ ÍÅÔÁÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌÌÙȟ ÁÎ ȬÉÄÅÁȭ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÂÓÔÒÁÃÔ ÁÎd clinical. As a result an image of God that has 
no personal and relational dimension.  
 
Theology of old in the Hebraic-Islamic-Christian tradition thus became highly speculative and 
academic, quite removed from the concerns of ordinary people. Such a philosophical approach 
to the understanding of God, without linking His active participation in His creation, is 
inconsistent with the holistic approach that should be adopted in defining His Nature. Later, a 
ÇÒÅÁÔ ÄÉÖÉÄÅ ÁÒÏÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÅÒÓȭ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ "ÉÂÌÅȭȟ ÔÈÅ 
former was theorized as a detached subject of study and the latter lay emphasis on a God that is 
ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÏÒÙ ÉÎ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÌÉÖÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÔÕÁÌÓ ÁÎÄ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
derivatives of the Middle-Eastern history and culture. However, with the participatory view of 
God there became an anthropomorphic tendency to defining His Nature in violation to the 
fundamental premises adopted.  
 
The philosophical arguments for a God were put forward by great thinkers of the past. Plato 
(c.428-347 B.C.), along the line of Greek reasoning as a rationalist, was passionately interested 
in logic and reason. This logic and reason was determined by the derivatives of the time. He 
considered that the realm of ideal forms was the only permanent reality. Movements and 
changes are signs of inferior reality. Something that has true identity remained always the same, 
characterized by permanence and immutability. The shifting, flawed material phenomena we 
encounter with our senses in the here-and-now are without permanency and therefore, as 
defined, formless. From this perspective it was arrived that there must be a creator who is 
stable and constant and acts as a craftsman to impose order out of chaos and form on 
formless ness.  
 
Like Socrates (c.470-399 B.C.), Plato believed that human beings were fallen divinities; the 
forms of the divine world were within them and could be accessible by reasons, which is an 
intuitive grasp of the eternal reality within us. Thus Plato, Socrates and other philosophers of 
old recognized the spiritual aspect of our being which has an in-built logic refer to as Ȭintuitive 
rationalismȭ that tends to seek for ultimacy. This drive for formliness within us is evident that an 
ultimate form exists. Thus, based on this logic, the changing forms that we experience in life that 
tend towards idealism (intuitively directed by rationalism) inevitably point to the conclusion 
that there must be a reality of God who is the stable form and must be the Creator of all the 
other impermanent and changing forms.  
 
Aristotle (c.384-322 B.C.), another genius of antiquity, disagreed with the concept of idealism in 
forms. Aristotle maintained that the forms only had reality in so far as they existed in concrete, 
material objects in our own world. He agreed that forms existed within reality, but changes of 
forms do occur and that these came about through cause and effect, and from this he reasoned 
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that there must be an uncaused cause, an ultimate intellect that brought ab out the highest 
form of reality , the human intelligence. There is a hierarchy of existence, each one of which 
imparts form and change to the one below it. At the top of this hierarchy was the Unmoved 
Mover,  the uncaused cause, which Aristotle identified as 'ÏÄȢ !ÒÉÓÔÏÔÌÅȭÓ 'ÏÄ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÁÓ 
indifferent to the existence of the universe since he cannot contemplate anything inferior to 
himself. Such a God does not direct or guide the world and can make no difference to our lives, 
one way or the other. His concept of a soul is based on this hierarchy, with Man at the top 
arguing for the existence of the soul based on the mind-body paradigm. His concept of mind 
takes into consideration intelligence and inner experiences. 
 
It was Philo (c.15-50A.D.) that reasoned of a God that is actively participating in the course of 
human history, as an external taskmaster controlling our lives. As a Jew, he could not accept God 
as the mere source of ideal or form, but believed that God was an active parent, very much 
involved ÉÎ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÐÕÔÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÅÒÓȭ ÉÎ ÄÉÁÌÏÇÕÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ 
of the BÉÂÌÅȭȟ Á ÄÉÁÌÏÇÕÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÇÏÅÓ ÏÎȟ ÁÌÂÅÉÔ ÁÔ ÔÉÍÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÇÒÅÁÔ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔÙȢ 
 
Anselm (1033-1109), a brilliant monk and bishop of Canterbury, put forward an ontological 
ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ 'ÏÄ ÉÓ Ȭsomething than which nothing greater can be thought ȭȟ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ 
God is the ultimate of all reality, a reality that is evident in us by giving us the ability to reflect on 
the Source of all creation. This innate urge for search of the ultimate was seen as evident that 
there must be a source of our existence. Karl Rahner (1984), the pre-eminent Catholic 
ÔÈÅÏÌÏÇÉÁÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ô×ÅÎÔÉÅÔÈ ÃÅÎÔÕÒÙȟ ÓÅÅÓ !ÎÓÅÌÍȭÓ ÏÎÔÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÓ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÅÈÉÎÄ 
all perennial debates about the existence of God there must therefore be an Existence that 
would provoke such debate. Both Anselm and Rahner continued along the line of reason that 
this participatory God was still outside of us, ever since a notion that was ingrained in the 
Middle-Eastern and Western cultures. 
 
It was Thomas Aquinas (1224-ρςχτɊ ×ÈÏ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÓÏÎȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
"ÉÂÌÅȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÓ ȬÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÔÈÅÏÌÏÇÙȭȟ ×ÈÅÒÅÂÙ ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÇÅÔ ÉÎ ÔÏÕÃÈ ×ÉÔÈ 'ÏÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ 
×ÏÒÌÄ ÁÎÄ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ 'ÏÄȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅȢ 5ÓÉng logic, the power of observation and reason, 
Aquinas presented five arguments or classic statements to establish the existence of God. He 
proposed 1) the argument from motion (there must be a prime mover), 2) the argument from 
causality (every effect must have a cause), 3) the argument from necessity (all beings are 
possible, but one must be necessary if there are to be any beings at all), 4) the argument from 
design (the complex and harmonious operation of the universe demands an intelligent and 
purposeful designer), and 5) the argument from perfection (all creation is judged against the 
ÓÕÍÍÉÔ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÆÅÃÔÉÏÎɊȢ 4ÈÕÓ 4ÈÏÍÁÓ !ÑÕÉÎÁÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÒÏÏÆȭ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ 
reality within our earthly existence, combining reason with faith and integrating the concepts of 
Plato and Aristotle.  
 
7ÈÉÌÅ ÍÁÎÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÍÙÓÔÅÒÙ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÏÒ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÃÅȟ 
others follow the path of emotions. The existence of God often comes about in times of great 
crisis and sufferings. However, the discovery of God through emotional experiences can have its 
pitfalls. Negative emotions such as despair and distrust can lead a distressed people to replace 
their God of justice with any beliefs and philosophies that can alleviate their sufferings and in 
some cases lead to polytheism, paganism and atheism. This is perhaps how the concept of the 
ȬDevilȭ came about. Lacking a reasonable explanation of why a good and just God would allow 
such terrible things to happen, and fearing the dangers of suffering eternal damnation from an 
unreasonable, wrathful God, simple people can turn to relics, talismans, indulgences and other 
practices that were grounded neither in faith nor in reason. For those who reason these 
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reactionary responses were attributed to the works of the ȬDevilȭ. For some, this may be the 
confirmation of the conclusion that there is no God.  
 
However, for some who could see through the sufferings and the so-ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÉÎÊÕÓÔÉÃÅÓȭȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á 
ÄÅÅÐÅÒ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȭ ÁÎÄ Á ÐÒÏÆÏÕnd realization of a suffering God, 
compatriot with them in a loving relationship that brings about a deeper faith and conviction. 
The existence of God then becomes a reality inside of us, cemented by faith and beyond 
speculationȢ Ȭ3ÕÆÆÅÒÉÎÇÓȭ ÔÈÅÎ ÂÅÃÏÍÅÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÒÅ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ 
ÂÅÉÎÇÓ ÉÆ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ ÔÏ ȬÐÁÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÓÔȭ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÓÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÁÆÔÅÒÌÉÆÅȢ *ÅÓÕÓ ÈÉÍÓÅÌÆ 
demonstrated the necessity of sufferings as a token of appeasement for the demonstration of 
love of one for another. 
 
It was Pascal (1623-1662) who pointed out that there is a spiritual centre in each person that 
ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÉÎËÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÅÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ȬÌÏÇÉÃ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÁÒÔȭ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 
which one can approach God ɀ Ȭthe heart has its r easons of which reason knows nothing ȭȢ 
0ÅÒÈÁÐÓ ȬÆÁÉÔÈȭ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ the Ȭlogic of the heartȭ and sufferings. As it 
will be pointed out later in this text, the fact that emotion exists that cannot be explained 
entirely through the sciences reflects the spiritual part of our being which points to the 
existence of God. The greatest of all emotion is love and the endearment of suffering is an 
expression of the greatness of this love. 
 
One theologian underlines the necessity of using human experience as the starting place for 
ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÉÎÇ 'ÏÄȡ Ȱ4ÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÖÉÎÇ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ 
revelation and faith ... How can we listen to a revelation from God, how could it be a revelation ... 
if it falls outside ÏÕÒ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅȩȱ )Ô ÉÓ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÈÕÎÇÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ 
we find God. It is in our experience of suffering, sickness, and abandonment that we can discover 
the divine. It is through emotion that we relate to God and it is through emotion that we can find 
Him. 
 
St. Augustine (354-430 A.D.) a protagonist of inner experience has an insight into the existence 
of God supported the view that God cannot be understood by reason alone because God goes 
beyond human concepts and is not a logical or intellectual formulation but an imaginative 
paradigm that confounds reason. Thus instead of starting with the metaphysical abstractions 
and verbal image, we should be able to discern God in the depths of our minds. This is 
essentially a dialectic approach, similarly to that of the Chinese concept of ȬYinȭ and ȬYangȭ. It is 
no good simply searching for the proof of the existence of God in the external world. God can 
only be discovered in the real world of the mind as an inner personal experience . 
According to Augustine, God is not an objective reality but a spiritual presence in the 
ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÄÅÐÔÈÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȢ !ÕÇÕÓÔÉÎÅ ÂÅÇÁÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÅØÐÌÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ Á ȬÍÏÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÒÕÔÈȭ ÍÏÓÔ ÏÆ 
ÕÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÄȟ Á ȬÍÏÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÒÕÔÈȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÕÐÌÉÆÔÉÎÇ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ in our psych 
×ÈÅÎÅÖÅÒ ×Å ÔÒÙ ÔÏ ÄÅÃÉÐÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÆÉÎÅ 'ÏÄȭÓ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȢ (Å ÓÈÏ×ÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÁÎ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 
'ÏÄȭ ÉÎ ÕÓȟ ÌÉËÅ ÁÎÙ 0ÌÁÔÏÎÉÃ ÉÍÁÇÅȟ ×Å ÙÅÁÒÎ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÏÕÒ ÁÒÃÈÅÔÙÐÅ ɀ the original pattern on 
which we were formed.  
 
This spiritual discovery of 'ÏÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ȬÁÒÃÈÅÔÙÐÅȭ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 
ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÍÏÄÅÒÎ ÄÁÙÓȭ ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌȟ ÐÓÙÃÈÉÁÔÒÉÃȟ ÁÎÄ Ánthropological research; and for 
ÍÁÎÙ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÖÉÌÅÇÅ ÏÆ ÕÎÄÅÒÇÏÉÎÇ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ȬÈÏÌÏÔÒÏÐÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ 
conscioÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÄÏÕÂÔ ÁÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ Á ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÂÅÉÎÇ that is 
profoundly emotional. The spiritual emotional experiences that we all have, whether through 
our ordinary or non-ÏÒÄÉÎÁÒÙ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȟ ÁÒÅ Á ÄÅÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÄÅÖÉÃÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓȭ ÏÆ 'ÏÄ 
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(more later in the text when we look into research in this field and using deductive logic to 
argue for the existence of God). 
 
There are different levels of beliefs in the God-question ɀ i) the atheists, where cognitively there 
is a denial of the existence of God but in fact deep down the question remains because there are 
more questions than answers by upholding this position, ii) those who believe in the existence 
of God but have no faith in Him in determining the course of life one encounters, iii) those who 
believe by faith and accept the circumstances of life bestowed upon them but cognitively do not 
understand why they believe and what are expected, iv) those who believe through faith and 
actively seek for an explanation and try to follow His way, and v) those who fully believe, 
ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÅÔÅ ÆÁÉÔÈ ÉÎ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ &ÁÔÈÅÒȭÓ 
will. The last represents the highest point of a conviction and the greatest of all faiths ɀ perhaps 
this is the state where all saints or holy men, of whatever religious persuasion, have aspired and 
arrived at. 
 
In all of the above, the common acceptance of the philosophers and theologians through the ages 
seem to be that the intuitive search for ultimacy exists in all of us as Homo sapiens spiritulus, 
and that there is a part of us that is spiritual which some people detect cognitively through 
philosophical intellectualization, exegetical rationalization and/or some through heightened 
emotional experiences. Plato stated this in the form of the intuitive search for formliness, which 
ultimately points to the existence of One that has permanent form. Aristotle talked about the 
uncaused cause and the cause of our intellect points to the ultimate source of the uncaused. 
Philo brought the concept of the ultimate down to a human level, seeing that the ultimate being 
as actively participating in our lives in our experiences through the unfolding of events in 
history. Anselm saw that the ultimate reality is reflected in us by giving us the innate ability to 
ask the question for the source of creation. It was St. Augustine that integrated the abstraction of 
God by reason with our spiritual (emotional) experiences for the presence of God. In all of these, 
whether the quest of God is through philosophical abstraction, by reason, or through emotional 
experiences, it demonstrates to us that there is a spiritual part of us which is innate in Homo 
sapiens spiritulus (including the atheists who are fundamentally humanists and therefore 
recognizing, accepting the spiritual part of their beings) and that our emotional experiences 
within us rather than from without, appear to hold the key to accepting the presence of God of a 
higher realm of existence through faith.  
 
Ultimately, whether the acceptance for the existence of God is by philosophy, through reasons, 
or emotion (spiritual ) there must still be an element of faith because we, as human beings with 
our limitations bonded by our biological and psychological conditions, cannot hope to transcend 
into the outer realm of the here-and-now existence. It will be interesting to examine closely and 
worthwhile to further investigate our so-ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅȭ ÕÒÇÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÏÆ 'ÏÄ ÁÎÄ ÆÉÎÄ ÏÕÔ 
where this comes from, with our modern knowledge of the sciences, not so much beyond faith 
ÂÕÔ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÏÉÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓȢ 
 
While the Middle-Eastern and subsequently the Western philosophical conceptualizations 
focused on a monotheistic God, the Eastern cultures like India and China focused on Creation 
itself, guided by the emotional experience of being good and to live a virtuous life ÉÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭorder of 
thingsȭ and that the conceptualization of a God is beyond speculation, but indirectly 
acknowledged as a higher form of Creation in the hierarchy of things in Nature in the Ȭorder of 
thingsȭ.  
 
There is therefore a commonality in the core of the human psyche that sought for ultimacy in 
creation, but it is in the philosophic conceptualization bonded by the different derivatives of 
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history and culture that is different. Before the coming of Jesus Christ who is the only human 
sage who claimed to be God incarnate, these conceptualizations of a Creator is just as valid and 
acceptable by the Creator. With ÔÈÅ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔÓ ÏÆ *ÅÓÕÓȭ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÆÏÒ 
divinity being confirmed (see later chapter 25), the course of history of the Middle-Eastern 
ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ (ÅÂÒÁÉÃ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÁÎ ÔÈÅÎ ÂÅ ÓÅÅÎ ÁÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ ȬÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÅÄȭ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÆÉÒÍ ÔÈÅ 
existence of a personal identity of a Creator in the person of Jesus. 
 
The different pathways to seeking God are therefore through philosophical consideration 
guided by the intellect (Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ), through experience and emotion, and where 
possible through scientific thoughts and knowledge. The discovery is based on the workings of 
all these means, where the final revelation is individualistic and it gives insight into 
ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȭȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÇÉÖÅ ÕÓ ÔÈÅ pointer s in the 
direction of our beliefs that have a higher probability of revealing the fundamental truth s. At 
best we can only look for the common pointers  that conform to a logical framework.  
 
Through all of these comes Faith, a faith that is at least founded upon a logical framework. The 
study of past attempts at conceptualizing a Creator, based upon the common universal inherent 
search for ultimacy, however these are conceptualized, is the starting pointer that warrants us 
to look for further pointers in our  investigation. 
 
We will now start by examining the scientific knowledge that we know today in the search for a 
Creator. We will attempt to look for God or the Creator in our external physical environment 
(the cosmos) and following, our internal physical biological make-up (evolution and the brain 
function) upon the scientific discoveries that are associated with these respective fields of 
science. We will then closely examine our holotropic states of consciousness and the 
experiential part of our being (the human psyche) to find God. In all of these, we will soon find 
that despite the unraveling of the cosmic code of creation and the understanding of the human 
mind, an answer still remain elusive within the confine of the material world.  
 
From these perspectives we hope to arrive at the pointers, pointing to the existence of God and 
the possible existence of the soul. We can only look for the pointers in the spheres of scientific 
knowledge and our intuitive emotional experiences to discover God, guided by our inborn 
rational mind (ȬIntuitive rationalismȭ) ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ȬÐÒÏÏÆȭ ÆÏÒ (ÉÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ, 
because we have to transcend into another dimension of existence, which is by definition 
beyond speculation. In the final analysis, we still have to revert back to our human psyche and 
our spiritual being to discover the existence of God, where revelation is individualistic but at 
least it can be supported by some mindful logic. 
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CHAPTER 3 
  - 

A COSMOLOGICAL APPROACH FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD OR THE CREATOR 
 

4ÈÅ ȬÆÉÎÁÌ ÆÒÏÎÔÉÅÒȭ ÉÎ ÓÃÉÅÎÃÅ, that is the study of the cosmos, which could lead us to our 
ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÌÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȢ 4ÈÅ ȬÈÅÁÖÅÎÓȭ ɉÓÐÁÃÅ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ȬÁÂÏÖÅȭɊ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÈÏÌÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÓÃÉÎÁÔÉÏÎȟ ×Ïnderment, awe and high regards that are 
associated with the supernatural. The study of the stars (astronomy) and the universe, that is 
cosmology, has always been associated with creation. The traditional arguments from causality, 
change, motion, contingency, finality, and so on, were arguments based upon knowledge at that 
point in time influenced by the pervading cultural and religious norms. Now, through the 
science of cosmology, the argument for the existence of a creator of the universe is again hotly 
debated and the traditional arguments based on causality, change (formliness), motion, 
contingency and finality are again critically tested. 
 
It is convenient at this point to outline what are commonly discovered by the cosmologists 
concerning the Universe aÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÏÒÉÇÉÎ ÉÎ ÌÁÙÍÁÎȭÓ ÔÅÒÍÓȟ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ 
of the scientific proofs associated with this body of knowledge.  
 

The Evolution of the Cosmos (Our Universe)  
 
It is now commonly believed that the Universe started from the point of ȬÓÉÎÇÕÌÁÒÉÔÙȭ ɉÁ ÍÏÍÅÎÔ 
ÉÎ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÓ ×Å ËÎÏ× ÉÔɊȟ ÉÎ ÁÎ ÅÖÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭȟ ÁÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÆÉÆÔÅÅÎ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ 
million s years ago. Most astronomers and cosmologists, with evidences from current and 
historical jigsaw observations and records, conclude that at the beginning there was this 
original energy source with extremely high density, pressure and temperature that exploded. 
Scientists from many parts of physics, from astronomy and cosmology have combined to piece 
together events since the Big Bang.  
 
From this singular event, time and space, as we know them, came into existence with the 
formation of matters in the form of elementary particles. Present knowledge does not enable 
scientists to go right back to time zero, but evidences of event that came after are available. 
These evidences are derived from observations and detections of residue electromagnetic 
waves in our present time from earlier events, which took place millions of light years before 
and are reaching the Earth now, where past happenings can now be detected using scientifically 
advanced equipments.  
 
This beginning generated the dynamism for the universe to expand, with galaxies and stars 
moving increasingly further apart from one another. The universe is therefore not in a static 
state. All the galaxies are in the periphery surface of an expanding universe, which is analogous 
to an expanding balloon. It begins at a very small size, and then all parts of the surface expand 
uniformly, all in proportion as the balloon expands at a rate much faster than the 
electromagnetic waves take to travel through space. Earlier far-off events of the expansion are 
now being detected because it took million of light years for the residues of electromagnetic 
waves associated with the events to travel through space. What we detect in the sky today are 
past events that happened billions of years ago. 
 
Scientific discoveries have established that the Universe is not static with the constellation of 
stars and galaxies remaining in the same positions all the time, but is expanding towards a state 
of equilibrium in density as well as heat distribution. According to physicists the Universe 
started in an orderly fashion, but with its expansion in time it becomes disorderly, governed by 
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the universal law of thermodynamics, which states that entropy, or disorderliness always 
increases with time. The second law of thermodynamics forbids heat to flow spontaneously 
from cold to hot bodies, while allowing it to flow from hot to cold. The law of thermodynamics is 
not reversible; it imprints upon the universe an arrow of time, pointing the way of 
unidirectional change.  
 
If the universe has a finite stock of order, and is changing irreversibly towards disorder ɀ 
ultimately to thermodynamic equilibrium ɀ two very deep scientific inferences follow 
immediately. The first is that the universe will eventually die, wallowing, as it were, in its own 
entropy. The tendency toward uniformity, wherein temperatures even out and the universe 
settles into a stable state is known among phÙÓÉÃÉÓÔÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȰÈÅÁÔ ÄÅÁÔÈȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȢ )Ô 
represents a state of maximum molecular disorder, or entropy. The second inference is that the 
universe cannot have existed forever in a static form; otherwise it would have reached its 
equilibrium end-state an infinite time ago. The fact that the universe has not yet so died ɀ that is, 
it is still in a state of less-than-maximum entropy ɀ implies there is an end and that it cannot 
endure for all eternity.  
 
In both cases, with one where the Universe is heading towards a finality of thermodynamic 
equilibrium and the other, where the Universe is in a static form (or achieved a thermodynamic 
equilibrium in its infinite past), it could not always exist. The expansion of the universe will 
come to a point where it will not be possible to continue, except perhaps to collapse and 
ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÐÒÅÄÉÃÔÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÓ Á Ȭ"ÉÇ #ÒÕÎÃÈȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȢ 4ÈÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÁÓ 
we know it therefore has a beginning and believed to have an end. 
 
In the beginning of the Big Bang elementary particles and radiation are at enormously high 
temperature (about a hundred thousand million degrees Celsius) and have enormously high 
density. The radiation was mostly electromagnetic radiation (which includes X-ray, ultraviolet 
light, visible light, infrared radiation and radio waves). Radiation at these enormously high 
temperatures interchanges with elementary particles such as electrons. In the extreme 
ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÐÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ-and-ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÓÏÕÐȭȟ ÎÏ ÁÔÏÍÓ ÏÒ ÍÏÌÅÃÕÌÅÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÓÕÒÖÉÖÅ. Even the 
nuclei of simple atoms would be broken down into the smaller particles of which they are 
composed.  
 
Later, with the rapidly expanding universe the temperature comes down to a mere thousand 
million degrees (still very much hotter than the centre of a hydrogen bomb) and the density 
decreases. Under these conditions, plenty of hydrogen nuclei, which contain only one proton 
and no neutrons, are formed. Subatomic particles such as protons and neutrons can also stick 
together to form, for instance nuclei of helium, each with two protons and two neutrons ɀ a 
particularly stable combination. The expansion continues. Hydrogen and helium nuclei are 
present in abundance; so is radiation.  
 
It takes about a million years for the universe to cool enough for electrons to attach themselves 
to the nuclei to form atoms. By this time the universe is largely empty space filled with sparse, 
comparatively chilly, clouds of hydrogen and helium gas with only a few atoms per cubic 
centimeter and a temperature of a few thousand degrees. Clouds of high density attract more 
matter and by the force of gravity blobs together. Higher density attracts more matter and 
contracts further. Over a period of millions of years, these high-density blobs become stars and 
group of stars become galaxies.  
 
As the hydrogen and helium gas concentrate into stars, the pressure and temperature increase. 
Temperatures of millions of degrees Celsius are reached. Within these stellar furnaces, nuclear 
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fusion takes place as hydrogen nuclei fuse together to become helium and great energy is 
released. As the hydrogen is used up, the star further contracts and the temperature rise further. 
In these more extreme conditions, helium nuclei fuse to form carbon and oxygen. Successively, 
more complex nuclear reactions occur, forming heavier elements all the way up the periodic 
table to iron. Even more extreme conditions are generated as some stars towards the end of 
their lives blow themselves apart in events known as supernovae.  
 
It is in these gigantic explosions that heavy elements such as platinum, gold, uranium and a host 
of others are formed. This exploded material contains, in various abundances, all 92 naturally 
occurring elements of the periodic table. In its turn it mixes with hydrogen and helium as from 
the interstellar medium, to go again through the stellar evolutionary process. Second-generation 
stars are born, containing debris from the disintegration of the first generation. 
 
Our sun is such a second-generation star. Our sun is a modest member of a collection of stars, 
and together with all the planets, cluster to form a galaxy of an overall shape rather like a flat 
ÄÉÓÃȟ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ Ȭ-ÉÌËÙ 7ÁÙȭȢ /ÕÒ ÓÕÎ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÓ ÉÎ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÁÌÁØÙȭÓ ÓÐÉÒÁÌ ÁÒÍÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÁÌÆ×ÁÙ 
from the centre to the edge.  
 
To have an idea of the vastness of our Universe the following statistics are mind-boggling. The 
whole galaxy, which is slowly spiraling in rotation as it moves through space, is about a million 
million s million (10 18) kilometers across. The size of the galaxy is breathtaking enough, but even 
more breathtaking is the number of stars it contains ɀ about 100 thousand millions (1011), the 
nearest of which is some 40 million millions (4 x 1013) kilometers away. This is just our galaxy. 
Other groups and clusters of galaxies ɀ upward of a thousand million galaxies in all ɀ are spread 
more or less uniformly through the universe, the farthest galaxies accessible to our telescopes 
being at a distance of about 100,000 times the diameter of our galaxy or about 100,000 million 
million s million (10 23) kilometers.  
 
Because of these enormous numbers, astronomers measure distances in terms of the time it 
would take to travel along them moving at the speed of light (about 300,000 kilometers per 
second). The speed of light is the fastest elementary particle in the universe ɀ there is nothing 
faster than the speed of light. At this speed we would reach the sun in eight minutes, the sun is 
therefore eight light-minutes away. We would reach the nearest star in about four years (it is 
four light -years away), the edge of the universe in about 10,000 million (1010) light years. 
 
Around our sun, planets have formed, probably as gas-and-dust clouds surrounding the young 
sun gradually fused together into a number of dense objects. Planet Earth was born some 4.5 
billion years ago with its rich chemical composition and conditions suitable for the development 
of life. It took another 500 million years for life to evolve on Earth, culminating in the emergence 
of the first Homo sapiens about three hundred and fifty thousand years ago and the arrival of 
modern man with some recorded history (around the same time as some form of language was 
developed) only about six to eight thousand years. Earth is the only planet in the solar system 
that is suitable for the evolution of intelligent life, as we know it. Whether there are other 
intelligent beings in the Universe have yet to be discovered, but the same exacting conditions  
as found on Earth have to be there. Our Earth has gone through a very acute process of selective 
evolution that culminated in very exacting and interdependent conditions for life to be 
sustainable. 
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The ȬMother ȭ or Ȭ0ÁÒÁÌÌÅÌȭ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ 
 
The concept of the Big Bang, which suggests that there is a beginning, implies that there must be 
a creator who initiated the process (Ȭthe uncaused causeȭ argument). Some scientists are now 
posturing to circumvent this line of reasoning by postulating another possibility behind the 
moment of singularity. Einstein was the first to point out that space might be finite yet 
unbounded, and the idea remains a serious and testable cosmological hypothesis. Hartle and 
Hawking (1988) had postulated that the universe did not begin at a point of singularity where 
ÓÐÁÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÉÍÅ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÃÅÄ ɉÏÒ ȬÃÒÅÁÔÅÄȭɊ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÍÅÎÔ of the Big Bang, but that time emerged 
from space which is finite but unbounded (thus space in the diagrams is represented as a circle 
in the horizontal axis), using a bell shape representation in understanding the evolution of the 
universe (see BOX 1).  
 
 

BOX 1 
 

The essence of the origin problem is that the big bang seems to be an event without a physical cause and 
this is contradicting the laws of physics. However, quantum mechanics provides a subtle way to 
circumvent the origin-of-the-universe problem. At the heart of the quantum theory is the uncertainty 
principle, which states that all measurable quantities (e.g. position, momentum, energy) are subject to 
unpredictable fluctuations in their values. Although the probability of a given event (e.g. the radioactive 
decay of an atomic nucleus) is fixed by the theory, the actual outcome of a particular quantum process is 
unknown and, even in principle, unknowable. Quantum effects are normally found in micro objects down 
to the size of electronic particles and are usually negligible for macroscopic objects. If a way can be found 
to permit the universe to come into existence from nothing as the result of a quantum fluctuation, then no 
laws of physics would be violated. In other words, viewed through the eyes of a quantum physicist, the 
spontaneous appearance of a universe is not such a surprise, because physical objects are spontaneously 
appearing all the time ɀ without well-defined causes ɀ in the quantum micro world. All of this depends on 
the validity of quantum mechanics when applied to the universe as a whole, as yet to be established. Many 
physicists, however, argue that at the point of singularity the universe was compressed to minute 
dimensions and therefore quantum process must have been important and applicable.  

 
The theory of relativity requires that we view three-dimensional space and one-dimensional time as parts 
of a unified four-dimensional space-time. It is argued by James Hartle and Stephen Hawking that if we go 
backward in time towards the big bang, then when we reach about one Planck time after the point of 
ÓÉÎÇÕÌÁÒÉÔÙ ÔÉÍÅ ÂÅÇÉÎÓ ÔÏ ȬÔÕÒÎ ÉÎÔÏȭ ÓÐÁÃÅȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÄÉÁÇÒÁÍÍÁÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÁÎ ÉÎÖÅÒÔÅÄ 
cone-shape dimension of space-time as in Fig. 1. 
 

      Time 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Space 

 
      Fig. 1 

 

The vertical axis represents time and it goes on infinitely and space is presented by the horizontal axis. If 
space is also infinite, it is represented by a circle at every point of time. The expansion of the universe is 
represented by expansion of infinite space as a function of time, thus the inverted cone-shape picture of 
the traditional concept of the universe, where there is a singularity in time (implying that there is time 
zero at the point of singularity where the universe is created). 
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The essential claim of quantum cosmology is that the uncertainty principle smears out the sharpness of 
the apex as in Fig. 1, replacing it by something smoother, where the point of the cone is replaced by a 
hemisphere (fig. 2), a theoretical model presented by Hartle and Hawking to circumvent the need for a 
creation moment in time.  
 
 
 
 

 
            Time 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Space   
       
       There is no one point, every point around can be the apex of the bell 
 
              Fig. 2 

 

The radius of this hemisphere is the Planck length, very small by human standards, but infinitely large 
compared with a point of singularity. Above this hemisphere the bell opens out in the usual way, 
representing the standard nonquantum development of the expanding universe. Above the join to the 
hemisphere time runs vertically up the cone as usual, and is physically quite distinct from space, which 
runs horizontally around the bell. Below the join, however the situation is dramatically different. The time 
dimension starts to curve around into the space direction (i.e. the horizontal). Time then merge into space 
giving a two dimensional space, rather than one space and one time dimension. Expressing it another 
way, one might say that time emerges gradually from space as the hemisphere curves gradually into the 
bell. Note that in this scheme time  
 
is still bounded from below ɀ it does not stretch on back into the infinite past ɀ ÙÅÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÁÃÔÕÁÌ ȬÆÉÒÓÔ 
ÍÏÍÅÎÔȭ ÏÆ ÔÉÍÅȟ ÎÏ ÁÂÒÕÐÔ ÂÅÇÉÎÎÉÎÇ ÁÔ Á ÓÉÎÇÕÌÁÒ ÏÒÉÇÉÎ. The big bang singularity has, in fact been 
ÁÂÏÌÉÓÈÅÄȢ !Ô ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÍÉÓÐÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ȬÏÒÉÇÉÎȭ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ Á ÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ÓÐÈÅÒÉÃÁÌ ÓÕÒÆÁÃÅ ÉÓ 
characterized by the fact that, geometrically, all points on it are equivalent, no point is singled out as 
privileged in any way.  

 
 
According to Hartle and Hawking, there is no origin of the universe, just the beginning of an 
event that has an infinite past in time. Time is limited at the point of the Big Bang, but has no 
boundary as such. This scientific deduction points to the existence of other universes and the big 
bang is only an offshoot from a previous mother universe. There is strong speculation that there 
are other parallel universes existing although we cannot detect it, and this speculation is an 
attempt to explain why our universe has a fixed set of physical laws.  
 
Extending the frontier of creation with many parallel universes allow scientists to explain why 
our universe has a fixed set of physical laws because it is a result of chance where other 
universes have different set of physical laws ɀ ÏÕÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭÓ ÆÉØÅÄ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÌÁ×Ó ÁÒÅ 
among the random sets of other physical laws in the other universes. Under this postulation 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ȬÂÅÇÉÎÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÉÍÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÎÏ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ ÁÃÔ Ïf creation. Hawking commented 
that: 
 
ȰSo long as the universe had a beginning, we could suppose it had a creator. But if the universe 
were completely self-contained,  having no boundary or edge, it would have neither beginning 
nor end: it would simply be. What place, then, for a creator?ȱ 
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There is a fallacy in this argument. Underlying this self-contained system it is assumed that it is 
self-perpetuating. If the universe is self-contained, under the second law of thermodynamics it 
cannot be self-perpetuating and it will come to an end and there is still a beginning (see earlier 
ÁÎÄ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÔÅØÔɊȢ *ÕÓÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ Á ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄȭȟ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈȭÓ ÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓ ȬÓÅÌÆ-
ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÎ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÄ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÉÎÇȭ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ ÃÈÅÃË ÁÎÄ ÂÁÌÁÎÃÅÓȟ ÉÔ ÄÏÅÓ not mean 
that there is no outside source of power to keep it Ȭself-containedȭȢ In fact it is the sun that keeps 
the Earthȭs system Ȭself-containedȭ. We might as well say there is no need to ask the question 
where we come from because we exist in a self-conÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȠ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÉÎÇ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÉÎÇȭȟ 
therefore the ecosystem will go on forever.  
 
The Earth scientists know that the ecosystem on earth is in a delicate balance and there is a 
good chance that, even within the self-contained system, there is a possibility of a collapse. The 
possibility of a collapse implies that life on earth and the universe are close systems under the 
second law of thermodynamics and it  cannot  ÂÅ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÉÎÇȭȠ ÁÎÄ ÉÆ ÉÔ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅÓ ÔÏ ÅØÉÓÔ ÉÔ 
requires inputs from outside the system to sustain its existence and maintain its continual 
ȬÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȭȢ The Earth, for example, requires the inputs from the sun (outside the Earth) to 
enable it to be Ȭself-perpetuatingȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÁÎ open system .  
 
Under the laws of thermodynamic, even systems that are in balance and close, entropy will 
increase and disorderliness will result in time, which would result in an end state. Something or 
someone must be actively involved in checking this from happening, sustaining existence as it is, 
so that it does not cease to exist and we with it. Under the second law of thermodynamics, the 
Universe will eventually willow up to an end state and its existence is now being sustained . 
What or who is sustaining the trend in the collapse of the system? 
 
It is discovered that all the matters in the galaxies of the universe do not obey Newtonȭs 
universal law of gravity and there are other forces at work to keep the universe from collapsing. 
The universe is therefore not a closed system but is an open one where there are inputs to 
maintain its continual existence, to sustain it from annihilation.  
 
The current model of the universe proposed by the physicists is that only 4% of what we see 
obeys the physical laws that we have discovered to-date and there is 96% unaccounted for. To 
try explaining this, physicists have come up with a proposal that 21% of this is due to Ȭdark 
mattersȭ which have mass but cannot be detected, to compensate for the disparity in applying 
Newtonian physics of gravitational force among the planets, 75% has no mass but hypothesized 
as due to Ȭdark energyȭ to fill the gap of the missing force (the universe is increasingly 
accelerating its expansion which requires more energy, as against the conventionally known 
physical laws which says that the universeȭs expansion should be slowing down as according to 
the laws of thermodynamics), both of which are undetectable, a concept in preference to the 
concept of a Creator.  
 
This model of the universe in its present status is in fact no different to the belief that there is a 
God who created the universe, both of which cannot be proved scientifically. In fact it makes 
more sense to believe that the Creator God provides the inputs to the universe to maintain it as 
an open system; and can be better known and understood as the sustainer of His Creation, 
rather than just Creation itself, in preference to the theory of Ȭdark matterȭ and Ȭdark energyȭ. 
 
Creation is normally conceived as a static act at a moment in time, whilst as a sustainer it reveals 
the dynamism and act of continual creativity of a spirit that is actively participating in its 
creation. The watchmaker not only makes the watch but he services and maintains its continual 
reliability. The law of thermodynamics says that all things go from orderliness to disorderliness, 
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but yet the universe and life on earth are in dynamic equilibrium ɀ this requires an act of 
sustenance. This sustaining act is what kept things into existence, without which all things will 
eventually degenerate and cease to exist.  
 
The fact that we exist and the universe exists signifies that a sustainer exists, to maintain things 
into existence. The sustaining act reveals more about the participatory character of the Creator 
(more about knowing the character of the creator later). Thus the concept of a sustainer, which 
is well founded in logic, is another pointer that points to the plausibility of a participatory 
Creator in His Creation. 
 
Hartle and Hawkingȭs postulation is untenable, because the truth of the matter is that we are in 
pursuit of the answer to the mystery of existence and this in itself is a reality within us. The fact 
that the universe exists and we exist, and the universe as we know it has been at once perceived 
to exist because of human consciousness; the meaning of that relationship still has to be sought. 
Our closed system of existence between our consciousness and the universe is a reality and it is 
within this system that we are seeking a meaning.  
 
4ÈÅ ÐÏÓÔÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á Ȭ-ÏÔÈÅÒ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÓÕÇÇÅÓting that our Universe is still an open 
system, which cannot be proven scientifically, that is no different to the concept of a Creator. We 
have then to transcend beyond the physical and be prepared to recognize and accept the other 
abstract aspects of our existence, for examples human consciousness and other emotional 
aspects of human nature, which are phenomena that is part of our existence and creation. 
 

The Conscious Universe 
 
Such is the story, briefly told, of the Universe, as it is currently known. Whether it started from a 
singularity or an offshoot of another parallel universe, the meaning of our existence is still being 
begged. It is a truly a fantastic story, especially with respect to the built-in exacting mechanisms 
for the Universe to evolve and the Earth to have its fine-tuning to the point where Homo sapiens 
spiritulus, with its intelligence and human consciousness come into being, to bring the Universe 
into existence through our awareness.  
 
In the light of what we now know of how the Universe has come into being, John Houghton 
(1995) put forward a very powerful proposition that the Universe must first be made with 
intelligent human beings in mind (more about his scientific arguments later). The creation of the 
Universe must be for a purpose; otherwise its very existence would be futile. Consider this 
deeply and reverently: What is the point of having a universe without consciousness?  It 
must be made with intelligent beings in mind because if it were not, the Universe would not 
have been perceived to exist. This consciousness may not be the prerogative of the human 
species on Earth, but until such time some other aliens from other worlds are discovered, the 
full expression of this consciousness is a characteristic of only the human species on Earth.  
 
It is not our biological make-up that is special, but the full consciousness that makes us different 
from the other animated object in the universe. It is perhaps our full consciousness that makes 
ÕÓ ȬÈÕÍÁÎȭ ɀ ÏÕÒ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ and the awareness of our awareness of 
ourselves in relations to the world and the cosmos (more about the mind and human 
consciousness later, the brain-mind dualism controversy). With consciousness the Universe is at 
once able to perceive itself and generate its self-awareness. The existence of the universe and 
the trait of human consciousness are inextricably tied together in nature ɀ one cannot perceive 
to exist meaningfully without the other. From this line of deduction, it strongly suggests that we 
are the purpose of creation .  
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This does not propose that there is a God who creates us. To go beyond the fact that we are the 
reason for the existence of the universe requires a different line of deduction through 
establishing pointers only, so as to be able to ÁÎÓ×ÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ÔÏ Ȭ×ÈÙ ÁÒÅ ×Å ÓÏ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÅ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȩȭ, which will have to transcend beyond the physical world. 
 
Herein lies the most profound mystery and very impounding evidence that we humans on this 
earth must have a reason to be here and is very significant in the total scheme of things. We are 
therefore not here by accident, a mere by-product of stardust or just a mere chance in the 
evolutionary chain of events. For human beings to exist the whole universe, with its 
evolutionary process culminating in the fusion of the 92 basic elements from which we are 
made, is needed. In addition to that, fine tuning is needed for the conditions found on Earth 
to develop where life can evolve and human consciousness come into being . The universe 
evolved through time, aimed at arriving at the evolution of Man; so that through consciousness, 
the existence of the universe is at once generate its self-awareness.  
 
The Earth story, where human life is evolved, is even more astounding than the Universe story, 
where conditions are more exacting for life to develop, survive and flourish. These fine tunings 
cannot be by accident; it must be by design. The Designer must have set in motion an exacting 
evolutionary process both for the universe and biological life on Earth, by which it aims at the 
eventual arrival of the human species with human consciousness as its objective. There must 
therefore be a Designer to have come to this point of creation where human consciousness 
brings into awareness of existence all that are created and all that are to come, which are as yet 
unknown to us. 
 
The idea that the Universe was created with intelligent human beings in mind was scientifically 
ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ȬÁÎÔÈÒÏÐÉÃ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ ÂÙ "ÒÁÎÄÏÎ #ÁÒÔÅr, a well-established 
ÁÓÔÒÏÐÈÙÓÉÃÉÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÓÍÏÌÏÇÉÓÔ ÆÒÏÍ #ÁÍÂÒÉÄÇÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȟ ×ÈÏ ÉÎ ρωχσ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭÓ ÓÙÍÐÏÓÉÁ 
in Poland, a gathering of eminent astronomers and physicists to commemorate the 500th 
birthday of the father of modern astronomy, Nicolaus Copernicus, presented a paper entitled 
Ȱ,ÁÒÇÅ .ÕÍÂÅÒ #ÏÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ !ÎÔÈÒÏÐÉÃ 0ÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ ÉÎ #ÏÓÍÏÌÏÇÙȱȢ #ÁÒÔÅÒȭÓ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ 
ÅÎÁÂÌÅÄ ÈÉÍ ÔÏ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÅ ɉÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅɊ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÒÅÓÔÒÉÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ 
the conditions necessary for ÏÕÒ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÁÓ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÅÒÓȱȢ 7ÈÁÔ ÉÔ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÕÒ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ 
of the universe are restricted by the physical laws that dictate them and detected by the physical 
nature of our existence that is subjected to these laws.  
 
Many of these laws are related ÔÏ ȬÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔÓȭ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÌÁ×ÓȢ (ÉÓ ÁÎÔÈÒÏÐÉÃ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ 
ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÅÍÉÎÇÌÙ ÁÒÂÉÔÒÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÏÎÅ ÓÔÒÁÎÇÅ 
thing in common ɀ these are precisely the values you need if you want to have a universe 
capable ÏÆ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÌÉÆÅȱȢ )Î ÅÓÓÅÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÎÔÈÒÏÐÉÃ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ ÃÁÍÅ ÄÏ×Î ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ 
all the myriad laws of physics were fine-tuned from the very beginning of the universe for the 
creation of Man ɀ that the universe we inhabit appeared to be expressly designed for the 
emergence of human beings and human consciousness. 
  
This discovery, already percolating among physicists in the early 1970s, came as something of a 
ÓÕÒÐÒÉÓÅ ×ÉÔÈ "ÒÁÎÄÏÎ #ÁÒÔÅÒȭÓ ÐÁÐÅÒȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉfic 
community remained reserved and muted. For centuries, scientific exploration seemed to be 
taking us down precisely the opposite direction ɀ toward an ever more mechanistic, impersonal, 
and random view of the cosmos. Twentieth-century intellectuals had commonly spoken of the 
ȬÒÁÎÄÏÍ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ Á ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÃÈÁÎÃÅȢ  
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Physicists had never been able to explain why the values of the so-called fundamental constants 
ɀ for example, the values for the gravitational force or the electromagnetic force ɀ were as they 
ÁÒÅȢ 4ÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÇÉÖÅÎÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÁ×Ó ÏÆ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓȢ -ÏÒÅÏÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÅÒÅ 
certain mysterious mathematical relations among some of these constants. For example, the 
forces binding certain particles seemed to be mathematically related to the number for the age 
of the universe. Why should these forces be related to the age of the universe? With all the 
scientific knowledge about the universe to-date, it is found that the evolution of the universe is 
governed very much by these constants. It seems that our universe is governed by the physical 
laws where these constants are in-built.  
 
Carter, in his paper, pointed out that any slight variation of the gravitational constant in relation 
to electromagnetism would have resulted in a universe with no middling stars like our sun, but 
ÏÎÌÙ ÃÏÏÌÅÒ ȬÒÅÄȭ ÏÒ ÈÏÔÔÅÒ ȬÂÌÕÅȭ ÏÎÅÓ ɀ ÉÎÃÁÐÁÂÌÅ ÏÆ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÌÉÆÅȭÓ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȢ !ÎÙ ×ÅÁËÅÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ 
ÔÈÅ ȬÎÕÃÌÅÁÒ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÆÏÒÃÅȭ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÉÎÇ Ïf hydrogen and not a 
single other element. That would mean no oxygen, no water, nothing but hydrogen. Even the 
most minor variation with the value of the fundamental forces of physics ɀ gravity, 
electromagnetism, the nuclear strong force, or the nuclear weak force ɀ would have resulted in 
an unrecognizable universe: a universe consisting entirely of helium, a universe without protons 
or atoms, a universe without stars, or a universe that collapsed back in upon itself before the 
first moments of its existence. Changing the precise ratios of the masses of subatomic particles 
in relation to one another would have similar effects. Even such basics of life as carbon and 
×ÁÔÅÒ ÄÅÐÅÎÄ ÕÐÏÎ ÕÎÃÁÎÎÙ ȬÆÉÎÅ-ÔÕÎÉÎÇȭ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÁÔÏÍÉÃ ÌÅÖÅÌȟ ÓÔÒÁÎÇÅ ÃÏÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÃÅÓ ÉÎ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ 
ÆÏÒ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÉÓÔÓ ÈÁÄ ÎÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÅØÃÅÐÔ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÁÓ ȬÇÉÖÅÎÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÁÓËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÙ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅÙ ȬÇÉÖÅÎÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔȢ 
 
0ÁÔÒÉÃË 'ÌÙÎÎ ɉρωωχɊ ÉÎ ÈÉÓ ÂÏÏË ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ'ÏÄ ɀ 4ÈÅ %ÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȱ ÐÏÉÎÔÅÄ ÏÕÔ Á ÆÅ× ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ of 
ÔÈÉÓ ȬÆÉÎÅ-ÔÕÎÉÎÇȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅÓ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ 
constants were to vary only in a minute detail: 
 
¶ Gravity is roughly 1039 times weaker than electromagnetism. If gravity had been 1033 

times weaker than electromÁÇÎÅÔÉÓÍȟ ȰÓÔÁÒÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÌÅÓÓ ÍÁÓÓÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ 
×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÕÒÎ Á ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÆÁÓÔÅÒȱȢ 

¶ The nuclear weak force is 1028 times the strength of gravity. Had the weak force been 
slightly weaker, all the hydrogen in the universe would have been turned to helium 
(making water impossible, for example). 

¶ A stronger nuclear strong force (by as little as 2 percent) would have prevented the 
formation of protons ɀ yielding a universe without atoms. Decreasing it by 5 percent 
would have given us a universe without stars. 

¶ If the difference in mass between a proton and a neutron were not exactly as it is ɀ 
roughly twice the mass of an electron ɀ then all neutrons would have become protons or 
vice versa. Say good-bye to chemistry as we know it ɀ and to life. 

¶ The very nature of water ɀ so vital to life ɀ is something of a mystery (a point notices by 
one of the forerunners of anthropic reasoning in the nineteenth century, Harvard 
biologist Lawrence Henderson). Unique among the molecules, water is lighter in its solid 
than liquid form: Ice floats. If it did not, the oceans would freeze from the bottom up and 
earth would now be covered with solid ice. This property in turn is traceable to unique 
properties of the hydrogen atom. 

¶ The synthesis of carbon ɀ the vital core of all organic molecules ɀ on a significant scale 
ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÓ ×ÈÁÔ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ÖÉÅ× ÁÓ ÁÎ ȬÁÓÔÏÎÉÓÈÉÎÇȭ ÃÏÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ 
force to electromagnetism. This ratio makes it possible for carbon-12 to reach an excited 
state of exactly 7.65 MeV at the temperature typical of the centre of stars, which creates a 
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resonance involving helium-4, beryllium-8, and carbon-12 ɀ allowing the necessary 
binding to take place during a tiny window of opportunity 10-17 seconds long. 

 
According to him, the list goes on ÁÎÄ ÏÎȢ ! ÃÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÃÏÍÐÉÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȬÃÏÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÃÅÓȭ 
ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ *ÏÈÎ ,ÅÓÌÉÅȭÓ "ÏÏË ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅÓȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ ȬÔÅÌÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÕÐÓÅÔÓ Á 
lot of scientists, but is a powerful one. In accepting this teleological perspective of the creation of 
ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȟ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ȬÆÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÕÓÅȭ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÕÎÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÔÁÎÔÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÔÏ 
rejecting the very scientific principles upon which science is based, endowed by Darwinism and 
Copernicus, the former implies that things evolved by chance and the latter states that human 
ËÉÎÄ ÈÁÄ ÎÏ ȬÐÒÉÖÉÌÅÇÅÄ ÃÅÎÔÒÁÌȭ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȢ 
 

What Have Been Revealed? 
 
Thus even with a postulation of a perpetual self-revolving system of universes where it is 
hypothesized that many parallel universes could be the offshoots of a mother universe which 
precludes our sense perception and therefore exclude from our consciousness, there is still 
ÒÏÏÍ ÆÏÒ Á ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÒ ÏÒ ÃÒÅÁÔÏÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÕÔ ÏÕÒ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄȭ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ 
the first place, just as the Earth is self-perpetuating because of an outside source, the sun. To 
explain the need for a creator away by speculating the existence of other universes because 
there is no creation in time but only offshoots of other universes, there is still a need to explain 
the existences of the other universes ad infinitum.  
 
Basically, there is no difference in postulating the existence of Ȭmother universeȭ with the 
concept of Á #ÒÅÁÔÏÒ ÏÒ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ because both of which are beyond our capability to prove. 
However, with the postulation of a Ȭmother universeȭ there is no participatory forces of the 
origin source of creation and consequently leaves a lot to be explained in terms of our existence 
where our inbuilt Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ finds it very hard to accept; while on the other hand a 
participatory Creator would at least set us the road to finding answers to a series of questions 
about our conscious existence, our spiritual realm of existence and the meaning of life. 
 
4ÈÅ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ȬÐÁÒÁÌÌÅÌ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅÓȭȟ ȬÂÁÂÙ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÏÒ ȬÂÕÂÂÌÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅÓȭ ÁÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ 
speculations, because they are not within our sphere of existence to prove that they exist. These 
speculations are attempts at trying to counteract the strong arguments presented in the 
ȬÁÎÔÈÒÏÐÉÃ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅȭ ÁÂÏÖe. It is argued that if there are other universes, our universe with the 
existing physical laws and sets of fixed constants came into being only by chance and is only one 
of many other different sets of physical laws and constants. There is therefore no need to relate 
ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȬÆÉÎÅ ÔÕÎÉÎÇȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ȬÇÉÖÅÎÓȭ ÁÎÄ 
results of random evolution of all possible universes in the entire overall cosmoses.  
 
This is further complicated by some instances where this fine tuning cannot be applied to 
explain phenomena such as the deviation of the Newtonian law of gravitation that binds all 
planets together and the increasing acceleration of the universe as in the Ȭdark matterȭ and Ȭdark 
energyȭ model. Many scientists find the idea of other universes and the Ȭdark matter-energyȭ 
model preferable hypotheses to avoid the need for a supernatural designer. This is a very odd 
sort of preferences for scientists, given that these supposedly extra universes and Ȭdark matterȭ 
and Ȭdark energyȭ are purely speculative, undetected, and undetectable in principle; and it begs 
more answers about a series of questions about life itself.  
 
The idea that the anthropic principle would be decisively explained away, by appealing to the 
existence of infinite invisible universes and Ȭdark matter-energyȭ that we will never have an 
opportunity to observe and whose existence therefore can never be established, is not exactly 
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persuasive argumentation. It is an attempt at presenting a physical theory to explain the 
existence of our physical universe, but the physical theory in principle can never be established 
in practice. It is therefore a theory that is still supernatural (in another dimension) in nature just 
as the proposition of Creator that is spiritual in nature (also in another dimension) to explain 
our physical existence.  
 
The proposition of Ȭmother universeȭ from which our universe comes into being is more 
untenable than the preposition of a God who is the great Designer to which it is formulated to 
disparage. This sort of argument is less plausible than if we were to accept the role of a 
supernatural designer. Nevertheless, the idea of accepting other universes which can never be 
proven is the same as accepting the idea of a Creator, who likewise can never be proven; but at 
least with the latter the existence of a Creator can be experienced through the intrinsic 
ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÂÅÉÎÇȟ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ and its probability 
arrived at by other pointers of deduction and the wonders of creation. These pointers through 
deductive logic, as against the scientific arguments that do not have a consistent logical 
framework to address other issues that are non-physical in nature, therefore support the 
existence of a Creator. 
 
The question of a creation, whether from a singularity of time and space, or a self-perpetual 
system that is self-contained, has still to be answered and it remains unanswered. It is my 
contention that it will never be answered from our own dimension of existence. There will be 
the ultimate gap where we have to transcend beyond science to be filled with a concept of a 
Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ÏÒ Á Creator. This urge for the pursuit of ultimacy that is universal and holistic to be 
ÃÏÎÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÉÓ ÓÔÉll part of creation. The sooner we recognize this, 
the sooner we will be looking for a different approach to grasping and experiencing the power of 
God within the universe and the depth of our being which includes a spiritual dimension, in the 
midst of the wonders of the physical laws that governed our dimension of existence and the 
spiritual part of our being. 
 
Not everything in our real world can be understood by reducing the components to the laws of 
physics. It is now agreed and accepted that the understanding of human behavior, e.g. human 
consciousness, emotion, free will, intuitive rationalism, innate search for the archetype perhaps 
transcending to the image of God in which we are created, etc. cannot be governed by the laws 
of physics or chemistry; thus, the need to have separate disciplines to understand the behaviors 
of animated objects under the schools of psychology, sociology and anthropology. A holistic 
approach of transcendence will have to be adopted and the reductionist approach in science of a 
mere physical nature has to be abandoned in the search for the meaning of our existence.  
 
But when it comes to understanding God and the meaning of life, many physicists insist on 
hanging onto the need to have a physical explanation, based upon the laws of physics and 
mathematics in order to prove His existence. My contention is that these laws can only reflect 
the physical aspects of ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅÍÓÅÌÖÅÓ ÕÓÅÄ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅÌÙ ÔÏ ȬÐÒÏÖÅȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ 
is a Creator or that no creation theory is neeÄÅÄȢ !ÄÏÐÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÖÁÎÔÁÇÅ ÐÏsitionȭ ÉÎ ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ 
understand the purpose of creation and the meaning of life in the total scheme of things does 
not answer many questions that confront us in our sphere of existence and therefore has to be 
abandoned.  
 
We know as a matter of facts that we have the biological, psychological and spiritual forces that 
bind us, where the first two could be explained to some extent by the physical laws, but with the 
latter its existence can equally be Ȭprovedȭ by the pointers arrived at from deduction which fit 
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into a consistent logical framework and our collective affirmation using deductive logic as is 
used in scientific investigation, which is as real as the physical forces that bind us.  
 
Our understanding of the physical world and the cracking of the cosmic code in the Universe are 
only testimonies to the work of some highly intelligent being and beyond that, we have to adopt 
an entirely different vantage position if we were to know more about creation and the Creator. 
We cannot ignore and deny that there is intelligent design in the whole of creation, which is 
beyond chances, and therefore it impels us to conceive that there must be an intelligent designer 
behind what we observe. We are entering into a different dimension of existence, which cannot 
be transcended by physical means and it requires a different perspective with its own discipline 
ÏÆ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇÓ ÏÆ ÉÔ ɀ thus theology, with its beliefs and revelations 
through experiential encounters of the human psyche throughout the ages of human history. 
 
The aesthetic beauty and intelligence that go into life, as we know it, with the wonders of the 
world and the universe, reveal the dynamism that go into the continual act of creation. It is the 
creative action of a paint artist that expresses the spirit that is within and reveals more about 
the character and inner feelings of the artist than just its static painting, although the mere 
painting in its static form is evidenced enough that a painter exists. If creation is static, the 
character of the creator who is responsible for the beauty and intelligence that are found in 
creation cannot be fully detected and understood, but only point to the fact that a Creator does 
exist.  
 
The aesthetic beauty of the painting impels us to understand the emotional expression of the 
painter which is spiritual in nature and thus similarly the dynamism of life and its great wonder 
that we experience impel us to understand the greater aspects of character of the Creator who 
must be spiritual in its nature. This spiritual encounter is verifiable by our collective 
consciousness and affirmation of the entire human race and therefore as real as our physical 
encounters, which are again brought into existence by our collective consciousness and 
affirmation. 
 
Thus, whether there is a creation moment in time with a singularity theory or a revolving self-
contained universe with the possibility of other parallel universes, the question of a Creator is 
still being begged. All scientific theories still fall short of answering the question of whether 
there is a creator. We must now turn to other approaches to solving this problem (looking for 
more converging pointers) and the problem has to be solved by the human species because the 
existence of the universe and Homo sapiens spiritulus, which brings this into consciousness and 
self-awareness, are closely tied-up together. The pursuit thus rests with our in-built rational 
thought process (Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ) and our experiential encounters in the human psyche to 
find our creator and not strictly through the physical laws and mathematics. 
 
Paul Davies (1992), after an exhaustive examination for the reason of the existence of the 
Universe, based on established scientific discoveries, commented:  
 
Ȱȣin the end a rational explanation for the world in the sense of a closed and complete system of 
logical truths is almost certainly impossible. We are barred from ultimate knowledge, from 
ultimate explanation, by the very rules of reasoning that prompt us to seek such an explanation in 
the first place. If we wish to progress beyond, we have to embrace a different concept of 
ȬÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇȭ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÆ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎȢ 0ÏÓÓÉÂÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÍÙÓÔÉÃÁÌ ÐÁÔÈ ÉÓ Á ×ÁÙ ÔÏ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÎ 
understanding. I have never had a mystical experience myself, but I keep an open mind about the 
value of such experiences. Maybe they provide the only route beyond the limits to which science 
and philosophy can take us, the only possible path to the Ultimate.  
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The central theme that I have explored in this book is that, through science, we human beings are 
ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÇÒÁÓÐ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭÓ ÓÅÃÒÅÔÓȢ 7Å ÈÁÖÅ ÃÒÁÃËÅÄ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÓÍÉÃ ÃÏÄÅȢ 7ÈÙ ÔÈÉÓ 
should be, just why Homo sapiens should carry the spark of rationality that provides the key to the 
universe, is a deep enigma. We, who are children of the universe ɀ animated stardust ɀ can 
nevertheless reflect on the nature of that same universe, even to the extent of glimpsing the rules 
on which it runs. How we have become linked into this cosmic dimension is a mystery. Yet the 
linkage cannot be denied. What does it mean? What is Man that we might be party to such 
privilege? I cannot believe that our existence in this universe is a mere quirk of fate, an accident of 
history, an incidental blip in the great cosmic drama. Our involvement is too intimate. The physical 
species Homo may count for nothing, but the existence of mind in some organism on some planet in 
the universe is surely a fact of fundamental significance. Through conscious beings the universe has 
generated self-awareness. This can be no trivial detail, no minor by-product of mindless, 
purposeless forces. We are truly meant to be hereȱȢ  
 
0ÁÕÌ $ÁÖÉÅÓȭ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÏÖÅÒÐÏ×ÅÒÉÎÇ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÈÕÍÁÎ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ Á ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÏÆ 
overpowering scientific evidences, which no doubt I am sure is an emotional insight shared by 
many other humans guided by our in-ÂÕÉÌÔ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȢ 0ÅÒÈÁÐÓ 0ÁÕÌ $ÁÖÉÓ ÉÓ ×ÒÏÎÇ 
ÂÙ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇȭ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ȬÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌȭȢ 4ÈÅ Âasis of his conclusion is 
still very rational and the deep enigma he poses which requires an answer is very logical, no 
doubt a universal reaction subscribes to by majority of human beings. This sharing of rational 
thought is itself an enigma ɀ as though it is found deep in the human psyche as a drive for the 
archetype in the image in which we were made (which I call Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ, found 
common among all human species). This in itself is a reality and arrives at, not by scientific 
means, but throuÇÈ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÐÓÙÃÈÅȢ  
 
It is still possible to find the creator through rational thinking, not so much in terms of the 
physical or even metaphysical, but through our collective consciousness and encounters in the 
spiritual dimension, the existence of which we have to accept as real even though there is no 
ȬÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭ ÂÁÓÉÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÏÕÔÌÉÎÅ Á ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȟ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÕÒ Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ 
based on deductive logic, an exercise in logical thinking pointing to the possible conclusion that 
there is still a high possibility of a Creator actively participating in the course of creation. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 - 

A LOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF A CREATOR BASED ON COSMOLOGY ɀ AN 
EXERCISE IN DEDUCTIVE LOGIC 

 
Jonathan Dolhenty (1999) put forward a very strong logical argument for the existence of a 
Creator, based upon what is now known to be the science of cosmology, which is worth 
considering. His reasoning is further reinforced by my own inputs to his logical arguments as 
part of an overall consistent logical framework. It is an exercise in clear thinking and logical 
ÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȟ Á ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ ÆÏÕÎÄ common to Man (see 
Chapter 9), based upon fundamental premises that we have come to embrace.  
 
$ÏÌÈÅÎÔÙȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÉÖÅÎÓȭ ÏÒ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ) ÒÅÇÁÒÄ ÁÓ 
ȬÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÓȭȟ ÏÕÔÌÉÎÅ ÁÓ ÆÏÌÌÏ×Óȡ 
 
i)  We exist with all our faculties of awareness and consciousness;  
ii)  the universe and the world exist in physical forms detected by our biological senses and 

ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȠ  
iii)  ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÉÏÎÓ ɉÏÐÐÏÓÉÎÇ ÆÏÒÃÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ Ȭ9ÉÎȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ9ÁÎÇȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÈÉÎÅÓÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔɊ ÅØÉÓÔ ×ÈÉÃÈ 

ÉÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ on this Earth and; 
iv)  our mind exists and is capable of knowing objective reality verifiable by collective 

affirmation.  
 
These realities, through our collective consciousness and affirmation, are no doubt fundamental 
premises that we have to accept and agree. These then are the realities fundamental to the 
argument that is put forward as follows.  
 
The Defining Terms 
 
Dolhenty went on to define certain terms and the logical concepts associated with the above 
premises:  
 
The first premise i) above is fundamentÁÌ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ Ȭ×Å ÅØÉÓÔȭ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ 
ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȢ (Å ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÓ Á contingent being  to include any other existing 
ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȟ Ȱ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÉÔÓ 
exisÔÅÎÃÅ ÆÒÏÍȟ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÎ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ 
existence and action of another; its existence is caused by the action of another and in turn 
through it, it becomes the cause of the existence of yet another. This is exactly what all of us are 
ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÅÍÂÏÄÉÅÓ ÐÁÒÔÌÙ ÉÎ )ÓÁÁÃ .Å×ÔÏÎȭÓ ÌÁ× ÏÆ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÁÃÔÉÏÎȢ  
 
Following this, the individual things in the universe, as we observe them, have proximate 
contingency . By this, it means that when an individual thing perishes or ceases to be, the matter 
of which it is made does not perish or cease to be, but is simply transformed into some other 
individual proximate thing. In other words, in physics this is known as Newtonȭs law of 
conservation of matter and energyȟ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÂÙ !ÌÂÅÒÔ %ÉÎÓÔÅÉÎȭÓ ÆÏÒÍÕÌÁ E=mc2. This is a 
reality our biological constitution and conscious mind experience by the laws of the physical 
world, verifiable by scientific investigations, thus embracing i) and ii) above.  
 
The philosophÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÏÌÄ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÁ×ȭ ÏÆ ÃÁÕÓÁÔÉÏÎȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ 
ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÈÅÌÄ ÂÙ ÍÁÎÙ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÉÓÔÓ ÔÏÄÁÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȬÃÏÎÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÍÁÔÔÅÒÓȭȢ %ÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ 
general law of relativity discovered by Einstein indicates that concrete mass is transformable 
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into energy, governed by E=mc2. The individual thing is not transformed into nothingness; it is 
not reduced to nothing but transformed into a different state. Furthermore, what comes into 
existence by natural processes does not come into existence out of nothing. Individual physical 
ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÈÁÖÅ ȬÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÉÓ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÆ !ÒÉÓÔÏÔÌÅȭÓ 
ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ÃÁÕÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÓ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÉÃÁÌ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÕÎÃÁÕÓÅÄ ÃÁÕÓÅȭ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ 
God. 
 
Based upon iii) above, Dolhenty then went further and brought in the concept of the necessary 
or non -contingent being , opposite to that of the contingent being , which is similar to that of 
!ÒÉÓÔÏÔÌÅȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÕÎÃÁÕÓÅÄ ÃÁÕÓÅȭȢ (Å ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÓ ÁÎÙ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÉÎdividual thing, 
Ȱ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÉÔÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÆÒÏÍȟ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÎ ÉÔÓÅÌÆȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ 
independent of the existence and action of any other thing; its existence is uncaused and does 
not require the action of any other thing. The concept oÆ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ÁÓ ÈÅÌÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÎÏÔÈÅÉÓÔÓ ÉÓ 
therefore a non-contingent beingȢ /Î ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÎÄ ÏÆ ÉÉÉɊȟ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÅØÉÓÔ ÁÓ ÉÎ !ÒÉÓÔÏÔÌÅȭÓ 
ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ȬÃÁÕÓÅȭ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÁÎ ȬÕÎÃÁÕÓÅÄȭ ɉÁ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÅÍÂÏÄÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
%ÁÓÔÅÒÎ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ9ÉÎȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ9ÁÎÇȭȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅØÉÓÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ 
negative aspects).  
 
7ÈÅÔÈÅÒ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ #ÒÅÁÔÏÒ ÉÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÏÒ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÄÅÃÉÄÅÄ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
follow, again based upon iv), where the mind is capable of objective reality, perhaps prompted 
ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ÉÎÂÕÉÌÔ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȢ "Ù ÄÅÆÉÎÉÎÇ Á ÎÏÎ-contingent being at this point, we are not  
assuming that there is one, but to use this concept to deduce the possibility of its existence 
through logical argument that follows. 
 
Another hypothetical concept Dolhenty introduced with the concept of a non-contingent being is 
ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ Ȭfundamental contingency ȭȢ 7ÈÅÎ Á ÔÈÉÎÇ ÐÅÒÉÓÈÅÓ ÏÒ ÃÅÁÓÅÓ ÔÏ ÂÅȟ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ 
be transformed into something else, it would cease to exist absolutely. It would be annihilated 
ÁÎÄ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÔÏ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÂÅ ÒÅÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÂÙ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÉÓȟ ÈÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Ȭfundamental contingency ȭȟ 
×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ Á ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ȬÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÎ ÌÉÎÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ȬÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÏÒ ÎÏÎ-ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÂÅÉÎÇȭ ɉÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓtence of the opposites as we know it).  
 
Considering the universe as a whole we can sum this up by saying that it would be a 
fundamental contingency if the contingency goes to the very basis of its existence, with the 
consequence that, deprived of its existence, it would be reduced to nothingness or replaced by 
ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÕÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ×ÈÏ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭÓ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÄÅÍÉÓÅ ÉÎ Ȭ4ÈÅ "ÉÇ 
#ÒÕÎÃÈȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÂÅÇÉÎÎÉÎÇ ÆÒÏÍ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ that the 
Universe is fundamentally contingent. This fundamental contingency is defined within our own 
system of existence where our consciousness of the current physical laws brings this 
possibility  into awareness and these events disappear into nothingness with respec t to 
our consciousness  because we are unable to perceive it to be affirmed collectively. 
 
)Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭȟ ÔÈÅ Ȭ0ÁÒÁÌÌÅÌ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ (ÁÒÔÌÅ ÁÎÄ (Á×ËÉÎÇȟ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ 
universe perishes, it is not reduced to nothingness, but is replaced by the same matter 
transformed into something else then its contingency is merely proximate, and not fundamental. 
4ÈÅ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÐÁÒÁÌÌÅÌ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ #ÒÕÎÃÈȭ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
transformed into one of the other possible universe would imply that our universe is only 
proximate in its contingency. However, this concept of proximity is not within our sphere of 
consciousness just as the fundamental contingency, but only implied by scientific deduction 
that is pointing towards that possibility; but nonetheless a proximate contingent hypothesis, 
only using a different frame of reference. Under the circumstance, based upon the reality of 
ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÅÓȟ ÇÉÖÉÎÇ ÒÉÓÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ÐÒÅÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ0ÁÒÁÌÌÅÌ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ 
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theories which are events that happened before human consciousness came into existence, both 
ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÓ ÏÆ ȬÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÅÑÕÁÌÌÙ 
possible . 
 
$ÏÌÈÅÎÔÙȭÓ ,ÉÎÅ ÏÆ ,ÏÇÉÃÁÌ !ÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ 
 
$ÏÌÈÅÎÔÙȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ Á Creator is based on 4 lines of logical reasoning 
founded upon the fundamental premises as in i), ii), iii) and iv). These premises hold true from 
the perspective of our consciousness , both from the physical science and the characteristics 
ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÔÈÒough collective affirmation, where the universe is brought into existence by our 
awareness of it (refer to the previous chapter on cosmology, where it has concluded that human 
consciousness and the existence of the universe is inextricably tied together in nature to bring 
this into existence as we know it). These lines of reasoning are based upon further premises that 
are to be established: 
 

1. The universe as a whole exists (through the physical and biological laws of nature, i) and 
ii), the fundamental premiÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÅÍÂÒÁÃÅ Ѐ Ȭcontingent being ȭɊȢ 

2. The existence of an effect requiring the concurrent existence and action of an efficient 
cause implies the existence and action of that cause. (An efficient cause is that by which 
ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÄ Ѐ Ȭproximat e contingencyȭ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÌÁ×Ó ÏÆ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓȢɊ 

3. The existence of the universe as a whole can be fundamentally contingent from the 
limits of our consciousness perspective , based upon our acceptance of contradictions 
ɉȬÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭ in contradicÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ȬÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙȭȟ ÄÉÃÔÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 
ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ). 

4. If the universe needs an efficient cause of its continuing existence to prevent its 
annihilation which is not only possible but also necessary, then that cause must be a 
sustaining force preventing it from being annihilated; and that force must be 
supernatural in its action, and one the existence of which is uncaused. In other words, a 
supreme being referred to as God by monotheism or a Creator however it is conceived to 
ÂÅ ɉÁ ȬÎÏÎ-ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ÂÅÉÎÇȭ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÁÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓȟ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÌÁ×Ó 
ÏÆ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÎ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÏÆ ËÎÏ×ÉÎÇ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙɊ. 

 
The universe as a whole exists is a given and this is an objective reality (pr emise 1) brought 
about by human consciousness. Contingent beings or things thus exist based upon the physical 
and biological laws. If the universe exists, an effect that is caused by actions that bring the 
universe into existence, it implies that there is in existence an efficient cause (premise 2 ). This 
is true, as we know it in reality (under the physical law of conservation of matters), at least 
based upon the concept of proximate contingency, which is logically accepted. This logic flows 
from the first premise above, based upon our consciousness of our physical world.  
 
Premise 3  is a critical and key issue we have to clarify based on the fundamental premises of 1 
and 2ȟ Á ÌÏÇÉÃ ÄÉÃÔÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÉÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÓÍÏÌÏÇÙȟ ÁÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÄ by the 
law of physics. The line of reasoning flows from there. Whether the existence of the universe is 
caused by an uncaused cause or otherwise, depends on whether the universe is fundamentally 
ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ ɉÔÈÁÔ ÉÓȟ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÔÏ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ÔÈÅÏÒÙɊ ÏÒ ÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔ 
ɉÇÉÖÉÎÇ ÒÉÓÅ ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȟ Ȭ-ÏÔÈÅÒ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÔÈÅÏÒÙɊȢ  
 
We now have to examine whether it is reasonable to conclude that the universe is 
fundamentally contingent at that. We are not  here assuming that there is a non-contingent being 
responsible for the creation of the universe, but to examine whether the universe can be 
fundamentally contingent in that it will disappear into nothingness in the realm of our 
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consciousness as we know it. Now, based upon what we know about the universe and the 
realm of human consciousness we have to establish whether the universe is more likely to be 
fundamentally contingent or proximate contingent. 
 
The scientific argument is that the universe has existed independent of us, from a point of 
singularity, before the evolution of human consciousness . It is through its evolution that 
human beings came into existence and that through human consciousness that its existence is 
brought into reality, as we know it. .ÏÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ Á ȬÆÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÕÓÅȭ Ïr a teleological argument 
for the existence of the universe before consciousness comes into being . The fact that the 
ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÃÁÍÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÂÅÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ÏÒ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ Ȭ-ÏÔÈÅÒ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ 
consciousness points to the possibility that our universe was created respectively from nothing 
or  from other universe in a different dimension that might have existed in the infinite past and 
might still exist in the infinite future, although we cannot perceive them through our senses  
in our dimension of existence. This is not  Á ȬÆÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÕÓÅȭ ÏÒ ÔÅÌÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ only a 
speculation , different hypothesis based upon a different line of logical deduction. Thus, it 
means that the non-contingent being or contingent being of the universe could equally holds 
true, but this is not within our human consciousness perspective but only through scientific 
postulations. 
 
The possible existence of parallel universes is deduced from an alternate scientific postulation 
in deference to accepting the anthropic principle and being inferred and preferred, is now held 
by many scientists. This speculation is beyond our consciousness in this dimension of our 
existence because the event happened before human consciousness came into being. We may be 
prepared to accept the existence of parallel universes even though our senses do not perceive 
these universes, because we accept that our universe existed in the infinite past before the 
onslaught of human consciousness. It therefore does not require our senses to detect the 
existences of other universes, only through alternative scientific deduction from cosmology. If 
other universes are possible, then this present universe is one of many other universes 
and therefore not necessary  - it is not  the only universe that can ever exist in infinity.  
 
Even taking this line of deduction and accepting the possibility of a proximate contingency of the 
ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ Ȭbirthȭ from the Ȭmother ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭȟ ÉÔ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ from our 
own sphere of existence  that our universe is fundamentally contingent because it is not 
necessary but only one of other universes and may disappear into nothingness with no 
proximate contingency .  
 
The line of argument presented by Dolhenty is that whatever might have been otherwise or 
different (that is, our universe is merely possible but not necessary because it can be otherwise, 
being transformed into other possible universe) is something that also might not exist at all 
(especially from our consciousness perspective). Whatever can be other than it is (from our 
consciousness perspective) can also simply not be at all (that is, it becomes outside the realm of 
our consciousness). A universe that could be other than what it is (not necessary ) could also 
not  exist in the first place (a possibility again from our consciousness perspective). Thus 
whatever our universe might have been otherwise or different might not exist at all. The 
possibility of parallel universes point to the likelihood that the universe as we know it is not 
necessary and it may not have existed before and may in the future ceases to exist. This is 
fundamental contingency!  
 
Contrariwise, that which cannot be other than what it is (that is, our universe is one of a kind 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȟ ÁÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ÔÈÅÏÒÙɊ ÍÕÓÔ also be possible. That which 
necessarily exists cannot be other than it is ɀ it is therefore emphatically possible because our 
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ÈÕÍÁÎ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÎÔÏ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅȢ "ÏÔÈ Ȭ4ÈÅ "ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ Ȭ-ÏÔÈÅÒ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ 
theories are still possible adopting this mode of reasoning and are both fundamentally 
contingent . However, the universe is therefore more likely to be fundamentally contingent 
than proximate contingent because it is both possible and necessary, in that it is merely 
one of a number of poss ible universes and it could not exist, but it does exists because of 
our human consciousness .  
 
Therefore it is logical to conclude that the universe, as being fundamentally contingent in 
existence in the form that we know it (through human consciousness), would not exist at all 
(from speculation outside the realm of human consciousness), were its existence is not caused. 
A merely possible and necessary universe which is fundamentally contingent cannot be an 
uncaused universe. 
 
If this is the case, the argument of Hartle and Hawking that there is no need for a creator in a 
revolving self-sustaining theory of the universe with the possibility of other parallel universes, is 
put into question on logical grounds. There is still a need to ask the question of a c reator (a 
cause of the existence of the universe as we know it through human consciousness) even 
accepting their theory of parallel universes, on a logical  ground based upon fundamental 
contingency of our universe .  
 
To reinforce the belief of a cause of the universe we have then to further examine whether the 
continual existence  of the universe is not only possible but also necessary. Even on scientific 
grounds of an expanding universe and the laws of thermodynamics, there is still the problem of 
explaining how the universe is being sustained into existence. If the existence of the universe 
as a whole is fundamentally contingent, and if its ceasing to exist in its present form, or 
ÅÖÅÎ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ ɉȬÍÉÇÈÔ Èave been 
ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅ ÏÒ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȭɊ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÒÅÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÂÙ ÁÂÓÏÌÕÔÅÌÙ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÓ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ 
conscious existence, then the cause needed to sustain  the present universe as it is  in 
existence would act to prevent it from being reduced to nothingness . It would be a cause 
that is preservative  in its action  (Premise 4 ). From our human consciousness perspective, 
there must be a sustaining force operating to prevent the universe demise from infinity past due 
to the physical laws of the expanding universe and the laws of thermodynamics.  
 
4ÈÉÓ ÌÉÎÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÅØÐÁÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÎ $ÏÌÈÅÎÔÙȭÓ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ 
examine the preservative cause: 

Ȱ)Æ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÁÓ Á ×ÈÏÌÅ ÉÓ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÆ ÉÔÓ ÃÅÁÓÉÎÇ Ôo exist 
would not consist in its transformation into another universe but, instead, into its replacement 
by absolutely nothing, then the cause needed to sustain the universe in existence would act to 
prevent it from being reduced to nothingness. It would be a cause that is preservative in its 
ÁÃÔÉÏÎȢȱ 

The preservative action is therefore necessary to prevent the universe from annihilation (cease 
to exist) or transformed into other universe. This is an added valid argument for the existence of 
a preservation force that brings reality into existence as we know it, in addition to the 
preposition that the universe is necessary as a reality part of our human consciousness and 
could be nothing if it were only be one of a number of universes. There is nothing unreasonable 
about this assumption. Even if the universe always existed in which case we cannot argue that 
there is fundamental contingent for its existence, however, we can still ask whether the 
uncreated universe needs a cause of its eternal, continuing existence. We are not considering at 
this point whether or not the universe was created, but whether or not the existence of the 
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universe needs to be preserved. Its continuing existence as we know it is being preserved is a 
reality that we have to acknowledge (see the same point being expressed in previous chapter). 
This necessary preservation force is the non-contingent being. 
 
When the existence of the universe as a whole needs to be explained, and if it cannot be 
explained by natural causes then we must look to the existence and action of other than a 
natural cause (supernatural cause) for its explanation. The above fourth premise  thus hold 
true. A universe that is fundamentally contingent in its existence requires a cause of that 
existence as manifested in the preservation reality as we know it  which is necessary. The only 
possible cause is a supernatural cause, one that exists and acts to bring into existence this 
merely possible universe and preserving it from ceasing to exist. It is also necessary to prevent 
the realization of what is always possible for a merely possible universe, namely, its absolute 
non-existence or reduction to nothingness. It is a necessary or non-contingent being as defined 
by Dolhenty. This supernatural cause exists as the necessary preservative cause  of the 
continuing actual existence of a merely possible universe. 
 
If a cause initially brought the universe into existence, this cause would be creative in its action. 
Regardless of whether we are considering a creative action or a prese rvative action, the 
cause of either one must be beyond natural causes . No natural cause brings anything into 
existence out of nothing and sustains it in such a way so it is prevented from being reduced to 
nothing. A cause, which is not  natural, is, by defi nition, supernatural . Neither the act of 
creating the universe nor of preserving the universe is within the power of natural causes. If 
creative action was a natural power, the creative agent would have to exist prior to the creative 
effect itself. A natural effect cannot exist prior to its natural cause. This is simply impossible. 
 
If preservative action were a natural power, the preservative agent would have to exist within 
the preserved effect itself. Without the action of a preservative cause, no natural effect could 
continue to exist. Since a natural preservative cause, in this case, must be contained within a 
natural effect, the natural preservative agent itself would not exist. This is simply 
incomprehensible. The preservative cause and agent must therefore be a supernatural one. 
 
In summation, the universe as we know it could cease to exist at any time, whichever scientific 
arguments have been put forward and, of course, we would also cease to exist, since both 
existences are closely linked. Our universe is therefore fundamentally contingent at that. What 
prevents this possibility from happening is the preservative action of a supernatural power. It is 
this supernatural power, the action of a supreme being that we call ȬGodȭ or a ȬCreatorȭ, a 
necessary and a non-contingent being . 
 
This argument does not directly assert the proposition that God created the universe as we 
know it; only that He existed before that creation. That proposition is a philosophical assertion, 
not a theological one. The argument does provide support for the proposition that the Creator or 
God could have created the universe, since our universe is possible and necessary (that is, 
fundamentally contingent). The universe exists and is being preserved it could exist as long as 
God exists and, since God exists eternally, the universe could exist eternally. The preservation 
act is therefore necessary. It is, in other words, reasonable to propose either, that God directly 
created the universe out of nothing, or that the universe exists eternally as long as the Creator 
will it to be. The argument is rested both upon the fact that our universe is possible but not 
necessary (accepting the ȬMother Universeȭ or the Ȭmultiverseȭ theory) and the creation theory of 
ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ÉÇ "ÁÎÇȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ"ÕÇ #ÒÕÎÃÈȭȟ but ×ÈÅÎ ×Å ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ȬÐÒÅÓÅÒÖÅÄȭ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ 
trend of its demise it is then fundamentally contingent and necessary. 
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4ÈÅ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÓÈÏ×Ó ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ Ȱ'ÏÄ or a Creator ÅØÉÓÔÓȱ ÉÓ not only logical 
but it fits into an ovÅÒÁÌÌ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȢ "ÕÔ ÔÏ ÁÓÓÅÒÔ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ'ÏÄ 
ÅØÉÓÔÓȱ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÅÌÌ ÕÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ #ÈÒÉÓÔÉÁÎ 'ÏÄ ÅØÉÓÔÓȟ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ 'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ /ÌÄ 4ÅÓÔÁÍÅÎÔ ÅØÉÓÔÓȟ ÏÒ 
the Muslim God exists, or a personal God exists. It does not directly assert that God spends his 
ȰÔÉÍÅȱ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÉÓ ÃÒÅÁÔÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÃÁÎ ȬÆÅÅÌȭ ÈÉÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÈÉÍ 
emotionally. This is, quite frankly speaking, not the God that most religious men and women 
actually claim to believe in. This is a philosophical God, not a theological one, although the two 
may, in fact, be the same God. Philosophical thinking by itself cannot tell us that for sure. We 
have now to look into other areas of our encounter of the human psyche where we can 
experience that God is with us and is actively participating in His creation, pursuing other 
pointers to establish the existence of God or a Creator in a more involved and relational way. 
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CHAPTER 5  
- 

FINDING THE CREATOR WITHIN OUR BIOLOGICAL MAKE-UP ɀ ARE WE JUST A MERE 
BIOLOGICAL MACHINE OF EVOLUTION? 

 
Now that we have established a good ground for believing in the existence of a Creator or God 
based upon scientific knowledge and rational (deductive logic) thinking, upon existing 
knowledge of the external physical world, we still have to contend with the scientific evidence 
for the existence of God or a Creator within our biological make-up. It involves studying 
evolution of our bodily functions, especially that which relates to our brain with its unique 
ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ɉÅÍÂÏÄÙÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓɊ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÅÓ ÕÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
animal kingdom. 
 

The Mind and Human Consciousness 
 
Philosophers believe that one attribute that sharply distinguishes Man from the rest of nature is 
his highly developed capacities for thoughts, feelings, and deliberate actions ɉȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ 
ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȟ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÁÎÄ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭɊȢ (ÅÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÎ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÉÍÁÌÓȟ ÒÕÄÉÍÅÎÔÓȟ 
approximations, and limited elements of these capacities may occasionally be found; but the 
full -ÂÌÏ×Î ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Á ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÃÏÎÆÉÒÍÅÄ 
ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÉÓ ÕÎÍÁÔÃÈÅÄ ÅÌÓÅ×ÈÅÒÅ ÉÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ 
was studied in an attempt to understand the elements that are involved and how these are 
related and interact with each other.  
 
4ÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÈÁÓ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÂÅÅÎ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÎ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÙ ÔÏ ÅÎÃÏÍÐÁÓÓ Á ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔÓ 
including sensation and sense perception, feelings and emotion, dreams, traits of personality 
and character, the unconscious, and the volitional aspects of human life, as well as the more 
narrowly intellectual phenomena, such as thought, consciousness, memory, faith and beliefs. 
4ÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÈÁÓ ÉÎÔÒÉÇÕÅÄ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÅÒÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅÓ because it is believed that 
this is what makes Man different from other animals. However, the philosophers of old did not 
ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÏÆ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÉÎ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅÓ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÉÔÓ ÒÁÍÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ  
 
7ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÖÅÒÇÅÎÔ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÃÉÅÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ÁÓ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ 
understood, becomes the purview of many fields. Although the philosophy of mind is a distinct 
field of investigation, it has many important relations with other fields. As such, the philosophy 
ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÂÅÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅÓ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ɀ especially of 
psychology and certain phases of biology, physiology, neurology, sociology, and anthropology.  
 
Despite all the so-called sciÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓ ÔÈÅ 
need to revert to analytical reflection in order to have an in-depth understanding of it. In 
comparison with these fields, it is by its method that the philosophy of mind is to be 
distinguished; for it proceeds not by the methods of empirical investigation ɀ detailed sense 
observation, the formulation of predictions, the construction of experiments, inductive 
confirmation, the inventing and testing of contingent generalizations, theories, and laws ɀ but by 
the method of analytical reflection.  
 
That method consists of the examination of meanings, the analysis and clarification of concepts, 
the search for necessary truths, the use of deductive inferences and arguments with infinite 
repeating terms and other forms of a priori reasoning, and the attempt is to arrive at and 
evaluate the fundamental principles that underlie and justify the basic forms of human thought 
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and endeavor. These processes are similar to the establishment of the existence of a Creator and 
ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÓÏÕÌ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ÌÏÇÉÃ ÂÙ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ ȬÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓȭȢ 
 
(Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÅÎÔÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÓ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ 
ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÉÎ ËÎÏ×ÉÎÇ ÈÏ× ÉÔ ×ÏÒËÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ãreates the controversies 
in understanding it. Out of all these is our attempt at constructing a consistent logical 
framework by discovering a new vantage position in understanding it in all its ramifications that 
eliminates contradictions, thus building up ÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ Á ȬÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ 
ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȭ. 
 
First, its methods, being those of philosophy in general, are to be tested by the fruits that they 
have yielded in other areas: if a method has been successful in other areas that maintains within 
a consistent logical framework, it is reasonable to try it here; if unsuccessful in other areas by 
creating contradictions, it is suspect there. Second, the conclusions achieved in such fields as 
epistemology, metaphysics, logic, ethics, and the philosophy of religion are quite relevant to the 
important implications for those fields. Moreover, this reciprocity applies as well to its relations 
to such empirical disciplines as biology, neurology, psychology, sociology, and history.  
 
Thus the philosophers of the ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÍÕÓÔ ËÅÅÐ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÏÆ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÆÉÅÌÄÓ ÏÆ 
investigation, but in the final analysis, since all scientific methods also utilize the method of 
epistemology, metaphysics, intuitive rationalism and logic (both deductive and inductive), we 
cannot but to revert to our analytical reflection ÔÏ ÆÉÎÄ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÓÓÉÎÇ ÌÉÎËÓȭ in 
integrating all knowledge in the attempt to establish a consistent logical framework. Ultimately 
it is through deductive logic, the mean by which scientific postulations are formulated which is 
part of our in-ÂÕÉÌÔ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÂÙ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ ÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍ 
to a consistent logical framework that the fundamental truths can be uncovered. 
 
The Mind and the Brain ɀ the Mind-Body Dualism Debate 
 
Before knowledge of human anatomy one of the first philosopher to link the process of thinking 
to the brain was Hippocrates (c.460-377 B.C.), who believed that the mind was in the head and it 
controlled the body, but was something intangible (not knowing what is inside the head). The 
ancient Greek philosopher Plato (c.428-347 B.C.) agreed with Hippocrates that the mind was in 
the head, but believed that the mind and body are separate, and that we reach the truth not via 
our senses but through our thoughts ɀ ÂÙ ÌÏÇÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÉÎÇȢ  4ÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄ-ÂÏÄÙȭ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÍ ÏÆ 
existence for the human species has been hotly debated through the centuries. There are those 
×ÈÏ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÏÄÙȭ ÉÓ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ɉdualism ), but with the advancement of 
the sciences, especially in the field of neurology there are many scientists who adopt the 
monistic concept  of equating the mind with the brain, which is deemed as part of the biological 
body.  
 
)Î ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÎÁÔÏÍÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÈÙÓÉÏÌÏÇÙ Ïf the human body, it is now clear that 
the brain holds the key to our feelings, ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ 
other parts of the body. Based on discoveries of the brain and its functions, it is now known that 
the brain controls all parts of the bodily functions, either consciously or unconsciously. From an 
observer point of view, we identify animals or persons by the features of the body and ascribe to 
ÔÈÅÍ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ Ï×Îȟ ÂÕÔ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÃÁÎ ÏÎÌÙ ÂÅ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÆÒom within. Body 
parts can now be replaced, physical features can be radically changed and yet the identity of the 
ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÓÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ where the Ȭselfȭ is to be found; and so it may be more 
ÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÆÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄ-ÂÒÁÉÎȭ raÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄ-ÂÏÄÙȭ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÍȢ  
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With the discovery of the brain being the controlling centre of the brain, the controversy 
between dualism and monism still remains hotly debated amongst the philosophers and 
neuroscientists ɀ with the former believing that the Ȭmindȭ and Ȭbrainȭ are separate and the latter 
maintaining that since the mind Ȭresidesȭ in the brain, the mind and brain are one and the same. 
Although the neuroscientists failed to define the mind in its origination and instigation of the 
brain, they nevertheless tried to explain the working of the mind from the physiological and 
biological point of view through synaptic connections in the brain, still leaving the initial 
elucidating source unexplained. 
 
Based on empirical evidences it is now clear that the brain controls the body. It is the brain, for 
example, that is responsible for the autonomic functions of breathing and the beating of the 
heart, the vital mechanisms that keep us alive. We are not conscious of these functions, as 
though there ÉÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÂÕÉÌÔ ȬÓÏÆÔ×ÁÒÅȭ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ (operating system) that is responsible for them. 
We now know that all inputs that account for behavioral outputs are channeled through the 
brain with our five external physical senses ɀ touch, sight, hearing, smell and taste ɀ being the 
primary sources of inputs. There are also the internal senses, such as from the physiological 
states of the alimentary tract, hormonal secretions and feelings generated by the sex organs, 
homeostasis of the internal states that send out signals to the brain when the organism is, for 
example, hungry, driven by the sex drive, or in a state of disequilibrium as in ill nesses. Some in-
built programs are apparently responsible for these internal autonomic stimuli and responses 
and have impacts on behaviors.  
 
The brain as the intervening variable, ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ȬÄÅÃÉÄÅÓȭ ÈÏ× ÔÏ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÓÅ 
information from both the internal and external stimulations and send out appropriate 
commands to the body in order to achieve a desired outcome to establish equilibrium , 
depending whether the inputs are linked to the programs or otherwise. Some of these responses 
are the results of conditioning, obeying the laws postulated in the branch of psychology known 
as behaviorism, stored in the brain. The brain acts as the intervening variable that accounts for a 
ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒÁÌ ÏÕÔÐÕÔÓ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÉÎÐÕÔÓ ɉÁÆÆÅÃÔÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅÄ ȬÓÏÆÔ×ÁÒÅȭ 
or through learned dispositions stored in memory or through the exercise of the Ȭwill ȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
genotype, giving rise to different structure of the brain and therefore its capacity). Without the 
brain to co-ordinate and direct them, creatures that need to move, find food, procreate and 
adapt would find it difficult to survive.  
 
The brain is thus a command and control centre, in which the specialized cells that interpret and 
process data and then send out orders to the body are grouped together, some of which are 
programmed, others are conditioned or through the volitional exercise of the Ȭwill ȭȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ 
of this volitÉÏÎÁÌ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ×ÉÌÌȭ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÕÎÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȢ 'ÒÏÕÐÉÎÇ ÍÁËÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÁÎÄ ÁÎÄ 
control process much more efficient than it would be if these cells were scattered around the 
body.  
 
The cells in the brain are very well organized, especially in the case of the human brain. With 
animals there are more direct and stereotype outputs that are often predictable because the 
brain is not so complex as humans. With the human brain the outcomes are more difficult to 
predict because of the complexities of the brain function that intervene between the stimulus 
inputs and the behavioral outputs, some of which are not overt but nevertheless identifiable 
within our conscious thoughts or have the bases from the preconscious and unconscious.  
 
It is made even complicated by the fact that some of these inputs may not even be from the 
internal physiological and external physical environment but from within the human psyche, 
some of the sources may be traced to the abstract memory and psychological impact linked to 
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the past, but a large part of these are found to originate from the volitional part of our being that 
have no trace of a physical or psychological ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ɉÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭɊȢ 
Perhaps the originating source of these is found in the soul as the operator, who can exercise the 
Ȭ×ÉÌÌȭȟ a spiritual dimension of our being which some religions believe is the Ȭimage of Godȭ found 
in us. 
 
We now know for sure that all thoughts occur in the human brain and, indeed where specific 
processes such as intelligence and perception or language take place. Yet there is still no 
agreement as to where human consciousness (our awareness of our ȬÓÅÌfȭ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔy), the 
ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭȟ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ ÆÉÔ ÉÎȢ  
 
Some argue that the mind and brain is the same thing, one day we may be able to fashion a 
mechanical mind which experiences consciousness as we do. Others suggest that our minds and 
consciousness are very different from the mere mechanical activity of brain cells and is an 
abstract part of our being. Yet others steer a middle course, arguing that consciousness is a 
mechanical process of the whole brain interacting with whole set of variables in the external 
environment, rather than individual brain cells. These approaches have given rise to various 
branches of studies in psychology (such as ethology, cognitive approach, behaviorism, 
psychoanalysis) and the neurosciences, all of which are trying to understand the psychological 
and physiological bases in the workings of the ȬÍÉÎÄȭȢ 
 
)Î ÔÈÅ 2ÅÁÄÅÒȭÓ $ÉÇÅÓÔ ÂÏÏË ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ4ÈÅ (ÕÍÁÎ -ÉÎÄ %ØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȱȟ ÅÄÉÔÅÄ ÂÙ 3ÕÓÁÎ !Ȣ 'ÒÅÅÎÆÉÅÌÄ 
ɉρωωφɊȟ Á ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÓÈÅ ÈÁÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÁËÅÎ ÔÏ ÅÑÕÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÒÁÉÎȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ÔÈÅÒÅÂÙ ÂÙ ÉÔÓ ÔÉÔÌÅ 
gave a misleading impression, that by understanding the workings of the brain through 
ÎÅÕÒÏÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÓ ÉÔ ÃÁÎ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȢ 4Ï ËÎÏ× ÍÏÒÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÏ× 
the brain works in its anatomical and physiological states it is recommended that you read this 
book. It is not the intention here to outline the details of all the scientific discoveries of the brain 
function here. There is no doubt that for the past decades a lot has been discovered concerning 
the workings of the brain. All these knowledge only tell us about how the brain works, but they 
do not tell us how it is controlled and who is controlling it, analogous to knowing in details how 
the computer or the car works, but as yet unanswered as to who is responsible for operating the 
computer or driving the car in a purposeful and meaningful way.  
 
Much more perplexing, now that scientists have discovered the intricate workings and 
marvelous design of the brain, is the question of how such a complex organ with other 
intangible attributes such as ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ, ȬÆÒÅÅ will ȭ and emotion, can possibly come 
into being by random chance in the evolutionary biological chain of events. There are still 
ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ×ÈÏ ÈÏÌÄ ÄÅÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÖÁÎÔÁÇÅ ÐÏsitionȭ ÏÆ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÐÕÒÅÌÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ 
study of the biological brain and understanding how it works without going beyond this realm 
of interests to answer questions that are outside the realm of the physical materialistic world. 
This conventional materialistic viewpoint, as in the understanding of creation (cosmology), is 
still str ongly adhered to by many scientists. 
 
Another monistic stand taken by Allan Hobson (1999) is found in his book entitled 
Ȱ#ÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȱ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ ×ÁËÉÎÇȟ ÓÌÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÄÒÅÁÍÉÎÇ. It was 
argued that consciousness is only a degree of awakening where the brain goes into different 
functional states of activities. He even proposed a model on how human consciousness came 
into being and all these are just a function of the brain activities. His conclusion is that since the 
brain is responsÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÉÓ ÁÌÌ 
ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ Á ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÉÓ Á ÍÙÔÈȢ 3ÔÉÌÌ ÕÎÁÎÓ×ÅÒÅÄ 
in all his scientific evidences are the questions of volitional aspect of control (the conscious 
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ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ Ȭ×ÉÌÌȭȟ ÆÏÒ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅɊȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÕÃÉÄÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÏÆ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
altruistic expressions of our being. Far more perplexing is the question of how the intricate 
workings of the human brain, now that he understood it, came into existence in the evolutionary 
scheme of thingsɀ this marvelous invention of the human brain cannot possibly be by accident 
or formed through adaptation under the law of natural selection (see later in studying the 
evolution of the brain).  
 
There is an element of Ȭintelligent designȭ in the non-biological aspects of the human brain that 
cannot be a result of chance factors or natural selection through adaptation. His elaborate 
ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÐÈÙÓÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ȬÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÏÆ ÃÒÏÓÓ ÓÉgnals between different regions of the 
ÂÒÁÉÎ ÇÉÖÉÎÇ ÒÉÓÅ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȟ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ Ȭ×ÉÌÌȭ ÁÒÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÃÏÎÊÅÃÔÕÒÅÓ ÁÎÄ 
hypotheses yet to be proven; and to prove this he has to cross over from the material substrate 
of the brain function to the abstract and spiritual dimensions of our being. The impossibility of 
such crossing over using the scientific methodological standpoint, by definition, is like crossing 
over from our own physical dimension of existence to the spiritual dimension to look for the 
existence of God. 
 
A Model ɀ Brain-Mind Interaction 
 
On the other hand, Sir John Eccles, the Nobel prize-winning neurologist and the eminent 
ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÉÓÔȟ $ÁÎÉÅÌ .Ȣ 2ÏÂÉÎÓÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÂÏÏË ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ4ÈÅ 7ÏÎÄÅÒ ÏÆ "ÅÉÎÇ (ÕÍÁÎ ɀ Our 
Brain and Our MiÎÄȱ ɉρωψτɊȟ ÕÐÈÏÌÄ ÓÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÔÉÃ ÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄ-brainȭ ÐÁÒÁÄÉÇÍȟ 
with equally strong scientific arguments on that position. In the final analysis in trying to 
understand the full workings of the mind, one cannot but to go back to analytical reflection; and 
they have presented a model where the interaction and integration of the brain with the mind is 
achieved, giving rise to consciousness. The model is shown diagrammatically as follows: 
 

Brain -Mind Interaction  
 

 
 
 
 
  World 3 
         - 
  Cultural  
  Interface 
 
   
 
  World 1           LIASON BRAIN 
                                                                           _______________________________________________________________________ 

 
World 1  is the physical biological brain and World 2  is all that are happening as a result of 
interaction with the immediate external environment through our biological body through the 
senses in which the individual interact with. The three components of World 2 ɀ outer sense, 
iÎÎÅÒ ÓÅÎÓÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÓÙÃÈȭȟ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȟ ÏÒ ȬÓÏÕÌȭ ɉÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ɀ psychological, 
philosophical, or religious) ɀ in turn interact with World 3 , which are our cultural heritage 
coded in material substrates, are what bring human consciousneÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ 
into existence. According to them, the mammalian brain differs from the human brain only in 
respect of the absence of the third component of World 2 ɀ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÓÙÃÈȭȟ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ or ȬÓÏÕÌȭ ɀ and 
World 3. This schema suggests that the mind is a reflection of the soul.  

World 2  
Outer Sense     Inner Sense 
Light    Thoughts 
Color    Feelings 
Sound    Memories 
Smell    Dreams 
Taste    Imaginings 
Pain    Intentions 
Touch    Attentions 
Hear 

Perception 

 
4ÈÅ Ȭ0ÓÙÃÈȭ 
4ÈÅ Ȭ3ÅÌÆȭ 
4ÈÅ Ȭ3ÏÕÌȭ 

WILL  
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Thus consciousness of the environment, as opposed to self-awareness according to Eccles and 
Robinson and many other neuroscientists, in itself may not be a prerogative of the human 
species. In other words, only self-awareness is a prerogative of the human species and this is 
caused by the presence of the third component of World 2 ɀ the Ȭpsychȭ, Ȭselfȭ or Ȭsoulȭ ɀ which 
has the property of Ȭself willȭ. A modification of this schema of interaction and integration 
between tÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄ', adopting a different vantage position based on logical 
deduction, will be presented later in the text (see chapter 22 ɀ On Becoming). 
 
!ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ %ÃÃÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ 2ÏÂÉÎÓÏÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÓ ÍÁÒËÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÅÒÇÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÅÌÆ-consciousness, 
whÉÃÈ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÂÒÁÉÎȢ 4ÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓ ÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ 
mental experiences of humans. It implies knowing that one knows which is a subjective or 
introspective criterion  initially.  By linguistic communication it can be authenticated that other 
human beings share  this experience of self-ËÎÏ×ÉÎÇ ÁÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ 
ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ȬÓÅÌÆ-Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȭ ÉÓ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
human species.  
 
Eccles and Robinson distinguished the different levels of consciousness in humans by the 
ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÖÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȟ ȬÓÅÌÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭȢ 4ÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ 
unity arise from the irreducible awareness of being. One is aware that he is and knows directly 
that alÌ ÈÉÓ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓȟ ÍÅÍÏÒÉÅÓȟ ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÓÉÒÅÓ ÉÎÈÅÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÖÅÒÙ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȢ Ȭ3ÅÌÆ-ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ 
refers to the knowledge one has of who  he is as an individual and arises chiefly from memory. 
!Î ÁÍÎÅÓÉÃ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÁÓ Á ÌÏÓÓ ÏÆ ÍÅÍÏÒÙȟ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÌÁÃËÉÎÇ ÉÎ ȬÓelf-ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȢ 
Ȭ0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭȟ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÈÁÎÄȟ ÒÅÆÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÏ Á ÇÉÖÅÎ 
ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÉÓȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÁÎ ÅØÔÅÒÎÁÌ ȬÓÅÌÆ-ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ÉÓ ÒÅÇÉÓÔÅÒÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅ 
person. The totally amnesic person who is alÓÏ Á ÔÏÔÁÌ ÓÔÒÁÎÇÅÒ ÌÁÃËÓ ÂÏÔÈ ȬÓÅÌÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ÁÎÄ 
ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭȟ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÎÏ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÍÅÍÏÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÅØÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÉÎ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆ 
ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭȟ ÂÕÔ ÎÅÖÅÒÔÈÅÌÅÓÓ possesses selfhood nonetheless.  
 
These separations of self-consciousness are attempts to explain the various manifestations of a 
psychological condition where certain past memories are lost. However, there is a deeper 
element of the Ȭselfȭ, that is Ȭselfhoodȭ, that is spiritual in nature which is known as the ȬpsychÅȭ 
or Ȭsoulȭ and this is being subjugated as a result of life experiences and we need to rediscover it 
in the process of Ȭbecomingȭ (see chapter 22). In full awareness without the disturbances in the 
amnesic condition the Ȭselfȭ, Ȭpsychȭ and Ȭsoulȭ are equated and is one and the same. Only under 
amnesic condition caused by either damage to the biological brain or psychological factors that 
the Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ Ȭselfȭ or Ȭpsychȭ becomes detached from the Ȭsoulȭ. Thus the Ȭmindȭ here is 
deemed to include the biological (brain), psychological and spiritual dimensions of being, 
whereas in our modified model they should be separated (see Chapter 22). 
  
Dobzhansky (1967) expresses well the extraordinary emergence of human self-consciousness ɀ 
ÏÆ ȬÓÅÌÆ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȭ (without the amnesic condition), as he calls it: 
 
ȰSelf-awareness is the one of the fundamental, possibly the most fundamental, characteristic of the 
human species. This characteristic is an evolutionary novelty; the biological species from which 
mankind has descended had only rudiments of self-awareness, or perhaps lacked it altogether. Self-
awareness has, however, brought in its train somber companions ɀ fear, anxiety, and death 
Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȣȣȢ -ÁÎ ÉÓ ÂÕÒÄÅÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÄÅÁÔÈ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȢ ! ÂÅÉÎÇ ×ÈÏ ËÎÏ×Ó ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÄÉÅ ÁÒÏÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ 
ancestors whÏ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ËÎÏ×Ȣȱ 
 
Ȭ$ÅÁÔÈ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȭ ÍÁÒËÓ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÅÄ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ȬÓÅÌÆ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
human species. Only humans are aware of the inevitability of death and many aspects of our 



34 

 

behaviors are unconsciously determined by it, even for those who are under the amnesic 
condition. Down to the very basic understanding of this Ȭdeath awarenessȭ is the fact that only 
animals Ȭfight to the deathȭ as a survival instinct, part of the biological theory of Ȭsurvival of the 
fittestȭ, but with humans they only Ȭfight to avoid deathȭ orȭ fight to prolong deathȭ with their 
intelligence, which is responsible for the proliferation of the human species on the planet Earth. 
Humans are therefore more than just being animalistic by nature. 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
&ÒÏÍ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÔ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÓÅÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ 
more than just the study of the brain, because there are still many abstract characteristics of the 
mind that cannot be explained by the brain function, such as Ȭfree willȭ, inherent deductive logic 
ɉȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭɊ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÎÅÒ ÏÒÉÇÉÎ ÏÆ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÉÎÓÉÇÈÔ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÖÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÃÈÅÔÙÐÁÌ 
collective unconscious, the state of Absolute Consciousness, etc. It is erroneous to equate the 
ÂÒÁÉÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ×ÈÅÎ ÓÏÍÅ ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÉÓÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÎÅÕÒÏÌÏÇÉÓÔÓ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÉÍÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÃÁÎ ÅÖÏËÅ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÓ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÂÕÔ Á ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÏÆ 
stimulus-response sequences. How can the stimulus-response sequence accounts for free will, 
collective consciousness, self-awareness, the innermost non-instigation of deep emotions and 
many of the irrational behaviors of people who are strongly committed to faith?  
 
In the attempts to explain these, neuroscientists have linked the brain function to observed 
behavioral manifestations, and psychologists have put forward various theories ranging from 
the behavioral school of psychology to psychoanalytical theory, all of which in the main still 
revert to analytical reflections, to be supported by some disciplined methods of investigation. To 
have a clearer understanding of the interaction of the ȬminÄȭ with the brain and the biological 
body, perhaps a new vantage position has to be undertaken to understand the makeup of human 
nature (to be expounded later in the text). There should be a clearer delineation of concepts 
based on todayȭs knowledge in other disciplines when it comes to understanding human 
behaviors in all of their  ramifications. 
 
4ÈÅ ÎÅÁÒÅÓÔ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÁÔ ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÌÏÏË 
into our brain and try to find out how it works. The neuroscientific research has given us some 
indications of how the brain works physiologically and anatomically (ȬÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÃÁÌÌÙȭ). All the 
discoveries about the brain in the different fields of science, like psychology, neurology, biology 
(anatomy and physiology) and paleontology only assist us in trying to understand the workings 
of the brain (often equated with the mind), but by no means presenting a coherent explanation 
about its origin, how it really works in its holistic manifestation and where it comes from. It is 
analogous to having an in-depth understanding of the construction and workings of the car or 
computer, but in themselves cannot account for its animated state in its purposeful operation. 
4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÓÓÉÎÇ ÌÉÎËȭ ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÏ ÉÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒ ÏÒ ÄÒÉÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
car; and for what purpose?  
 
The difficulties in trying to understand the mind are the same in trying to understand God. 
However, if we were to separate the mind from the brain (adopting dualism) by allocating the 
brain the biological forces that are at work and delineating the mind as having a 
psychologica l and a spiritual component , we can perhaps have a better understanding of the 
impact these forces have on our being (see later Chapter 16, on the exposition of Understanding 
Human Nature). Here we are just addressing the brain as a biological entity and finds its origin 
in the evolutionary process. Let us now follow what is now believed to be the evolutionary path 
of the human species, especially that relate to the brain. We will now examine how the human 
brain was evolved and see whether the structure of the brain is attuned (adapt) to the 
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environmental demands along with our biological body in the process of natural selection in the 
evolution of Homo sapiens.  
 

Evolution of the brain and our biological body  
 
The human species is understood to have its origin in Africa millions of years ago. Prehistoric 
descendants of humans started when the tree-dweller primates ventured onto the ground in 
about 5 million years ago, when the forests of East Africa started to thin and many tree dwellers 
had to find new homes to survive. Those that had no trouble holding onto their tree homes 
evolved into chimpanzees. Those who ventured onto the ground, some failed to adapt and 
became extinct, while others learned to live out of the trees, took up residence in the 
surrounding grasslands, adapted, survived and evolved into prehuman beings.  
 
The first prehuman ape-like creatures are called Australopithecus, which appeared between 3 
and 4 millions years ago. They began to walk upright and lived in packs of communities. They 
had a cranial capacity of 450 cubic centimeters, slightly larger than that of the apes. The size of 
the brain that correlates with the upright gait could have been an adaptation due to natural 
selection and this fits in with the evolutionary theory. 
 
The next line of descendants were the Homo habilis, who were the first to use tools, These 
ȬÈÁÎÄÙ ÈÕÍÁÎÓȭȟ ÄÅÓÃÅÎÄÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ Australopithecus, who were still ape-like, prospered 
between 2.3 and 1.3 million years ago, and they were at the boundary of early humans. They had 
a progressively upright stance, increased use of tools, greater growth of the brain, and they 
seemed to live more co-operatively. This set of adaptations, food and tool sharing, communal 
life, seems to be the theme of early hominid development. These adaptive features had resulted 
in a sudden exploding development of the brain from that of the Australopithecus, measuring 
between 600 to 750 cubic centimeters, which were more than required for the survival of Homo 
habilis in those environments at that time, while the Australopithecus, who lacked the equipment 
to survive in those environments, became extinct.  
 
The next version of early man were those who fully walked upright known as the Homo 
(argustus?) erectus, measured over 5 feet tall. From the neck down the skeleton was similar to 
modern humans, although the head was more apelike. They made great strides in social 
complexity. Homo erectus was the first of our ancestors to migrate outside of Africa, and fossils 
have been found as far north as Germany, as well as in the Far East as far as China (the Peking 
man). They cooked in pots, handled fairly advanced tools, and worked animal skins ɀ all 
bespeaking a higher stage of communal living. They lived in an Ice Age and could construct 
shelters. They invented clothing, used fire, and helped prepare for the characteristic human life; 
living in groups, being able to survive in new worlds, and adapting those worlds to them. Fire 
probably extended the day, giving more time to work; and since fire is attractive, it is possible 
that groups of Homo erectus, huddled around a fire began to communicate, were the first to use 
their larger brains, precursor to the use of language. These signs indicate that some form of 
intelligence was starting to emerge. Their brain size again underwent significant increases to 
between 775 and 1,225 cubic centimeters (modern man brain size is between 1,000 and 1,400 
cubic centimeters). Homo erectus prospered for more than a million years and about 300,000 to 
500,000 years ago began evolving into early Homo sapiens. 
 
Homo erectus apparently disappeared when the earliest Homo sapiens now discovered appeared 
in Europe, the first of which was the Neanderthal (Homo sapiens neanderthalensis), which had a 
range beyond Europe similar to the Homo erectus. Neanderthal cranial was as much as 1,500 
ÃÕÂÉÃ ÃÅÎÔÉÍÅÔÅÒÓȟ ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅȟ ÂÕÔ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÉÓ ÁÓ ÓÏÐÈÉÓÔÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÁÓ 
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modern man is unknown. Culturally, they were far advanced than the Homo erectus and lived in 
genuine organized societies, performing ceremonies as in ritual burials, indicating some early 
rudiments of an expression of self-Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ɉÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÂÕÒÉÁÌÓ ÏÆ ȬÄÅÁÔÈ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓȭɊ 
and a form of primitive emotion. Having appeared in the Ice Age, Neanderthals adapted to the 
cold and constructed better clothing, shelters, and more complex tools. As their level of social 
organization advanced, archaeologists have found that violence and warfare became a distinct 
element in their lives, just as it is in modern man. 
 
In 1868 railway workers were cutting through a hillside in the south of France when they came 
upon four human skeletons. The skeletons looked modern, but these were the remains of the 
Cro-Magnon Homo sapiens that lived between 10,000 to 35,000 years ago. These people were 
called Cro-Magnon, after the site of their discovery. There are strategic differences in the skulls 
of a Cro-Magnon and a Neanderthal. Between their eras the entire shape of the face altered, and 
the physiological apparatus for producing a great range of sounds expanded. The brain size did 
not change much, but the brain elevated in the skull (presumably the cortex has enlarged). The 
palate enlarged, which allowed greater precision in speech. With the outburst of language, the 
pace of evolution stepped up. Everything Neanderthals did, Cro-Magnon did better. 
Physiological changes, such as the enlarged palate, gave Cro-Magnon greater language ability, 
enabling them to plan, organize and co-operate more efficiently. The tools Cro-Magnon used 
were more elaborate than those of Neanderthals. Shelters and settlements were also more 
complex. Intelligence advances, perhaps coincide with the convolution of the surface area of the 
cortex of the brain. 
 
The later Cro-Magnon was the first to develop art, an indication of emotional expression. Art and 
language are both critical milestones in human evolution because they signify a mind capable of 
abstraction, symbolism, invention and communication. Creating art is an abstraction of a world 
not present and often a representation of a worldview or a spiritual system. Whether there is a 
mind existing in Cro-Magnon is something that can never be affirmed. There is still a missing 
link from Cro-Magnon to modern Man, Homo sapiens sapiens. However, these characteristics are 
ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÇÉÎÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ 
development of homo sapiens and indications that led to the first creation of man as we know it 
(explain later in the text). 
 
The Cro-Magnon started to gradually disappear from about 10,000 years ago. This gradual 
ȬÄÉÓÁÐÐÅÁÒÁÎÃÅȭ ÉÓȟ ÉÎ ÓÅÎÓÅȟ ÍÏÒÅ Á ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÇÅÎÅÔÉÃÓ ÔÈÁÎ ÏÆ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÔÈÒÏÐÏÌÏÇÙȟ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÉÔ 
is assumed that the Cro-Magnon race or type was simply absorbed into later European 
populations. Individuals nearly resembling Cro-Magnon types are found in Europe between 
8000 to 5000 years ago and in Portugal around 5000 to 2000 years ago. Human groups, more or 
less homogeneous and structured, that have retained a close relationship to Cro-Magnon types, 
ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÒÁÎÉÁÌ ÍÏÒÐÈÏÌÏÇÙȟ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÉÎ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÔÏÄÁÙȢ Ȭ-ÏÄÅÒÎȭ -ÁÎȟ Homo sapiens 
sapiens ɉȰÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÔ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÂÅÉÎÇȱɊȟ ÁÓ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÏÄÁÙ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÐÏÓÔÕÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÅÍÅÒÇÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ 
6000 years ago to coincide with the supposed period of the Bible in Genesis starting from the 
ȬÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÏÆ !ÄÁÍ ÁÎÄ %ÖÅȢ 
 
"ÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÈÁÔ (ÏÍÏ ÓÁÐÉÅÎÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÅÖÏÌÖÅÄ 
from the apes, or some ape-like ancestors. There are definite evidences in archaeology and 
paleontology that point to the fact that the structures of the human body have prior structural 
gradation that point in the direction of the modern man, but many vital links are still missing. 
However, the process of evolution by natural selection through adaptation was established as a 
scientific fact. Whether our ancestors, in whom we are the biological descendants, are ape-like is 
a question still to be decided conclusively by the scientists, but the evidence to-date is 
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impressive to say the least. Even if we accept that our biological make-up may have been 
evolved from the lower hierarchy of species in the animal kingdom, the existence of the mind in 
Homo sapiens and the brain that comes with it still cannot be explained in evolutionary terms. 
 
The evolutionists postulate that the human brain is a result of natural selection, shaped by the 
ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔȟ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÌÁ× ÏÆ ȬÔÈÅ ÓÕÒÖÉÖÁÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÔÔÅÓÔȭ and this is due to adaptation. If 
this is the case, the brain is just another one of our biological organs that is attuned to the 
environment for the purpose of survival. It does not serve any other purpose except to only help 
us survive biologically like other animals. In this sense, the anatomical structure of the human 
brain should be no different from other anÉÍÁÌÓȭ brain and it should closely be attuned to the 
niche environmental forces at work. In the attempts to find meanings based on the study of the 
brain, psychologists such as Robert Ornstein (1991) with discoveries in the fields of biology, 
paleontology, neurology and psychology presents an monistic explanation that the mind is a 
ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÁÄÁÐÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÅÄ ÂÙ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ɀ that the 
brain-mind is one and the same.  
 
One unique feature of Homo sapiens in its evolu tion since it was first discovered is the 
human brain, which came into existence much in advance to the periods in which natural 
selection was deemed to be the primary force for its evolution . The scientists have 
discovered that the size of the human brain is the same in the earlier period of evolution as it is 
in modern man. The structure of the human brain of modern man is believed to be the same as it 
was when the first Homo sapiens appeared about 50,000 years ago. How is it that the human 
anatomical and physiological brain comes to be developed way ahead of its time and usage is 
something the evolutionists are still unable to answer. Even Robert Ornstein accepted this fact 
when he commented that: 
 
ȰAlthough the 400 cubic centimeters brain of the Australopithecus was the product of hundreds of 
millions of years of evolution, it took only several million years for the brain to triple in size and 
become capable of abstract thought ɀ the springboard of further adaptations. No other human 
organ evolved with such rapidity. It gave us the means to cope with different geographies and 
climates as we early on migrated out of our native AfricaȢȱ   
 
The human brain was developed in advance to its environment, contrary to what the 
evolutionary theory states; and that is, it is the environment that should force the survival and 
expansion of a trait that tends to have greater adaptive value and not vice versa. How the brain 
structure of old was made to adapt to environments in the future, such as in extreme climactic 
and geographical conditions, arriving at the hustling and bustling of the modern urban 
environment (even out in space), is an enigma and a great mystery. It may be true that the 
human body evolved from some pre-historical animals, but with one exception ɀ that of the 
human brain and the mind in which it is envisaged to lodge from within.  
 
Robert Ornstein postulates, against other explanations, that the brain enlarged because it keeps 
the brain cool and once that happened, the extra cells became available to be used for other as-
yet-unforeseen functions, such as all the activities of the mind like feelings, writing operas, 
inventing microchips and creating new environment. This process, he postulated, was a result of 
adaptation. His line of argument goes something like this:  
 
ȰThat the head is hot and needs cooling gives us one clue. Since the brain needs protection from 
heat, there has to be an appreciable amount of brain cooling. The human brain, as well as its 
ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȟ ÁÄÁÐÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÈÅÄ ÈÅÁÔȢȱ 
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He then went on to support his argument by stressing that the upright position helps to cool the 
brain, but then his fundamental premise adopted was that the enlarged brain requires cooling in 
the first place, thus the enlarged brain came first before the required cooling that caused the 
upright positionȢ "Ù ÈÉÓ ÐÏÓÔÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÈÅÁÔ ÔÈÅÏÒÙȭ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÁÖÏÉÄ ÂÙ ÉÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅ 
conclusion that the enlarged brain caused the hominid to stand upright and that the 
enlargement of the brain takes precedence over that of the upright position in the evolutionary 
process. This is contrary to the evolutionary theory which states that it is the changes in the 
environment that cause the anatomy and physiology to change in animals first and not vice 
versa.  
 
He further postulated that the brain continues to enlarge after the Australopithecus because of 
his Ȭheat theoryȭ, where there was a sudden exponential increase in size from 450 cubic 
centimeters in the Australopithecus to 1500 cubic centimeters in the Neanderthal over a 
relatively short period of time in the evolutionary process. This sudden enlargement cannot be 
due to the need for cooling because the Ȭheat theoryȭ had already been used to explain the first 
upright position of the Australopithecus. This still does not explain how the sudden enlargement 
of the brain adapted to its environment in the first place, before the upright position. There are 
thus a lot of contradictions in his line of reasoning. 
 
There is stronger evidence that the hominid evolved in the upright position first, preceding that 
of the enlargement of the brain when we examine our nearest neighbor, the apes, where we find 
them to be the nearest lower level in the evolutionary hierarchy. It may be scientifically 
established that a larger brain dissipates greater heat than a smaller brain, but it is a question of 
which comes first, the upright position or the enlargement of the brain. It is therefore more 
logical to postulate that the upright position, which creates a cooler position at the upper end of 
the human body, could have provided the impetus for a larger brain to evolve as part of the 
adaptive evolutionary process. The apes have a transitory upright position as well and yet the 
brain remains small by comparison to the hominid. There is thus inconsistency in the argument 
on logical and biological grounds that the enlargement of the brain causes the upright position. 
 
Instead of addressing this issue, Robert Ornstein in accepting the enlargement of the brain as 
ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÈÉÓ ȬÈÅÁÔ ÔÈÅÏÒÙȭ ×ÅÎÔ ÁÒound explaining at length the function of the brain, equating this 
×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÁÐÔÉÖÅ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÏÄÅÒÎ ÍÁÎ ÈÁÓ 
to cope with in the new environment that he is confronted with , much of which are just 
conjectures and far-ÆÅÔÃÈÅÄ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓȢ (Å ÉÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȬÒÅÃÒÕÉÔÍÅÎÔȭ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ 
human brain utilized the old structures for new functions due to adaptations. By implication he 
thus postulates that the structure of the brain was evolved first to be utilized later, again contra 
to the evolutionary theory. He presented new explanations for many of the human malice of 
split/multiple personalities, interpretation of dreams, remembering, cognitive processes and 
even neurological damages of the brain as due to shifting of minds; but in all of these, the issue 
of where the mind comes from and whither it is going, still remains unexplained. In the opening 
ÏÆ ÈÉÓ ÂÏÏËȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ %ÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ #ÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȱȟ Á ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÅÖÅÎÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÁÔȟ ÈÅ ÓÁÉÄȡ 
 
ȰThe mind is a squadron of simpletons. It is not unified. It is not rational, it is not well designed ɀ or 
designed at all. It just happened, an accumulation of innovations of the organisms that lived before 
us. The mind evolved, through countless animals and through countless worlds. Like the rest of 
ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÍÉÎÄ ÉÓ Á ÃÏÌÌÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÁÄÁÐÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎÓȢȱ 
 
In the absence of establishing a coherent and rational explanation he came to the conclusion 
that the human brain is irrational, disorganized and that nothing perceived is real and all that 
there is, are dreams or just figments of imagination. What then is the value of the mind except 
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that it is there for no more reason than the brain exists and it dies, so the mind dies with it. This 
purposeless existence is difficult for our mind to grasp.  
 
(Å ÅØÐÌÏÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÙÔÈȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÂÙ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÏÎÌÙ Á ÓÍÁÌÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÎÄȟ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ 
called into play by consciousness, most often on the sidelines. He concluded that we have many 
ÍÉÎÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÉÆÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÌÁÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ Ȭ×Åȭ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÍÏÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÍÏÍÅÎÔȟ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ 
ÓÁÍÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÁÔ ÁÌÌȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ ÉÎÔÏ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÅÎÔÉÔÙȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÂÉÚÁÒÒÅ 
to draw a conclusion that our consciousness does not serve us as individuals but sharing that 
with other brains by shifting selves from one to the other. This is what Ornstein implies by his 
conclusions. This line of reasoning only adds credence to the contrary, that the mind is a thing 
that cannot be explained by the biological or indeed physiological make-up. All these alternative 
ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÓ ÔÏ ÓÉÄÅÓÔÅÐ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÎ ȬÕÎÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭ 
concept of an individual spiritual entity that could be responsible for the workings of the mind 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ Á ÃÒÅÁÔÏÒ Ȭ'ÏÄȭȢ 
 
This conclusion appears to me to be a reflection of his own state of mind and not the mind itself, 
whereupon, unable to find logical answers to the many abstract facets of the mind question and 
refusing to accept the supernatural workings of the spirit within us, Ornstein has arrived at a 
irrational conclusion which bear the hallmark of his many contradictory arguments and 
conjectures he presented in his book. From the most complex of human phenomena and the 
intriguing aspects ÏÆ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÔÓÅÌÆȟ ÈÅ ÈÁÓ ÔÕÒÎÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÓÕÒÄ 
entity there is in our sphere of knowledge. In the process he has demeaned the importance of 
the mind and relegated it to the heap of nonsensical entities. Yet, from the human perspective, 
the mind is still the most important aspect of our existence, because this is what brings all things 
into existence, as we know it.  
 
By trying to establish the workings of the mind as a result of the brain structures caused by 
evolution, scientists like Ornstein (1991) and Hobson (1999) are trying to avoid the need for a 
ÃÒÅÁÔÏÒ ɉÄÒÁ×ÉÎÇ ÕÐÏÎ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 'ÁÐȭɊ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÙ ÓÅÍÂÌÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÔÏ 
account for the reason of our existence. In choosing this path of enquiry they have conveniently 
ignored the overwhelming many issues like consciousness, altruism, the love emotion, etc. found 
in humans that have to be answered, where in accepting the spiritual part of our existence 
becomes the only answer to all of these issues (to be discussed later in the text). 
 
Alfred Russell Wallace, a contemporary of Darwin who concurrently developed a similar theory 
ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÅÃÔ ɉÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭɊ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÅÖÏÌÖÅÄ 
because he found that there are no adaptive features in the environment for the gigantic jump 
between the brains of the Australopithecus and the Homo hibilus, right up to Homo sapiens. The 
changes seem to be almost without justification. Wallace contended that the human br ain 
was over-designed for its primitive uses and thus could not have been a product of 
natural selection . He said: 
  
ȰNatural selection could only have endowed savage man with a brain a few degrees superior to 
that of an ape, whereas he actually possesses one very little inferior to that of a philosopherȢȱ  
If the brain of savages was outfitted with higher capacities before they could be exploited, he 
argued, there must be a superior force with a future agenda, guiding development of the brain 
for a purpose. 
 
Another great mystery, which is contrary to the evolutionary theory, is that our next nearest 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒȭÓ ÂÒÁÉÎ ɉÔÈÅ ÁÐÅɊ ÉÓ ÓÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ ȬÐÒÉÍÉÔÉÖÅȭ ÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÂÒÁÉÎ, despite the 
fact that this species has been walking semi-upright for million s of years. One would expect a 
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gradation of brain size and function between two species that relate to one another. From the 
evolutionary perspective, there should be a gradation of species, living or archaeologically 
discovered, between the brain of apes and Homo habilis, whence there is a gradual increase in 
the size of the brain.  
 
Herein lays the missing link. Yet from the time of the Homo habilis the brain size continued to 
ÅÎÌÁÒÇÅ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙȢ )Î ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎȭÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÅȭÓ ÂÒÁÉÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÖÁst gap in the 
evolutionary chain. There is as yet no streak of scientific evidence to explain this gap. However, 
there is still the problem of explaining why there is a sudden exponential enlargement (in 
evolutionary term) of the brain from the apes right up to modern man within a period of only a 
few million years, whilst it took the apes thousand millions of years to lay claim to a brain of the 
size of only around 400 cubic centimeters. There is a very vast missing link where no existing 
scientific evidence has been uncovered to explain this gap. 
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CHAPTER 6 
- 

GOD AND EVOLUTION 
 

If, according to Ornstein (1991) the mind resides in the brain where both are equated, and the 
brain is a result of biological evolution due to adaptation and natural selection, how can we 
account for the altruistic aspirations of humankind and the process of humanization of the 
human species (Homo sapiens spiritulus)? According to evolutionists, features came into being 
because of survival values ɀ things that are more superior in adaptation are those that are likely 
to survive and evolve. This may be so for our other biological features, but some evolutionist 
ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ÅÖÅÎ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÒÁÉÎȭ ɉÍÏÎÉÓÍɊ ÏÆ (ÏÍÏ ÓÁÐÉÅÎÓ spiritulus was 
evolved because it has a survival value (this has to be so, since the mind and the brain are being 
equated).  
 
However, even taking up this position it is very difficult to explain how the complexities of the 
human brain were evolved in response to its environmental forces where human consciousness 
came into being. Without human consciousness the Ȭmindȭ remains just the brain and then as a 
mere biological entity it would be subjected to the law of Ȭsurvival of the fittestȭ (in the biological 
sense). There is a fallacy in equating the Ȭmindȭ with the brain. If the non-biological aspects of 
Man is also a result of evolution due to natural ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÒÁÃÅ ÉÓ ÄÏÏÍÅÄ ÆÏÒ ȬÈÅÌÌ 
ÔÏ ÂÒÅÁË ÌÏÏÓÅȭȟ ÆÏÓÔÅÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÌÆ ÓÕÒÖÉÖÁÌ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÉÎÓÔÉÎÃt at the expense of others in a 
competitive environment, and the good in people (in an ethical and moral sense) cannot 
ÓÕÒÖÉÖÅȠ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÁÄȭ (again in the ethical and moral sense) which has survival value 
ɉȬgoodȭ in the biological sense) will continue to be selective and eventually human societies and 
cultures are doomed for degeneration and final extinction, because there will no longer be 
ÖÉÒÔÕÅÓ ÉÎ -ÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÌÌ ÅÖÅÎÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÄÉÅÓȢ )Æ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÓ ȬÂÒÁÉÎȭȟ ×ÈÏ 
needs to be Ȭcivilizedȭ and to have morality in the survival of the fittest? We should be no better 
than the other members of the animal kingdom.  
 
Perhaps this could be true in the case of the Homo sapiens neanderthalensis (the 
Neanderthalensis), the precursor of Cro-Magnon, who became extinct because of self-centered 
interests and wars due to survival forces in the course of evolution, perhaps without altruism 
restraining the destructive instinct found in animals. Even if this species did not ceased to exist, 
it would at best be maintained within the confine of a limited number, just as other animals are 
ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔ ÕÎÄÅÒ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ ÌÁ× ÏÆ ȬÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎȭ 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÕÒÖÉÖÁÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÔÔÅÓÔȭȢ  
 
Homo sapiens spiritulus has not only survived but has multiplied against the natural 
environment by learning to control it to the long-term detriment of the species. Morality in 
humans is counter to the evolutionary concept in the biological sense. The facts remain, that we 
have seen the humanization of the human species (Homo sapiens spiritulus) throughout many 
decades of socialization and cultur ization. This trend certainly does not fit into the line of 
deduction if we were to equate the mind with the brain as just a biological entity. The only way 
to explain this is to accept that the mind represents a spiritual part of our being, quite apart 
from our biological brain and it is precisely our biological and psychological natures that are in 
constant battle with our spiritual nature.  
 
Perhaps the survival feature in evolution is true with our other biological make-up, but the 
destructive nature of man is put in check by the spiritual part of our existence that arrests the 
downward spiral of the so-called human biological tendencies, a part of us that is referred to by 
ÔÈÅ ÔÈÅÏÌÏÇÉÁÎÓ ÁÓ ÏÕÒ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÔÈÉÓ ÕÐ-lifting force throughout 
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human history that has survived and has been enhanced by exceptional individuals of great 
Ȭhuman virtuesȭȟ ÃÁÎ ÏÎÌÙ ÐÒÏÖÅ that there is that spiritual part of our being that is battling with 
the biological forces and is not biologically determined. The fact that we have the intelligence to 
overcome the forces of nature and the environment indicates that the human species (Homo 
sapiens spiritulus) does not obey Darwinȭs law of natural selection because the human species is 
the only animal group that helps shape the environment and controls it to its own detriment of 
its long-term survival.  
 
Indeed our biological features incluÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ɉÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÁÄÏÐÔ Á 
dualistic approach) may be subjected to the evolutionary forces at work, but through the mind 
×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÃÅÎÄÅÄ ÂÅÙÏÎÄ ×ÈÁÔ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ ȬÌÁ× ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎȭ ÂÉÎÄÓ ÕÓȢ Perhaps these 
are the other pointers, using the same logic presented by the evolutionists, to prove that there is 
in existence an ultra spiritual part of our being which must be recognized. It is easily recognized 
that the biological features are subjected to changes through time, but the spiritual part of our 
being which is reflected in civilization and expressed through the arts has been constant 
throughout the ages and remain invariable through the passage of time. 
 
In fact, under Darwinȭs law of natural selection this is precisely how the other animal species as 
a community evolved and are maintained by the evolutionary forces. Thus some of the animal 
species come and go, selecting those traits that helped them to survive and prosper (in the 
biological sense), maintain the numbers in balance, or else became extinct when the 
evolutionary forces worked against them. Under Darwinȭs law of natural selection it is the 
environment or ecosystem that controls the process of evolution; yet the human species, 
because of the highly developed intelligence has succeeded in working against nature and the 
environment to the extent that the ecosystem has been radically ÕÐÓÅÔ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ 
ÔÈÉÎÇÓȭ, signifying that the human species, with the other aspects of its nature (psychological and 
spiri tual), does not obey Darwinȭs law of natural selection and that we are more than just 
animalistic in nature.  
 
It is the persistent niche environment that offers the direction in which organisms evolved 
through selection and adaptation and not the organism controlling the environment in its 
evolution; therefore the human species Homo sapiens spiritulus cannot be part of Darwinȭs law 
of natural selection. All of Richard Dawkinsȭ ɉςππφɊ arguments in all his books as a biologist fall 
shorts of this fundamental fact underlying Darwinȭs concept of natural selection, whereupon 
confusions were created to suit his position as an atheist. )Î ÈÉÓ ÂÏÏË Ȭ4ÈÅ 'ÏÄ $ÅÌÕÓÉÏÎȭ ÈÅ ÐÕÔ 
forward his case as a strong atheist, but by the most fundamental premise of Darwinism, that 
the environment is responsible for the process of evolution it has become a case of him being 
deluded!  
 
At least, while maintaining the position that the human species is still part of the animal 
kingdom, Desmond Morris in his book ȰThe Naked Apeȱ said that our survival mechanisms have 
put us in check with the destruction of the species by the limiting factors of our biological 
makeup, like the appendages and hand tools that we are biologically equipped with in the 
expression of our aggressive drive, but he also realized and conceded that with our highly 
developed intelligence these extended appendages in the forms of weapons of mass destruction 
will endanger the human species to the point of annihi lation. These extensions of the biological 
means of destruction, including other inventions of chemical pesticides/warfare and 
technological means of exploiting the environment in the Ȭsurvival of the fittestȭ ÁÎÄ 
psychological warfare, which are outside the realm dictated by the natural law of selection.  
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It is intelligence that helps Homo sapiens spiritulus controls nature and the environment and it 
is intelligence that makes us realize that we have destroyed the environment and thereby upset 
the process of natural selection. Because of our intelligence, we have come to realize that our 
Ȭfallen natureȭ has put the human species in a precarious position that may result in the 
destruction of the environment leading to the end-time. This is another fundamental fact which 
indicates that the human species goes against Darwinȭs law of natural selection and therefore by 
its intelligence, which has both the biological and spiritual sources (to be expounded later), it 
goes beyond the scope of adaptation and selection. 
  
Another spiritual feature of the human species is altruism. The fact remains that there is a 
constant battle between the evolutionary forces as part of our biological makeup and our 
ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÓ ÁÔ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ȬÉÎÊÕÓÔÉÃÅÓȭȟ ÁÌÂÅÉÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÍÉÓÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÍÏÓÔ 
often, signifies clearly that there is that part of us that is non-biological and therefore outside the 
evolutionary forces determined by the biological laws. This altruistic tendency of humans and 
societies needs to be explained whether it is in the gene or by our intelligence just a 
demonstration out of pragmatism to survive. If altruism is just genetically determined and that 
our expression is out of pragmatism through our intelligence as a survival value, then in a long 
process of selection, true altruism (that is, not biologically or socially determined), especially 
that aspects of which are beyond having survival values, will become extinguished in time. Yet, 
true altruism is seen to be advancing and manifested from generation to generation, with it 
being passed on to progenies thaÔ ÁÒÅ ËÎÏ×Î ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÆÒÏÍ ȬÂÁÄȭ ÇÅÎÅÓ (in the ethical and 
moral sense).  
 
Genetically speaking, if our altruistic tendencies are genetically determined, then criminals will 
beget criminals until we arrive at super criminals through the process of natural selection and 
super criminals who have perfected the art of deception will populate societies. If there is no 
true altruism except that which is manifested through our intelligence for the purpose of 
survival, then this survival trait would be transmitted from generation to generation and 
somewhere along the chain of evolution it will lead to the degeneration of human societies and 
cultures.  
 
If our mind is just the brain then religions cannot survive because they preach morality and the 
altruistic aspects of humankind that is countered to the survival forces of evolution. The fact 
remains that there is a constant battle between the forces of evolution and religious piety, with 
religion being embraced by many followers from generation to generation and outstanding 
individuals who had died for their religious beliefs, signifies that the mind has altruistic 
properties which are more than caused by just biological determinism. By its own principles, 
evolutionary theory cannot explain the manifestation of true altruism in humans. 
 
3ÉÎÃÅ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ Ȭ/ÒÉÇÉÎ ÏÆ 3ÐÅÃÉÅÓȭ ÂÏÏË ×ÁÓ ×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ɉρψυωɊȟ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÐÉÃ ÏÆ 3ÏÃÉÁÌ $ÁÒ×ÉÎÉÓÍ ÈÁÓ 
hotly been debated, an attempt at trying to relate evolution to socialization and politicization of 
the human species and societies. It is argued that what evolutionary principles hold as a matter 
of fact among organisms they should hold as a matter of obligation among humans if we were to 
accept that we are only  part of the animal kingdom and nothing else. In a society, each 
individual stru ggles for survival, and left to it the society (or community) would evolve in a 
stable condition where all imbalances by the process of adaptation would adjust themselves for 
the survival of the community as a whole. It is therefore advocated that a laissez faire system of 
government is best suited for a society to evolve, if we are just biological entities. The state 
should stay out of the way of people pursuing their own self-interests and should not at all 
attempt to regulate practices or redress imbalances or unfairness.  
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Indeed, Sigmund Freud (1856-ρωσωɊ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÓ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÏÕÒ ȬÓÕÐÅÒÅÇÏȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ 
ÅÍÅÒÇÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÒ ȬÍÏÒÁÌȭ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÖÅ 
survival values, yet this mechanistic view of morality, is far from the concept of true altruism. 
This is how the evolutionary process ought to be if we assume that we humans are just 
biological animals living in communities, governed by our biological brains and nothing else.  
 
The fact that there are efforts to come up with different political systems ɀ Feudalism, Socialism, 
Communism and Democracy, representing the opposing forces with evolutionary forces at play 
ɀ signify the constant battles that are waged between the evolutionary forces and the altruistic 
part of our nature, perhaps representing the spiritual aspirations of mankind. We are still part of 
the biological nature and subjected to these forces, but there is obviously a constant battle that 
exists with our spiritual nature. A closer examination of human conflict would reveal that all 
wars were fought and continue to be fought upon the ideologies of Darwinism and Altruism; 
with altruistic values often being misplaced, often times used as justifications for our 
Darwinistic tendency.  
 
The ideas of Darwinism that were embedded had led us to the First and Second World Wars, 
where warlike sentiment as struggle between nations for survival was justified as natural in the 
name of Darwinism. They provide rationale for the militarism which led to the First and Second 
World Wars, as well as a theoretical justification for the philosophies which followed in its 
wake: communism, National Socialism, democracies, etc. - these being ideologies that attempted 
to redress social injustices. Hitler (1939) commented in his Mein Kamp ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ(Å ×ÈÏ ×ÁÎÔÓ ÔÏ 
live must fight, and he who does not want to fight in this world where eternal struggle is the law 
ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÈÁÓ ÎÏ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÅØÉÓÔȱȢ )Æ ÎÏÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÔÒÕÉÓÔÉÃ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÍÁÎËÉÎÄȟ ÈÕÍÁÎÉÔÙ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ 
wiped out through these wars that were fought throughout human history.  
 
This battle of ideologies will continue and apart from the wider conflict, it will also continue at a 
personal level, where our spiritual being will constantly do battle with our biological and 
psychosocial forces ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÌÉÆÅ-time, as long as we live on this earth 
subjected to the various forces found in our constitution (more about this in later text). This in 
itself proves that we, as human beings are not only determined by biological and psychosocial 
forces alone, but also something of a higher order. This is precisely what makes us different 
from the animals.  
 
/ÕÒ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ !ÄÁÍ ÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÐÌÅ ɉÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÓÙÍÂÏÌÉÃɊȟ ÂÕÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 
God has used the Homo sapiens species, a by-product of evolution, as one part of His creation of 
the humankind, that by its biological and psychosocial natures will always be in conflict with the 
ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ createdȢ 4ÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÁÒÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÉÓ 
perhaps the spiritual aspect of our mind, with the altruistic tendencies imaging the other source 
of our creation, which is an indication of the existence of another dimension of our existence, 
ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÏÕÌȭȢ 
 

The Debate between the Creationists  and the Evolutionists  
 
4ÈÅ ÄÅÂÁÔÅ ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÃÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÏÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÅÒ-acting all the 
evidences that are compiled by the paleontologists, archaeologists, even anatomists and 
biologists in general put forward by the creationist scientists , or the total rejection of these 
evidences by the creation fundamentalists . In the main, the debate is between those who 
believe in evolution (fundamental evolutionists who are usually agnostics or atheists) and those 
who adhere strictly to the Bible about the creation of Man (creation fundamentalists), but it is 
the creationist scientists that put up the case to argue against the evolutionists based on 
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scientific grounds. Both the creationist scientists and creation fundamentalists argue on the 
ÂÁÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎÙ ȬÍÉÓÓÉÎÇ ÌÉÎËÓȭȟ ÂÏÔÈ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÄÈÅÒÅ 
strongly to the literal interpretation of the Bible story in Genesis. Their stand seems to hinge 
solely on the Bible as the dogmatic belief that God is the author and upon the narrations in 
Genesis as the only proof in the existence of God. 
 
The evolutionists, on the other hand, argue their positions based upon biological evidences to-
date that suggest the line of evolution on selective features of animals that are associated with 
the niche environment that enable them to survive. Further direct evidences have yet to be 
discovered, but in the meantime the evolutionists, based on existing evidences, believe that the 
human species came about by chance in the process of selection, ignoring the fact that there are 
other features of the Homo Sapiens spiritulus species that are not biological in nature (as 
ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÁÌÔÒÕÉÓÍȟ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÁÎÄ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎɊȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÁÌÌ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÍÓ ÅÖÏÌÖed by 
chance through a long process of selection by adaptation the creation story in the Old Testament 
is therefore untenable and there is no need for the concept of a God as was told in Genesis. 
 
The evolutionists and the creationists each maintain their ÁÄÈÅÒÅÎÔ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ȬÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ 
ÏÔÈÅÒȭȟ ÂÕÔ ×ÈÅÎ ÁÄÏÐÔÉÎÇ Á ÎÅ× ÖÁÎÔÁÇÅ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÉÔ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÅÁÓÉÌÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÒÅÃÏÎÃÉÌÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ 
positions. The key point in settling and reconciling this debate is not to find more empirical 
evidences to support the ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓ ÃÁÎ ÔÈÅÎ 
claim to support their position, but both are prepared to adopt a new vantage position in 
understanding human nature as consisting of the biological, psychological and spiritual 
dimensions. To the creationists, by adopting this vantage position they must be prepared to 
establish the existence of God by establishing other pointers through other means and not to 
establish the existence of God only what is told literally in Genesis. The evolutionists by 
adopting this vantage position must also be prepared to accept the existence of the spiritual part 
of human nature and God through other pointers based upon deductive logic as used in the 
formulation of the science of evolution that is within a consistent logical framework. 
 
4ÈÅ #ÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔ 3ÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓȭ 0ÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ 6ÉÅ× 
 
The scientific debate centres on the arguments between the creationist scientists and the 
evolutionists. To argue against the evolutionists the creationist scientists , who are different 
from the creationist fundamentalists, used the second law of thermodynamics and other yet to 
be discovered evidences to reject the evolutionary theory. According to the second law of 
thermodynamics, all things go from a state of order to disorder; yet the complexity of life is in 
existence and this signifies an act of sustenance, an act of intervention by something or someone 
outside the system to counteract the second law of thermodynamics, to sustain life into 
existence. Underlying the evolutionary theory, organisms evolved from simple to complex (from 
disorder to being highly organized) and this goes against the universal law of thermodynamics. 
4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÇÉÖÅÓ ÇÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÊÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
creationists use this to support the Biblical record of creation.  
 
The laws of thermodynamics are supposed to be universal. All things left to themselves will 
degenerate from a complex organised state to a simpler state of disorder. Based upon the 
physical laws of thermodynamics animals including humans will degenerate if left to themselves 
without external sustenance such as inputs in the form of energy from the sun at a physical 
level; and at the spiritual (humanistic) level our altruism, the non-biological aspect of our 
nature. By the above argument as a force counter to degeneration it  must be from outside the 
system and with altruism which is spiritual in nature it must be from God, the Creator, as the 
sustainers in both cases. 
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The evolutionists accept ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓȭ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÏÉÎÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÇÁÖÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ 
explanation to the issue of the sustaining force. On the physical side, the evolutionists counter 
argued that this happens on earth because the Earth is an open system. Biological degeneration 
and death is a scientific manifestation of this second law of thermodynamics and our living is 
being maintained by the workings of the sustaining force of the sun. Under the second law of 
thermodynamics death is certain, but can be extended by exte rnal inputs and sustenance . 
Without these external inputs to withhold the degeneration process, death will occur naturally 
sooner than later. The second law of thermodynamics applies only in a closed system. With an 
open system where there are inputs and sustenance, the second law of thermodynamics is seen 
ÔÏ ÂÅ Ȭnot  ÁÔ ×ÏÒËȭȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÎ ÆÁÃÔ ÉÓ ËÅÐÔ ÉÎ-check by the external inputs.  
 
In order for low entropy complex organization systems to be produced and maintained 
(countering the second law of thermodynamics), at least four conditions must be satisfied: 
 

1. The system must be an open system; 
2. An adequate outside supply of energy must be available; 
3. An energy conversion system must exist to convert the raw, uncontrolled energy coming 

in from the outside to a controlled form that can be utilized in a constructive way by the 
system undergoing the change; 

4. There must be a control system capable of regulating the activities of the system 
undergoing change, such that the changes are progressive and integrative rather than 
meaningless and destructive.  

 
Base on these criteria the evolutionists maintain that the earth is therefore an open system 
because it gets its energy from the sun and therefore the second law of thermodynamics does 
not apply directly with the so-called complexities of existence on the planet Earth. Under this 
system the sun provides the direction in which life evolves governed by the law of natural 
selection due to adaptation and utilization .  
 
The evolutionists present these conditions as logical reasons to counter the creationist 
ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓȭ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄ ÌÁ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅÒÍÏÄÙÎÁÍÉÃÓȢ 4ÈÅ 
argument that the complexities of life on earth are due to the open system, whereby the sun 
provides the source of inputs for complexities to evolve, suggests that the sun is counter-acting 
the force inherent in the second law of thermodynamics and this can be scientifically sustained. 
4ÈÅ ÓÕÎ ÉÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÅÒȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ physical scheme of things and in this sense we can 
understand why ÓÏÍÅ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÎ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÉÎ Á ȬÓÕÎ ÇÏÄȭȟ ÐÅÒÈÁÐÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÃÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
second law of thermodynamics.  
 
However, we must similarly apply this logic to the physical universe as a whole, and since the 
universe is generally accepted as a closed system and yet its complexities remain; therefore 
something or someone must be counter-acting the second law of thermodynamics for the 
universe to evolve in a complex way. The universe therefore cannot be a closed system; 
otherwise it would have attained a state of thermodynamic equilibrium long time ago which is a 
state of ultimate disorder. There must be a sustainer to maintain the state of optimum entropy. 
Sustenance is the very essence of Creation. The act of creation works against the second law of 
thermodynamics and it is sustenance that brings our being into existence (from simple atoms to 
complex composition of life on earth). It must therefore be an open system based on the same 
evolutionistsȭ argument about the complexities of life on earth, only that we do not know where 
the source of inputs, analogous to the sun, comes from.  
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The source of that inputs, to a religious person, must be from a Creator or Ȭ'ÏÄȭȠ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ 
ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÆÒÏÍ Á ȬÍÏÔÈÅÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭȟ both of which can never be verified f rom our 
dimension of existence.  Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ÏÒ ȬÍÏÔÈÅÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÓ ÆÁÒ ÁÓ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
universe in its complexities ÉÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄȢ 9ÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÏÒ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ÏÒ Ȭ-ÏÔÈÅÒ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭȢ 
The concept in its essence is the same. The only difference is that, the former brings about an 
emotional element of belief, while the latter is just a detached understanding of a material 
makeup of the universe. Which do your choose?  To deny the emotional experiential dimension 
of our being is to deny the reality that confronts us, which is part of our collective consciousness. 
 
But there is still the unsolved dilemma as regard to how the counter-force in creating low 
entropy comes about in the first place. The creationist scientists would then counter argue with 
the evolutionists by this unsolved dilemma. By the same logic the evolutionists failed to explain 
altruism as a counter force to the degeneration of the human species. The logic underlying the 
universal laws of thermodynamics must also apply to the observed phenomenon of altruism, the 
universal emotional elements of empathy and great conscious sacrifices made to others, 
motivated by the emotion of love that is found universal among the Homo sapiens spiritulus 
species.  
 
Like the sun that provides the sustenance to the physical degenerative life on Earth there must 
likewise be a spiritual  source that sustains the degeneration process of the inevitable 
destruction of civilization as we know it, as caused by our biological life on Earth governed by 
the Darwinȭs law of the Ȭsurvival of the fittestȭ. This spiritual source of sustenance is found in our 
ÌÏÖÅ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÎÁÔÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÏÖÅÒ ÄÅÍÁÎÄ ÏÆ ȬÔÏ 
ÂÅ ÌÏÖÅÄȭ ÔÈÁÎ ȬÔÏ ÌÏÖÅȭȢ )Æ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÓÕÐÐÌÙ ÏÆ ÌÏÖÅȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÂÙ ÏÕr biological and psychological 
ÎÁÔÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ȬÓÕÒÖÉÖÁÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÔÔÅÓÔȭȟ ÈÕÍÁÎÉÔÙ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ 
towards the point of extinction. 
 
4ÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓȟ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÈÁÎÄȟ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ or the Creator to explain 
the counter-force of the second law of thermodynamics, whilst the evolutionists use the concept 
ÏÆ ÁÎ ȬÏÐÅÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭ ÔÏ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎ ×ÈÙ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄ ÌÁ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅÒÍÏÄÙÎÁÍÉÃÓ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÔ ×ÏÒË ÏÎ %ÁÒÔÈȟ 
but in fact both subscribe to the concept of a sustaining force . Perhaps this is the common 
ground for both to be used as ground of reconciliation to come up with a more logical 
explanation that is consistent within a logical framework. In fact, this argument should be used 
to support that a sustainer is operating; however it is conceived to be and is actively 
participating in the creation process. With this common ground of conciliation, it is still possible 
to believe that there is a Creator or God who is the sustainer, or for the scientists who do not 
believe in God to adhere to a view that a sustaining force is in operation and that ÔÈÅ ȬÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅȭ 
answer may be revealed in time.  
 
The inputs to an open system, as life on earth is maintained (both through a limiting physical 
and spiritual sense), maybe the process by which the Creator acts against the second laws of 
thermodynamics and law of natural selection to bring life into existence for a purpose. The 
mechanisms that maintain the complex structure (the process of physical laws and the law of 
natural selection) could be the software that have been installed by the Creator (the ȬSustainer 
Forceȭ) as per the computer model that will be presented following this. Accepting this inference 
embraces both set of facts and it appears to be more logical than the sudden leap of faith in 
either one or the other position. 
 
The creationist scientists also bring in other evidences from scientific discoveries to-date to 
ÄÉÓÐÕÔÅ $ÁÒ×ÉÎȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎȢ &ÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÇÅÎÅÔÉÃÓ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ 
missing link as to how the genes mutate between species in a larger ecosystem when evidences 
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to-date have shown that variations in features are only confined to within each species and no 
evidence has yet discovered to extend that beyond other species. Although there are greater 
discoveries in the field of biology since the time of Charles Darwin, these discoveries are still 
ȬÐÒÏÖÉÎÃÉÁÌȭ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÓ ×ÈÅÎ $ÁÒ×ÉÎÉÓÍ ×ÁÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÆÏÒÍÕÌÁÔÅÄȟ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÓ ÉÎ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÏÆ 
)ÓÁÁÃ .Å×ÔÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÁÇÅȢ 5ÎÔÉÌ Á ȬÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȭ ÂÅing discovered to explain the 
ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÔÈÅ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 'ÁÐȭ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÔÅÎÁÂÌÅȢ %ÖÅÎ ÎÏÔ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
law of natural selection due to lack of full empirical evidences at this point in time, the 
creationists should not use this argument alone to support the biblical accounts of creation of 
the human race, a position that is entirely lacking in empirical evidence except what is stated in 
the Bible. 
 
4ÈÅ #ÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔ &ÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÉÓÔÓȭ 0ÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ 6ÉÅ× 
 
Many religious theologians, who are the creationist  fundamentalists , take up the other 
extreme position. The theologians would take an adherent position that God in fact created 
Homo sapiens spiritulus as we are, because the Bible says so, as there is always the missing link. 
To accept the discoveries of science, up to this point where there is no final conclusive evidence 
ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÅÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÔÈÅÏÌÏÇÉÁÎÓȭ ÂÅÌÉÅf would regard this as tantamount 
to heresy.  
 
Instead of taking a position to re-interpret Genesis in the creation of Man, or just to take the 
Genesis story as just symbolic in the light of scientific evidences, the monotheistic religions have 
chosen to accept the literal interpretation of the Genesis story; to believe otherwise is to deny 
our unique position in our ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 
'ÏÄȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÉÓÍ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ ÂÅÌÉÅÆ ÂÙ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÉÎÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ 
the overall consistent logical framework to include other fields of knowledge that have been 
established. 
 
This position was brought about by the adherent belief that the Old Testament, starting with 
Genesis, is the actual words of God transmitted by some divine intervention through some 
writers and is the only truth where all other phenomena of mankind must be interpreted, or 
ÍÁÄÅ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄȟ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÒÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ "ÉÂÌÅȢ )Æ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÉÓ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎȭ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 
ÁÃÔÓ ÏÆ !ÄÁÍ ÁÎÄ %ÖÅȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÈÏ× ÉÓ ÉÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÒÉÔÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ /ÌÄ 4ÅÓÔÁÍÅÎÔȟ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÓÏ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎȭ 
can come to know and record in the language at that point in time the inerrant truth of the 
record of the history of creation, that would endure the passage of time? There is a contradiction 
in logic here. Even the creator has to follow the rules of linguistic expression that is limited by 
ÔÈÅ ÃÉÒÃÕÍÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÕÓÅÄȟ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÕÌÅ ÏÆ Á ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭ ÏÆ -ÁÎȢ 4ÈÅ 
discoveries of scientific knowledge especially that relates to the biological sciences have shown 
that this belief of the instantaneous creation of the human species has not passed the test of 
time, and therefore cannot be embraced as the fundamental truth.  
 
Many Christians believe that the Bible, in particular the Genesis story must be believed in its 
literal sense because God is the author. If this is to be case there are many contradictions within 
the Bible itself and in particular the Genesis story that are irreconcilable. For example, in 
Genesis it is mentioned that Adam and Eve begotten three sons ɀ Cain, Abel and later Seth. 
There was no mention of Adam and Eve begetting daughters ɀ then how could the human race 
propagates itself without females? Even given the opportunity of a doubt that the writer omitted 
the mention of Adam and Eve begetting daughters, based upon todayȭs scientific knowledge this 
is a case of inbreeding in the propagation of the human race. If this is so, based on todayȭs 
knowledge of genetics, the descendents would be doomed for degeneration and extinction.  
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If the Bible is the word of God how can God allows such a vital point to be left out in the literal 
narration of Adamȭs and Eveȭs line of descent. In spite of this logical deduction, many Christians 
still maintain that the literal descriptions of events in Genesis are true and that the scientific 
facts are wrong because God can always make exceptions to physical occurrences. Indeed, there 
are still very strong efforts to re-interpret scientific knowledge to conform to events recorded in 
the Old Testament of the Bible. This strong adherent position can be understood because of the 
immense indoctrination process that the whole of humanity has undergone through many 
generations of the Hebrew history and its evolved culture. 
 
The Old Testament, being written by Man, is therefore subject to error of interpretation and is 
only a record of the history of the Jewish tradition. Even believing there is divine intervention, 
the words used and the understanding of these as committed in writing, using a language at that 
point in time, whose meanings can only served those communities of that era, can be subject to 
misinterpretation in our times. Taking this position, there is thus room for re-interpretation of 
the meanings as written in Genesis, or indeed the whole of the Old Testament. Who says that we 
have to believe all the literal records of events in the Old Testament? How are we to believe the 
.ÏÁÈȭÓ !ÒË ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÔÉÍÅȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÐÒÏÖÅÓ ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅȩ $Ï ×Å ÈÁÖÅ 
ÔÏ ÂÅÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ .ÏÁÈȭÓ !ÒËȩ )Æ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ ÔÏ ÁÃcept the 
ÌÅÓÓÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÔÁÕÇÈÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ /ÌÄ 4ÅÓÔÁÍÅÎÔ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÁÄÏÐÔ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ȬÖÁÎÔÁÇÅ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȭ 
ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÃÉÌÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ɉÓÅÅ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔɊȢ 
 
From the above discoveries in the sciences about the physical laws that make up the universe 
and the scientific evidences of evolution and adaptation many scientists have now postulate that 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÁÎ ȬÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÔ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÒȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÉÎÁÌÌÙ arrived at 
Homo sapiens spiritulus, with consciousness being the reason for the creation of the universe 
and life on Earth. Many ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓ ÒÅÁÃÔÅÄ ÓÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȬÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÔ ÄÅÓÉÇÎȭ 
because this seems to infer that evolution did not come about by chance, a fundamental tenet 
underlying the evolutionary theory. It also implies that a creator exists who is responsible for 
ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ 
story in the Bible. Such a position is taken up by evolutionists such as Richard Dawkins (2006). 
Both schools still want to adhere ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÓ ȬÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȭȟ 
×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÁÎ ȬÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÔ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÒȭ ÃÁÎ ÉÎ ÆÁÃÔ ÂÅ Á ×ÁÙ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÂÏÔÈ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 
accommodated and be embraced. It gives us a more holistic view where the differences can be 
reconciled. It needs not  ÂÅ Á ȬÏÎÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȭ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÏÎÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÍÂÒÁÃÅÓ ÂÏÔÈ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ 
truths about existence.  
 

Grounds for comprise and reconciliation  
 
From a holistic viewpoint, ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ȬÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÖÅȭ by using the forces of nature governed 
by the law of natural selection due to adaptation and utilization ɀ the evolutionists will then 
ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÁÂÁÎÄÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭ in the evolutionary process. The forces of chance may 
appear to operate because we are not aware of all the factors that are at work, but in the face of 
evidences from a holistic perspective the results are well-planned and directive (intelligently 
designed from an original source).  
 
There is still the possibility of a creator who is directing the course of evolution that does not 
necessarily violate the laws governing the process of evolution. On the other hand, to accept that 
ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ȬÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÖÅȭ ÂÙ ÁÎ ȬÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÔ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÒȭ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔ ÓÃÉÅntists and 
fundamentalists should accept the directive forces of evolution and abandon the idea that Adam 
and Eve were the first Homo sapiens, where all of mankind is descended. This does not violate 
the concept of a Creator that created the human species and that we are evolved from the apes. 
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Adam and Eve could only be symbolic representation of the first instantaneous primary source 
of Homo sapiens spiritulus where, according to Genesis, God breathed the Ȭbreadth of lifeȭ into an 
evolved organic hominid species.  
 
Accepting this as a holistic platform of what we have discovered in the sciences fits into a more 
consistent logical framework than either one or the other of the ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ 
viewpoints. Adopting this platform both positions can be compromised and able to gain 
credence in terms of embodying a more consistent logical framework and revealing a more 
fundamental truth about the evolution (and therefore creation) of Man. 
 
In fact, tÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÆÁÌÌÁÃÙ ÉÎ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓ ɀ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÁÎ ȬÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÏÎÅ 
ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȟ ÓÏ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÌÙ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅÏÌÏÇÉÁÎÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÓÔÅÒÎ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ÁÌÉËÅȢ 4ÈÅ 
ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÉÓÔÓȭ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÂÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÉÔ ÓÅÔÓ ÏÕÔ ÔÏ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅȟ ÔÏ 
disprove the scientific evidences underlying the evolutionary theory and therefore by so doing 
supports creationism. The creationists should adopt a different approach to establish the 
existence of God as the Creator of humankind and not to hold dear to the story in Genesis to 
establish this claim. This represents a sudden leap of faith where it becomes a contest for 
accepting evolution or  creation. We have to accept the scientific facts pointing to evolution and 
at the same time accept the laws of thermodynamics. After all, both are facts that we have to 
acknowledge. A more logical deduction should be one that embraces both. 
 
)Î ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÁÌ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓȟ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÉÓÔȭÓ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÅÄ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÏÒ ÎÏÔ ÉÎ 
itself has no ground to reject the existence of a Creator because evolution is seen to be directive 
ɉÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÙ ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭɊ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ Á ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÅÒ ɉÁ 'ÏÄ ÏÒ Ȭ-ÏÔÈÅÒ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȭɊ ÉÓ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÉÎ 
the creation of the universe. There are other aspects of human nature that are unexplained in 
the evolutionary theory, such as altruism and other spiritual aspects of human nature. The 
Creationist, on the other hand, should not rely on the evolutionary theory of Darwin, and rely 
solely on the Bible to establish the existence of a Creator and be prepared to accept the 
possibility of evolution. 
 
The evolution of life is still part of creation and the interpretation of the Bible in Genesis has to 
be re-ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȢ )Ô ÎÅÅÄÓ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ȬÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȭ ÆÏÒ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ 
creationists and evolutionists to accept the existence of a Creator. Homo sapiens could still be 
evolved through a process lasting many millions of years and it could be part of the CÒÅÁÔÏÒȭÓ 
plan in the process of creation. Creation is a continuous process, evolving in a purposeful 
direction, involving participatory actions to sustain the degenerative process towards an 
objective that is only known to the creator. This process is still part of creation and just because 
life can be explained in evolutionary terms does not in itself prove there is no act of creation. 
What is a few million million years to someone who is infinite and live in eternality? Now, we 
look into the text of Genesis to find out whether this corresponds to the sequence of events in 
what we now know about the cosmos and the process in the evolution of life, adopting a holistic 
perspective. 
 

Genesis and Evolution  
 
The biblical narration that creation happens in 6 days could mean that creation goes through 6 
ÓÔÁÇÅÓȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭχth ÄÁÙȭ ÔÏ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÚÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ keeping the Sabbath as a day of rest, a 
day of reflection on Creation and the Creator. The duration of each stage needs not be the same 
and what is important is to look at the sequence of development that may or may not coincide 
with what we now know about the formation of the earth and the evolutionary stages of life. The 
fact that there is an evolutionary process that can account for our biological body and the brain 
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does not preclude the possibility of creation. Who put the evolutionary process on earth in the 
first place and directs the forces of adaptation in natural selection? In fact, if you read Genesis 
carefully the 6 days of creation mimic that of the important chronological order of the Earth 
formation in our solar system and the evolution of life, culminating in the first appearance of 
Homo sapiens spiritulus, symbolically represented by Adam and Eve. 
 
Genesis 1 (1:1-31):  
 
Ȱ)Î ÔÈÅ ÂÅÇÉÎÎÉÎÇȟ ×ÈÅÎ 'ÏÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÁÖÅÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ×ÁÓ Á ÆÏÒÍÌÅÓÓ 
wasteland, and darkness covered the abyss, while a mighty wind swept over the waters. The God 
ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÂÅ ÌÉÇÈÔȟȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÌÉÇÈÔȢ 'ÏÄ ÓÁ× ÈÏ× ÇÏÏÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÇÈÔ ×ÁÓȢ 'ÏÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅÄ 
ÔÈÅ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÒËÎÅÓÓȢ 'ÏÄ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÇÈÔ ȬÄÁÙȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÒËÎÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÎÉÇÈÔȭȢ 4ÈÕÓ 
evening came, and morning followed ɀ the first day . 
 
4ÈÅÎ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÂÅ Á ÄÏÍÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒÓȟ ÔÏ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ÏÎÅ ÂÏÄÙ ÏÆ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÆÒÏÍ 
ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȢȭ !ÎÄ ÓÏ ÉÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȡ 'ÏÄ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÅ 
from the wÁÔÅÒ ÂÅÌÏ× ÉÔȢ 'ÏÄ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÅ ȬÔÈÅ ÓËÙȭȢ %ÖÅÎÉÎÇ ÃÁÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÎÉÎÇ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÄ ɀ the 
second day. 
 
4ÈÅÎ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÓËÙ ÂÅ ÇÁÔÈÅÒÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÂÁÓÉÎȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÄÒÙ ÌÁÎÄ 
ÍÁÙ ÁÐÐÅÁÒȢȭ !ÎÄ ÓÏ ÉÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȡ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÓËÙ ×as gathered into its basin, and the dry 
ÌÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÅÄȢ 'ÏÄ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÒÙ ÌÁÎÄ ȬÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÈÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÔÈÅ ÓÅÁȭȢ 
'ÏÄ ÓÁ× ÈÏ× ÇÏÏÄ ÉÔ ×ÁÓȢ 4ÈÅ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÆÏÒÔÈ ÖÅÇÅÔÁÔÉÏÎȡ ÅÖÅÒÙ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÐÌÁÎÔ 
that bears fruit wÉÔÈ ÉÔÓ ÓÅÅÄ ÉÎ ÉÔȭȢ !ÎÄ ÓÏ ÉÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȡ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÆÏÒÔÈ ÅÖÅÒÙ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÐÌÁÎÔ 
that bears seed and every kind of fruit tree on earth that bears fruit with its seed in it. God saw how 
good it was. Evening came, and morning followed ɀ the third day . 
 
TÈÅÎ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÂÅ ÌÉÇÈÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓËÙȟ ÔÏ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ÄÁÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÎÉÇÈÔȢ ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅÍ 
mark the fixed times, the days and the years, and serve as luminaries in the dome of the sky, to shed 
ÌÉÇÈÔ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭȢ !ÎÄ ÓÏ ÉÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȡ 'ÏÄ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÈÅ Ô×o great lights, the greater one to govern 
the day, and the lesser one to govern the night, and he made the stars. God set them in the dome of 
the sky, to shed light upon the earth, to govern the day and the night, and to separate the light from 
the darkness. God saw how good it was. Evening came, and morning followed ɀ the fourth day . 
 
4ÈÅ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÔÅÅÍ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÂÕÎÄÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÃÒÅÁÔÕÒÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÌÅÔ ÂÉÒÄÓ ÆÌÙ 
ÂÅÎÅÁÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓËÙȢȭ !ÎÄ ÓÏ ÉÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȢ 'ÏÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔ Óea monsters and all kinds 
of swimming creatures with which the water teems and all kinds of winged birds. God saw how 
ÇÏÏÄ ÉÔ ×ÁÓȟ ÁÎÄ 'ÏÄ ÂÌÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÈÅÍȟ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ Ȭ"Å ÆÅÒÔÉÌÅȟ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÁÓȠ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÔ 
ÔÈÅ ÂÉÒÄÓ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÙ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭ. Evening came, and morning followed ɀ the fifth day . 
 
4ÈÅÎ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÆÏÒÔÈ ÁÌÌ ËÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÃÒÅÁÔÕÒÅÓȠ ÃÁÔÔÌÅȟ ÃÒÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȟ ÁÎÄ 
×ÉÌÄ ÁÎÉÍÁÌÓ ÏÆ ÁÌÌ ËÉÎÄÓȭȢ !ÎÄ ÉÔ ÓÏ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȡ 'ÏÄ ÍÁÄÅ ÁÌÌ ËÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ ×ÉÌÄ ÁÎÉÍÁÌÓȟ ÁÌÌ ËÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ 
caÔÔÌÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ËÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÃÒÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȢ 'ÏÄ ÓÁ× ÈÏ× ÇÏÏÄ ÉÔ ×ÁÓȢ 4ÈÅ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȡ Ȭ,ÅÔ ÕÓ 
make man in our image, after our likeness. Let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, the 
birds of the air, and the cattle, and over all the wild animals and all the creatures that crawl on the 
ÇÒÏÕÎÄȭȢ 'ÏÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÍÁÎ ÉÎ ÈÉÓ ÉÍÁÇÅȠ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÖÉÎÅ ÉÍÁÇÅ ÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÈÉÍȟ ÍÁÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÆÅÍÁÌÅ ÈÅ 
ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅÍȢ 'ÏÄ ÂÌÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÈÅÍ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȡ Ȭ"Å ÆÅÒÔÉÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÙȠ ÆÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÂÄÕÅ ÉÔȢ (ÁÖÅ 
dominion over the fish of the sea, the birds of the air, and all the living things that move on the 
ÅÁÒÔÈȭȢ 'ÏÄ ÁÌÓÏ ÓÁÉÄȡ Ȭ3ÅÅȟ ) ÇÉÖÅ ÙÏÕ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÓÅÅÄ-bearing plant all over the earth and every tree that 
has seed-bearing fruit on it to be your food; and to all the animals of the land, all the birds of the 
ÁÉÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÃÒÅÁÔÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÒÁ×Ì ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÎÄȟ ) ÇÉÖÅ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÅÎ ÐÌÁÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÆÏÏÄȭȢ !ÎÄ 
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so it happened. God looked at everything he had made, and he found it very good. Evening came, 
and morning followed ɀ the sixth dayȢȱ 
 
Genesis 2 (2:1-25):  
 
Ȱ4ÈÕÓ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÁÖÅÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÁÒÒÁÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÅÔÅÄȢ 3ÉÎÃÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÖÅÎÔÈ ÄÁÙ 'ÏÄ 
was finished with the work he had been doing, He rested on the seventh day from all the work he 
had undertaken. So God blessed the seventh day and made it holy, because on it He rested from all 
the work He had done in creation. Such is the story of the heavens and the earth at their creation. 
 
At the time when the Lord God made the earth and the heavens ɀ while as yet there was no field 
shrub on earth and no grass of the field had sprouted, for the Lord God had sent no rain upon the 
earth and there was no man to till the soil, but a stream was welling upon out of the earth and was 
watering all the surface of the ground ɀ the Lord God formed man out of the clay of the ground 
and blew into his nostrils the breath of life, and so man became a living being .  
 
The Lord God planted a garden in Eden, in the east, and He placed there the man whom he had 
formed. Out of the ground the Lord God made various trees grow that were delightful to look at 
and good for food, with the tree of life in the middle of the garden and the tree of the knowledge of 
good and bad.  
 
A river rises in Eden to water the garden, beyond there it divides and becomes four branches. The 
name of the first is the Pishon; it is the one that winds through the whole land of Havilah, where 
there is gold. The gold of that land is excellent; bdellium and lapis lazuli are also there. The name of 
the second river is the Gihon; it is the one that winds all through the land of Cush. The name of the 
third river is the Tigris; it is the one that flows east of Asshur. The fourth river is the Euphrates.  
 
The Lord God then took the man and settled him in the Garden of Eden, to cultivate and care for it. 
4ÈÅ ,ÏÒÄ 'ÏÄ ÇÁÖÅ ÍÁÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÏÒÄÅÒȡ Ȭ9ÏÕ ÁÒÅ ÆÒÅÅ ÔÏ ÅÁÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÅÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÁÒÄÅÎȟ ÅØÃÅÐÔ 
the tree of knowledge of good and bad. From that tree you shall not eat; the moment you eat from 
ÉÔ ÙÏÕ ÁÒÅ ÓÕÒÅÌÙ ÄÏÏÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÉÅȭȢ 
  
ThÅ ,ÏÒÄ 'ÏÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȭ)Ô ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÏÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÌÏÎÅȢ ) ×ÉÌÌ ÍÁËÅ Á ÓÕÉÔÁÂÌÅ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÈÉÍȭȢ 3Ï 
the Lord God formed out of the ground various wild animals and various birds of the air, and He 
brought them to the man to see what he would call them; whatever the man called each of them 
would be its name. The man gave names to all the cattle, all the birds of the air, and all the wild 
animals; but none proved to be the suitable partner for the man. 
 
So the Lord God cast a deep sleep on the man, and while he was asleep, he took out one of his ribs 
and closed up its place with flesh. The Lord God then built up into a woman the rib that he had 
ÔÁËÅÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎȢ 7ÈÅÎ ÈÅ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÈÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎ ÓÁÉÄȡ Ȭ4ÈÉÓ ÏÎÅȟ ÁÔ ÌÁÓÔȟ ÉÓ ÂÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÍÙ 
bones and flesh ÏÆ ÍÙ ÆÌÅÓÈȠ ÔÈÉÓ ÏÎÅ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Ȭ×ÏÍÁÎȭȟ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÈÅÒ ÍÁÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÏÎÅ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ 
ÔÁËÅÎȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ×ÈÙ Á ÍÁÎ ÌÅÁÖÅÓ ÈÉÓ ÆÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÃÌÉÎÇÓ ÔÏ ÈÉÓ ×ÉÆÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï ÏÆ ÔÈÅÍ 
become one body. The man and his wife were both naked, yet they felt no shameȢȱ 
 
This author takes the view that in interpreting the Genesis story in the light of modern 
knowledge about cosmology, we must not  view the creation story as the creation of the universe 
but only as the creation of life on the planet Earth; after all, the writers of old would not have 
known that the universe existed in the form currently known to Man. William Stokes (1964) in 
ÈÉÓ ÂÏÏË Ȱ4ÈÅ 'ÅÎÅÓÉÓ !ÎÓ×ÅÒȱȟ and Professor Courtney Bartholomew in his book ȰA Scientist 
Researches Mary Mother of All Nationsȱ (Chapter 2 : Creation ɀ Where Science Meets Religion, 
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Pgs. 9-20) attempted to explain the Genesis story as the creation of the universe, with planet 
Earth being the end result. When the Genesis story is taken to reflect the creation of the 
universe there will be problem linking the stages of creation as described to the stages of the 
evolution of the universe and the formation of planet Earth.  
 
However, taking the events of the evolution of the universe after the Big Bang culminating in the 
formation of the planet Earth do not necessarily contradict what is noted in the Bible because 
those events were not mentioned. The Genesis is not meant to be a story of the creation of the 
universe, although God created the universe, but only the creation of humans who live on planet 
Earth. After all, the writers of Genesis and the readers at that time would not have understood 
cosmology of the universe that is outside the realm of planet Earth. Taking this perspective then 
we are able to make sense of our postulation that follows: 
 
4ÈÅ Ȭfirst day ȭ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈ ÆÁÃÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÎ ɉȬÌÅÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÂÅ ÌÉÇÈÔȭɊ ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ÉÔÓ ÁØÉÁÌ ÒÏÔÁÔÉÏÎȟ 
thus giving rise to night and day. What are the preceding events or the situation at that point in 
time in the formation of the solar system ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ×ÁÓ Á 
formless wasteland, and darkness covered the abyss, while a mighty wind swept over the 
×ÁÔÅÒÓȭȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÓÏÌÁÒ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ Á ÍÏÍÅÎÔ ×ÈÅÎ 
the Earth came into its existent state in the form when it was a wasteland where there was no 
light and then when caught into orbit around the sun the Earth started its axial rotation. The 
Earth could be an asteroid that was caught into the sunȭs orbit and started its rotation in what 
Richard Dawkins referred to as the ȬGoldilock Zoneȭ where conditions were rived for life to 
evolve. 
 
4ÈÅ Ȭsecond dayȭ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÎ ×ÁÔÅÒ ×ÁÓ ÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÒÆÁÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÅÓÕÍÁÂÌÙ ÁÑÕÁÔÉÃ 
life began, thus distinguishing the surface of the earth wiÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÁÔÏÓÐÈÅÒÅ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓËÙȭȢ 
It is interesting to note that the mention of water, which is essential for life, was already formed 
at this stage of the evolution of the planet Earth. This would suggest that aquatic plant and 
animal life would have started first, giving rise to gases in the atmosphere. The aquatic plant life 
would give rise to oxygen in the atmosphere and eventually the formation of ozone layer in the 
outer stratosphere to prepare for the colonisation of the land by plants and animals. It is 
interesting to note that the appearance of landmasses only comes after the ocean of water and 
this is what Genesis has written. How would the writer of Genesis at that time know about the 
vital component of water as an essential ingredient for life to be evolved and that the first sign of 
life started from aquatic plants?  
 
4ÈÅ Ȭthird day ȭ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÉÎÇ ȬÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭ ÆÒÏÍ ȬÔÈÅ ÓÅÁȭ 
and terrestrial plant life began to inhabit the earth and giving out more life-giving oxygen to the 
atmosphere. It is interesting to note that the writer of Genesis mentioned plant life came into 
existence preceding that of animal life ɀ how would he know? In fact, being part of the human 
race it would be more logical to state that animal life precedes or exists along side with plant 
life, with the limited knowledge of the biological system at that point in time. This could coincide 
with the time of the Ice Age, when the waters receded and landmasses appeared. According to 
the evolution theory all life originated from the sea, thus giving credence to the appearance of 
the sea first and then land masses.  
 
4ÈÅ Ȭfourth day ȭ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ %ÁÒÔÈ ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ÉÔÓ ÒÏÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÎȟ ÇÉÖÉÎÇ ÒÉÓÅ ÔÏ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ 
ÓÅÁÓÏÎÓȟ ÔÈÕÓ ȬLet them mark the fixed times, the days and the years, and serve as luminaries in the 
ÄÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓËÙȟ ÔÏ ÓÈÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭȢ The moon got into the orbit of the earth and rotates 
around the Earth illuminating the night with a lesser light and the sun the full light, giving rise to 
different conditions in the ecosystem and the seasons and in turn, diversity in the ecosystem, 
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thus adaptation of diverse forms of life. How the writer would at that point in time knows about 
the Earth having to rotate around the sun and generated the seasons that account for the 
diversities of life? 
 
4ÈÅ Ȭfifth day ȭ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÁÑÕÁÔÉÃ ÁÎÉÍÁÌÓ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÉÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÌÁÎÄ ÁÎÉÍÁÌÓ ÃÁÍÅ 
into existence and evolution of animal life began on land: Ȭ,ÅÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÔÅÅÍ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÂÕÎÄÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ 
lÉÖÉÎÇ ÃÒÅÁÔÕÒÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈ ÌÅÔ ÂÉÒÄÓ ÆÌÙ ÂÅÎÅÁÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓËÙȢȭ 'ÏÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔ 
sea monsters and all kinds of swimming creatures with which the water teems and all kinds of 
winged birds. God saw how good it was, and God blessed them, saÙÉÎÇȟ Ȭ"Å ÆÅÒÔÉÌÅȟ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÉÌÌ 
ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÁÓȠ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÂÉÒÄÓ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÙ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭ. Life went through the long process 
of evolution into higher forms of life, extinction of species and the increasing diversity of life 
form over a long period, culminating in the evolution of the hominids.  
 
!ÎÄ ÆÉÎÁÌÌÙ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭsixth dayȭ 'ÏÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ -ÁÎȢ )Ô ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÁÇÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÓÃÅÎÄÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ #ÒÏ-
Magnon Homo sapiens was destined to be used as the hardware and a soul was then implanted 
to operate the ȬÓÙÓÔÅÍȭȟ ÔÈÅ ×ÈÏÌÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÂÏÄÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÕÌ ÂÅÃÁÍÅ !ÄÁÍ ÁÎÄ %ÖÅȢ 4ÈÕÓ Ȭthe Lord 
God formed man out of the clay of the ground and blew into his nostrils the breath of life , 
and so man became a living beingȢȭ It was at that point that the Creator used the biological 
medium to manifest and detect part of its properties. At that point Homo sapiens as a 
distinguishable species different from its predecessors should be more appropriately called 
Homo sapiens spiritulus and consciousness came into existence. At once there is a spiritual 
dimension that brought consciousness into existence. 4ÈÅ ȬÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÂÅÉÎÇȭ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÅÄ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÅ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÓÅÎÓÅȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÓ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ -ÁÎȢ !ÄÁÍ ÁÎÄ %ÖÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÓÙÍÂÏÌÉÃ 
as representatives of the Homo sapiens spiritulus species. 
 
It is mentioned that God gives Man dominion over all living things, signifying that the human 
species is the ultimate being of the biological chain of evolution; and if you take consciousness as 
the unique feature of Homo sapiens spiritulus then it is the ultimate in the creation process 
where the universe is at once perceived to exist through awareness. The important sequence of 
creation does not contradict our scientific knowledge about the formation of the Earth and the 
order in the evolution of life and cosmology, with Homo sapiens spiritulus being the final 
product in the highest order of creation. 
 
In Genesis 2, the narration gives more details as to how man was created and clues as to the 
stages in the biological evolution where Homo ÓÁÐÉÅÎÓ ×ÁÓ ÕÓÅÄ ÂÙ 'ÏÄ ÔÏ ȬÂÌÏ× ÉÎÔÏ ÈÉÓ ÎÏÓÔÒÉÌÓ 
ÔÈÅ ÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭȟ ÓÙÍÂÏÌÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ Á ÓÏÕÌȟ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȟ ×ÁÓ ÉÍÐÌÁÎÔÅÄȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÔÈÅ 
ÓÏÕÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÐÒÏÐÅÎÓÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÌÏÖÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ȬÇÉÆÔ 
lÏÖÅȭȟ ÁÎÄ not  the biological body. This proposition is not so difficult to accept, as we are talking 
ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÏ ȬÔÈÅ ÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ÁÒÅ 
created and not  our biological body which is made of material ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ɉȰÆÒÏÍ ÄÕÓÔ ÔÏ ÄÕÓÔ ×Å 
ÓÈÁÌÌ ÒÅÔÕÒÎȱɊȢ The biological body is only used as a medium of detection through the brain 
where the mind resides, to detect the spiritual property of God in our dimension of existence. 
God is spiritual and our relationship with Him must be spiritual and not physical.  
 
Genesis did not say that Adam and Eve were created perfect in their entirety. It is only 
interpreted by the theologians by inference through God having breathed His Ȭbreadth of lifeȭ 
into them that Adam and Eve were theorized to be created perfect, quite apart from their 
biological constituent. It is only the spiritual aspect of human nature that is perfect in the first 
instant of creation, but later to be adulterated by the biological and psychological conditions, 
thus become part of our Ȭfallen natureȭ.  
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In fact, from the beginning Adam and Eve were built from the earth (from dust), therefore 
confronted by their biological nature and having to face each other they were at once affected by 
the psychological forces at work. It is through the exercise of the Ȭfree willȭ (Ȭeating the fruit from 
the tree of knowledgeȭ), symbolizing the realization of the impacts of these two forces that they 
chose to focus on or realized that they are subjected more to the biological and psychological 
natures, that the Ȭoriginal sinȭ was committed, thus became Ȭfallenȭ; thereby deemed to have 
been banished from the garden of Eden and settled east of the garden of Eden (more on this 
insight later when a new vantage position looking at human nature is adopted). 
 
We are told that Adam was put into the Garden of Eden and started to cultivate and took care of 
the land. It suggests ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÁÒÄÅÎ ÏÆ %ÄÅÎȭ ÃÁÍÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ )ÃÅ !ÇÅ ×ÈÅÎ ȰÁ ÓÔÒÅÁÍ 
was welling upon out of the earth ÁÎÄ ×ÁÓ ×ÁÔÅÒÉÎÇ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÒÆÁÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÎÄȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÈÅÎ 
!ÄÁÍ ×ÁÓ ȬÃÒÅÁÔÅÄȭ (ÏÍÏ ÓÁÐÉÅÎÓ ×ÁÓ ÁÔ Á ÓÔÁÇÅ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃÁÔÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÂÙ 
cultivation. This coincides with the period of the Homo sapiens in the evolution story. Homo 
erectus was the first hominid to exist and adapted to the Ice Age, then came the Neanderthal, the 
first Homo sapiens. The precursor of the Cro-Magnon, the Neanderthal (Homo sapiens 
neanderthalensis), already had some forms of a community life and it is not so far-fetch to 
propose that the Neanderthal was evolved in preparation for the coming of Man and that 
somewhere along the evolutionary path of the first Cro--ÁÇÎÏÎ ÁÎÄ ȬÍÏÄÅÒÎȭ (ÏÍÏ ÓÁÐÉÅÎÓ 
was used to be the first Adam.  
 
The characteristics of the Cro-Magnon are that everything Neanderthals did, Cro-Magnon did 
better. Refer back to the above description of the characteristics of Cro-Magnon. Physiological 
changes, such as the enlarged palate, gave Cro-Magnon greater language ability, enabling them 
to plan, organize and co-operate more efficiently. The tools Cro-Magnon used were more 
elaborate than those of Neanderthals. Shelters and settlements were also more complex. 
Intelligence advances, perhaps coincide with the convolution of the surface area of the cortex of 
the brain. The later Cro-Magnon was the first to develop art, an indication of emotional 
expression . Art and language are both critical milestones in human evolution because 
they signify a mind capable of abstraction, symbolism, invention, communication,  using 
these as means of expression of the emotional element .  
 
These characteristics are features of consciousness. Creating art is an abstraction of a world not 
present and often a representation of a worldview or a spiritual system. These characteristics 
ÁÒÅ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ 
development of Homo sapiens spiritulus and indications of the first creation of man, as we know 
it. The defining moment in making Homo sapiens human is found in the ȬÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭȟ 'ÏÄȭÓ 
image being breathe into the biological body through the source of the love emotion, a window 
to the soul (more on this later). Modern man, Homo sapiens sapiens (perhaps more 
appropriately named ȬHomo sapiens spiritulus ȭ), would have advanced in every aspect from 
thereon.  
 
According to some theologians, based on the life span of the descendents of Adam and Eve, the 
creation of Adam and Eve would have taken place somewhere between 6000 and 7000 years 
ago; and this coincides with the time of the first appearance of the late Cro-Magnon man, Homo 
sapiens sapiens. 7ÈÅÎ 'ÏÄ ȬÂÌÅ× ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÂÒÅÁÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭ (Å ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒȭ ÔÏ ÒÕÎ ÔÈÅ 
biological machine. Adam, personifying the Homo sapiens sapiens (spiritulus) species, became 
the ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÉÎ Á ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÂÏÄÙȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÕÌ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÅ 
was made. 

________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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In re-interpreting Genesis in the light of modern knowledge about the universe and the 
formation of stars and planets, we must not imbue the modern perspective to interpret the 
meanings of the words used by the writers, because they only described what they believed at 
that time, based upon the limited knowledge that they had. For example, when the words 
ȬÈÅÁÖÅÎȭ ×ÁÓ ÕÓÅÄȟ ÉÔ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÍÅÁÎ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÈÅÒÅ 'ÏÄ Ä×ÅÌÌÅÄȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÎ ÆÁÃÔ ÉÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÍÅÁÎÔ ÔÈÅ 
ÓÐÁÃÅ ÁÂÏÖÅȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 'ÏÄ ÌÉÖÅÄȢ 7ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȬÅÁÒÔÈȭ ×ÁÓ ÕÓÅÄȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ 
meant to be the geological formation of the landmass that makes up the planet Earth, but only to 
ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈ ÉÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÁÔÏÓÐÈÅÒÅȢ )Î ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÏÄÅÒÎ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ 
hair-ÓÐÌÉÔÔÉÎÇ ÁÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȬÅÁÒÔÈȭ ÒÅÆÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÉÌ ÏÒ ÇÒÏÕÎÄ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÌÁÎÅÔ Earth 
or solid matter generally, because imputing each of these meanings will give the interpretation 
ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÆÌÁÖÏÕÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȬÆÏÒÍÌÅÓÓȭ ÉÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÏÆ 
scientific knowledge could mean elementary particles and as such could not be the planet Earth.  
 
All these hair-ÓÐÌÉÔÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÃÏÎÆÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ 
look at the terrestrial rather than the celestial meaning. We must therefore look at the text to 
decipher its celestial meaning in line with our present scientific knowledge of the formation of 
the planet Earth and its evolutionary course of events. It is easier to present a simple version for 
the creation of Man in the Genesis story than to reveal the complex scientific explanation of how 
Man was evolved biologically, especially when such knowledge was not available at that time. 
%ÖÅÎ ÉÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ÁÇÅ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÔÅÌÌ the laymen with the limited knowledge that they 
can conceptualize how Man came into being, except to tell them the simple story of Adam and 
Eve. 
 
Whether the creation story can be believed literally or even supported by some scientific facts 
should not be the key to accepting the existence of a Creator. The debate between the 
creationists and evolutioÎÉÓÔÓ ÁÒÅ ȬÂÁÒËÉÎÇ ÕÐ ÔÈÅ ×ÒÏÎÇ ÔÒÅÅȭ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÏ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ 
story in Genesis to determine whether there is a creator who create the Universe or not. The 
issue of the existence of a Creator does not rest with settling this debate, nor does it reveal the 
meaning of our existence. We must look for other indicators (pointers) to find God or a Creator, 
whether our existence came about as described in Genesis or otherwise. Neither one of these 
possibilities is going to reveal to us the reason for our existence. The accumulation of these 
pointers that points to the more likelihood of the existence of a Creator, the greater probability 
in support of His existence.  
 
People of other cultures will find it difficult to accept the creationistsȭ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÁÓ ÄÅÓcribed in 
Genesis and is of no concern to them because what people are more concerned about is their 
here-and-now existence and to know the total scheme of things and not the mythology of the 
past. We must not be more concerned with how we come to be, but ÊÕÓÔ ÔÏ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ×Å ÁÒÅȭ ÉÎ 
our pursuit for the meaning of life. While it is of interest to know how our physical existence 
came into being, our concern is on the spiritual, because the meaning of life can only be 
revealed, not in the physical world, but only in the afterlife. All that we need to learn from the 
'ÅÎÅÓÉÓ ÓÔÏÒÙȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓ ÕÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ 'ÏÄ ȬÂÌÅ× ÔÈÅ ÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭȟ (ÉÓ ȬÉÍÁÇÅȭȟ ÉÎÔÏ !ÄÁÍ ÁÎÄ 
Eve, symbolizing that of Homo sapiens spiritulus as a new species of the ÈÏÍÉÎÉÄȢ 4ÈÉÓ ȬÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ 
oÆ ÌÉÆÅȭ ÉÓ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÌÉÎÅ ÏÆ Á ÂÅÌÉÅÆ ÉÓ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ 
point to the existence of our soul. 
 
The evolution theory does not preclude the possibility that there is someone who is actively 
participating and setting the direction of evolution. The act of creation does not stop at Adam 
and Eve and it is still continuing. Here, it reinforces the proposition that the creator is also a 
sustainer, directing the course of his creation in the evolutionary process. The hardware could 
have been assembled and continuously upgraded through a series of stages and the softwares 
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could have been installed at some point in time and there is still that every possibility that an 
operator has been put in place to run each individual computer and its associated software 
programs (as in the creation of the first Adam). There is still room for a creator of the hardware 
and software; and an individual spiritual entity of an operator, that is the soul. This soul was 
ÉÍÐÌÁÎÔÅÄ ×ÈÅÎ Ȱ'ÏÄ ÂÌÅ× ÉÎÔÏ !ÄÁÍȭÓ ÎÏÓÔÒÉÌÓ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȱȠ Adam representing the 
human race. This Ȭbreadth of lifeȭ could have been blown into a particular hominid species in the 
course of evolution that should be called Homo sapiens spiritulus.  
 
The body and the brain can take care of running our biological life, analogous to the hardware 
and software that are responsible for running the computer, but it is the operator that decides 
ÈÏ× ÉÔ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÕÓÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭ ÃÏmes in. 
'ÅÎÅÓÉÓ σ ÄÅÁÌÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭȟ ×ÈÅÎ !ÄÁÍ ÃÈÏÓÅ ÔÏ ÅÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÂÉÄÄÅÎ ÆÒÕÉÔ 
ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÔÒÅÅ ÏÆ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȭȢ )Æ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÎÄ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ɉÉÔ ÉÓ Á ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÓ ×Å ËÎÏ× ÉÔɊ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÍÅÒÅÌÙ 
residing in the brain, but through its freedom of choice, directing the operation of all the other 
abstract functions such as consciousness, emotion and our involvements in life, then there is 
clear evidence that there is another realm of existence within us which is non-physical but 
spiritual. Perhaps our mind is a window to our soul (more on this in later text). 
 
2Ȣ*Ȣ "ÅÒÒÙȟ 0ÒÏÆÅÓÓÏÒ ÏÆ 'ÅÎÅÔÉÃÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ #ÏÌÌÅÇÅ ,ÏÎÄÏÎ ɉρωψψɊ ÉÎ ÈÉÓ ÂÏÏË Ȱ'ÏÄ Ǫ 
%ÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȱȟ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÅØÁÍÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÎ-depth debate between the creationists and theologians, 
concluded with this conviction, that: 
 
Ȱ 1. God created the world and everything in it. 

2. Genesis (indeed the whole Bible) is little concerned with how God carried out His mighty       
works. 

3. The scientific description of events is complementary and not contradictory to the Biblical or 
teleological explanation. This does not mean that either is superior or over-ruling. 

4. There is no scriptural reason for disbelieving that God worked through biologically understood 
mechanisms of evolution by natural selection to produce the world as we see it today. 

5. But matter, animal life, and mankind can legitimately be regarded as special creations distant 
from normal on-going divine creation. 

6. Humans are distinguished from the animals only in their spiritual qualities. Consequently it is 
reasonable to suppose (and Genesis 2:7 suggest it) that God placed His image in an already 
existing animal. 

7. In itself the Bible/evolution controversy is sterile and probably scares many young people 
away from Christ, but: 

a. It teaches us to recognize how much of our understanding of Scripture is derived from 
its true meaning and how much is mere interpretation based on uncertain 
preconceptions. 

b. )Ô ÅÎÁÂÌÅÓ ÕÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅ ÏÕÒ ȬÄÅÓÉÇÎ ÌÉÍÉÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÅÖÅÒÙÄÁÙ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ 
such as sex, Sabbath-keeping, family obligations, and especially obedience to God. 
4ÈÅÓÅ ÁÒÅ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ 'ÅÎÅÓÉÓ ÁÓ ȬÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒÄÉÎÁÎÃÅÓȭ ÂÕÔ ÁÒÅ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ 
arbitrary regulations laid down by a distant despot. 

c. -ÏÓÔ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔÌÙȟ ÉÔ ÆÏÒÃÅÓ ÕÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅ ÔÈÁÔ 'ÏÄ ÉÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ȬÎÏÒÍÁÌȭ Åveryday 
events. In other words, that God is relevant, active and powerful, completely distinct 
from the transcendent watchmaker of the special creationists or the woolly immanent 
urge of the liberals.ȱ 

 
If the Creator is a sustainer of things that exist and actively participating and directing the 
course of development, what indicators do we have to reveal how this works? If science is as 
definite as it is and everything is predictable in accordance to physical laws and mathematics, 
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then there is no room for the creator to act in the world and Man will be in full control over the 
course of development and history. In fact, the scientists who reject the idea of God are 
upholding this position, that ultimately all the laws of physics will be revealed and Man will then 
have the ability to take full control of creation and carve the course of history as Man thinks fit.  
 
3ÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÈÏÐÅÆÕÌ ÉÎ ÄÉÓÃÏÖÅÒÉÎÇ Á ȬÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȭȢ 3ÏÍÅ ÍÅÄÉÃÁÌ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓ ÅÖÅÎ 
believe that, knowing the mapping of the human genome we can one day conquer diseases and 
even death. We know that this is an impossible dream and even scientists are at odds to 
understand micro-events such as the behavior of elementary particles at the subatomic level 
and macro-events in our environÍÅÎÔ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÅÁÔÈÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÔÈȭÓ 
physical manifestations as in earthquakes and volcanic eruptions and ultimately the origin of 
the Universe. Of more difficult aspects of understanding and control are the events of human 
history, societies, politics and human conflict. If there is still the uncertainty in science at the 
most exhaustive level, there will always be the indetermined consequence of events and the 
ÃÒÅÁÔÏÒ ×ÉÌÌ ÔÈÅÎ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÐÌÁÃÅ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÉÌÌ reveal to us the means 
by which He can carve the course of history in accordance to the design of His Creation. We will 
examine this important point in the next chapter. 
 

A Possible Explanation  
 
Thus the mystery within our minds and our selves remains. Did the brain give rise to the mind, 
or the mind directs the workings of the brain and only takes residence from within, manifesting 
itself through the material substrate? The yet-to-be answer as to the origin of our brain, and the 
mind that is within and its purpose, is still beyond the realm of scientific enquiry. The 
evolutionary theory of Darwin can be accepted as a scientific fact, but it is not necessarily as 
heretical as religion first labeled it to be. The evolutionary theory is only germane to our 
biological make-up, which includes the brain, analogous to computer hardware; but it still 
cannot explain the origin of the mind, a non-ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÁÂÓÔÒÁÃÔ ÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÁÓ ÒÅÁÌ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȢ  
 
Even from an evolutionary perspective, there is as yet no answer with  regard to the evolution of 
the biological brain for its adaptive purpose. There is a big gap between its usage for adaptation 
and its manifestation as in humans. There is the mind that cannot be accounted for by the 
biological brain. It is the mind tÈÁÔ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÌÆȭȟ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ 
into existence; and existence is defined in relations to this consciousness and awareness, 
physical and abstract realties inseparable one from the other. Abstract realities such as 
consciousnÅÓÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭȟ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎȟ the ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÒ 
archetype consciousness of the human spirit are as real as the physical things that surround us 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȢ 4ÈÅ ÍÉÎÄ through the brain is a composition 
of all that brings physical and abstract things into existence.  
 
Perhaps there is another explanation that can transcend beyond the mere existence of the brain, 
yet embodying it and gives credence to the mind and a purpose for its existence. To take on 
another perspective that has all the more logical understanding, as against those presented by 
biologists like Richard Dawkins and psychologists like Robert Ornstein, our biological body and 
our brain can be considered as analogous to the computer hardware and software.  
 
In the process of trying to understand how the brain processes information and solves problems 
we have discovered the workings and construction of the computer, which essentially is a 
replication of one of the vital brain functions. The fact that the computer is able to replicate the 
ÖÉÔÁÌ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ȬÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇȭ ɉ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎɊ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÍÏÄÅÌÅÄ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ 
is sufficient proof in itself that the brain processes works according to these principles. In fact, 
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intelligence can be explained in terms of these principles of memory, retrieval and problem 
solving through a process of selective digital impulses of 0s and 1s, guided by the in-built 
ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȢ  
 
If we accept that the computer works according to these principles, there is still the question of 
an inventor and operator of the computer, the material substrate of the hardware configuration 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒ ÈÁÒÄ×ÁÒÅ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÁÄÁÐÔ ÉÔÓÅÌÆ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÉÎ 
thÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔȠ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÒÁÉÎȭ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ ÁÄÁÐÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÁÎÁÌÏÇÏÕÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
upgrading of the hardware and operational system that are needed to respond to changing 
forces of the external environment. Natural selection in the biological process of evolution is 
directive governed by Ȭsurvival of the fittestȭ due to adaptation and utilization. In this sense, the 
evolution of the computer hardware and operational system at the physical materialistic level is 
no different from that of natural biological selection.  
The inventor of the hardware and software is responsible for upgrading the system in response 
to usage; only in the case of the human brain the inventor has upgraded it far in advance of its 
usage, quite apart from its adaptive functioning. Operational system is installed to synchronize 
with the hardware capacity and capability. The operational system software is installed to run 
the autonomous in-built firmware that is attached to the computer. In the case of the computer, 
the inventor of the machine brings about these adaptations/upgrading and an 
operator/programmer is assigned to operate the machine to give it its distinctive usage and 
identity.  
 
For those who work with computers consistently he or she would soon be able to detect a 
ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌÉÔÙȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔÌÙ ÕÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȢ 7ÈÅÎ 
Á ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒ ÉÓ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÎÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌÉÔÙȭ ÁÎÄ 
individualistic features of that computer operated by that individual, by the different software 
that have been installed and the sequences in which the programs work. There is a username 
and ID associated with that computer. The uniqueness of that personality is personified in the 
hardware configuration and the software that were installed.  
 
Parts of this software are installed by the operator/programmer who responds to the needs and 
usage. When software fail, or part of the computer hardware becomes dysfunctional, it does not 
mean that the operator at once ceases to be and there is never an inventor. The dysfunctional of 
the brain or indeed any part of our body does not imply that this is all there is. The computer 
hardware, or indeed the software may break down; it does not mean that the operator or the 
inventor of the computer ceases to exist. Through the use of the computer over time the 
operator learns more about himself/herself and is modified by it. 
 
Sir John Eccles, the Nobel prize-winning neurobiologist and Daniel Robson, an eminent 
psychologist, through their research and knowledge in their studies on the workings of the brain 
and human behaviors have taken a very strong stand on maintaining the dualistic concept of the 
brain-ÍÉÎÄ ÐÁÒÁÄÉÇÍȢ )Î Ȱ4ÈÅ 7ÏÎÄÅÒ ÏÆ "ÅÉÎÇ (ÕÍÁÎȱ ɉρωψτɊȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÌÁÕÎÃÈÅÄ Á ÄÅÖÁÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ 
attack oÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭ ÁÓÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÔÉÍÅȟ ÃÏÎÄÅÍÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÔÙÒÁÎÎÙ ÏÆ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÅÃÔÕÁÌ ÆÁÓÈÉÏÎ 
that dismisses the human race as little more than biological robots. As a result of explaining the 
brain-mind interaction and integration they brought forward the possibility by the following 
comments: 
 
ȰIt is useful to think of the brain as an instrument, our computer, which has been a lifelong servant 
and companion. It provides us, as programmers, with the lines of communication from and to the 
material world, which comprises both our bodies and the external world. It does this by receiving 
information through the immense sensory system of millions of nerve fibers that fire impulses into 
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the brain, where it is processed into the coded patterns of information that we read out from 
moment to moment in deriving all our experiences ɀ our precepts, thoughts, ideas, memories. But 
we as experiencing persons do not slavishly accept all that is provided for us by our computer, the 
neuronal structures of our sensory system and of our brain. We select from all that is given 
according to interest and attentions and we modify the actions of the neuronal structures of our 
computer, for example to initiate some willed movements or in order to recall a memory or to 
concentrate our attention. 
 
 An appealing analogy is to regard the body and brain as a superb computer built by genetic 
coding that has been created by the wonderful process of biological evolution. On the analogy the 
soul or psych is the programmer of the computer. Each of us, as a programmer, is born with our 
computer in its initial embryonic state. We develop it throughout life. It is our life-long intimate 
companion in all transactions. It receives from and gives to the world, which includes other selves. 
The great mysteries are in our creation as programmers or experiencing selves and in our 
ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÅÁÃÈ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÔÓ Ï×Î ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒȣȢȱ 
  
Perhaps the discovery of the computer has given us a deep insight as to our place in the world in 
relation to the cÒÅÁÔÏÒȢ %ÃÃÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ 2ÏÂÉÎÓÏÎ ÐÕÔ ÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅÒȭ ÁÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
ȬÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÂÒÁÉÎ ×ÈÅÎ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÂÅÇÁÎ ÈÁÓ ÉÔÓ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ 
already running. Just as any new computer there is already installed the operating system, the 
brain has been wired to perform some human functions automatically. As the operator runs the 
computer, there are other things that run automatically through the software programs that are 
already installed.  
 
The operator, however, can be at the same time a programmer. He consciously designs or 
ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÓ ÎÅ× ÓÏÆÔ×ÁÒÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ɉÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅ ÏÆ Ȭ×ÉÌÌȭɊ ÔÏ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
meet his requirements. The operator only makes critical decisions and intercedes at critical 
points in running only the installed programs to produce the outcomes that he wants. He cannot 
be involved in the minute steps in the algorithmic course of events that is built into those 
operating system programs that require autonomic functioning; otherwise the computer 
becomes useless for its purpose. In the process, the operator through his installation and 
development of the software programs brings into existence an identity reflected in the 
Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ ÁÎÄ Á ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ÅÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÉÎ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ needs of the 
environment.  
 
Who then invented the computers, which is the biological body, the hardware and the 
operational system? Who then create the operator? The inventor is analogous to the Creator or 
God who decides on the algorithm of physical laws and the laws of evolution to create the 
hardware and by the autonomous software programs that are installed as operational system in 
nature. Physical laws run by themselves and evolution obeys the laws of natural selection and 
adaptation and is directive in this sense, but like the operator of the computer, God can 
intervene at critical points of the process of evolution to achieve an outcome He has envisaged. 
God cannot be directing which leaves on a tree should drop to the ground, no more than He 
directs which ants should be killed when the insects spray is applied to an ant-nest. This is taken 
care of by the natural law of selection (taking on the evolutionistsȭ position) or ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭ (as 
argued by the creationists) through the programs that He has installed, just as a computer 
program discards some data that are irrelevant to the course of arriving at an outcome. 
 
It is not heretical to propose then, that at some point in the evolution of the hominid, perhaps at 
the point in the descendents of the Cro-MagÎÏÎȟ ÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ȬÍÏÄÅÒÎȭ ÍÁÎȟ Homo sapiens sapiens 
(more appropriately named Homo sapiens spiritulus), that the creator after upgrading the 
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ÈÁÒÄ×ÁÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÓÏÆÔ×ÁÒÅȟ ȬÁÓÓÉÇÎÓȭ ɉÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ 
ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭɊ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÅÒÁtor to run that machine and at once brought his creation into awareness 
through Ȭcollective consciousnessȭ of all the operators he created. The biological body with the 
brain is the hardware and the wiring of the brain for autonomous and responsive functions is 
the operational system software. In the process, the operator learns about himself/herself and 
gradually develops into self-ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ȬÓÅÌÆȭ to be affirmed by other 
operators through Ȭcollective consciousnessȭ, a non-physical or biological aspect of human 
nature. The inner part of consciousness, awareness, emotion and all the abstracts characteristics 
of the mind will eventually be the identity of the operator, which is the soul. 
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CHAPTER 7 
- 

THE INDETERMINATIVE NATURE OF SCIENCE ɀ THE UNCERTAINTY PRINCIPLE 
 
3ÃÉÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÆÏÕÎÄÅÄ ÏÎ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÐÒÅÄÉÃÔÁÂÌÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ 
especially valid for macro-systems to a significant extent. In mid-seventeenth century the 
physics of Isaac Newton gave certainty to the physical world. In Newtonian mechanics 
everything could be calculated with unlimited precision including its description with 
remarkable accuracy of the orbits of the planets. The precision and deterministic nature of 
Newtonian science reigned supreme and has had an enormous influence, not just on the way the 
physical world was conceived, but also in the way we think more generally.  
 
Through Newtonian mechanics scientific materialism was born. As a result of Newtonian 
mechanics, we have been rooted to thinking about life in terms of a linear causal relationship 
and a deep belief that ultimately everything can be explained by the scientific method. It is 
precisely this mode of thoughts that exclude the need of a God as a non-contingent being, a 
normal disposition that is held by many in the modern era of a materialistic world culture.  
 
However, this principle of a linear causal relation between objects appears not to work at the 
sub-atomic level. At the beginning of this century, a revolution began to occur in our physical 
understanding of the world when the science of quantum mechanics and thermodynamics was 
developed. It was discovered that the very small particles within atoms do not obey Newtonian 
mechanics. A new sort of mechanics, quantum mechanics , was introduced which was not 
nearly so deterministic.  
 
According to quantum mechanics, which describes the behavior of the very small particles that 
make up the atom, the location and behavior of elementary particles can never be completely 
defined; they have to be expressed as probabilities rather than certainties. Scientifically, the 
position of the electron at any given time cannot be pinpointed and the characteristic it 
manifests can either be a particle or a wave. In fact, this uncertainty condition is found to be 
closely related to the observer. The results of observation are different with one observer on 
different occasions and are not the same between observers and these are non-reversible, 
according to the laws of thermodynamics.  
 
The sequence of events is unpredictable and the outcome is always different, even starting from 
ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÍÁÌÌ ȬÅÒÒÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÎ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÖÁÓÔÌÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓȢ )Ô 
seems that atoms and subatomic particles inhabit a shadowy world of half-existence in the 
material sense as we know it. 
  
This intriguing discovery in science baffled the scientists and remains an enigma even today. 
When Newtonian laws are applied to specific bodies of two interacting objects, solutions can be 
established to a high degree of precision, but for more complicated cases in which three or more 
bodies are involved exact solutions are not available. The principle of uncertainty seems also to 
apply to larger systems where more than two interacting factors are involved. It is the advent of 
the electronic computer with its capacity for high-speed calculation, which showed the extent of 
×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÃÈÁÏÔÉÃȭ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒȢ 4ÈÅ ÎÅÇÌÉÇÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÍÁÌÌ ÅÒÒÏÒÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÒÍÁÌÌÙ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ 
infini tesimally insignificant, can results in vastly different noticeable outcomes. Principles of 
ÕÎÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ× ÂÕÉÌÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÓȢ Ȭ#ÈÁÎÃÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ× 
universally accepted in science as fundamental to descriptions of the behavior of the very small 
and larger systems. 
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The whole is greater than the sum of its parts. For example, the laws of thermodynamics 
describe more the phenomena of the whole, which cannot be explained by the behaviour of its 
parts ɀ the laws hold only when the parts are put together, individually there is no law of 
thermodynamics. In quantum mechanics its motion cannot determine the position of the 
particles because at the same time it switches its identity to that of a wave. There is as yet no 
noticeaÂÌÅ ȬÅÒÒÏÒȭ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÅÔÅÃÔÉÏÎȢ )Ô ÓÅÅÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÅÄ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎon is 
dependent upon the observer in the whole context of the observed situation.  
 
Ȱ4ÈÅ ÆÌÁÐ ÏÆ Á ÂÕÔÔÅÒÆÌÙȭÓ ×ÉÎÇÓ ÉÎ "ÒÁÚÉÌ ÃÁÎ ÓÅÔ ÏÆÆ Á ÔÏÒÎÁÄÏ ÉÎ 4ÅØÁÓȱȟ Á ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÍÁÄÅ ÂÙ 
Edward Lorenz, a meteorologist professor from MIT who spent most of his life studying the 
atmosphere and weather forecasting, indicating the chaotic condition of a multi-facet system. 
4ÈÅ ÆÌÁÐ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÕÔÔÅÒÆÌÙȭÓ ×ÉÎÇÓ ÉÓ Á ÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÅÎÔ ÁÌÏÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ other sequences that can 
cause the culmination of a storm. The outcome of a system, where there are many interacting 
factors involved, cannot be understood and is greater than the sum of its parts.   
 
Poncare, a scientist who worked on chaos in the 1903, commended on what he observed in 
applying Newtonian physics to larger systems in the prediction of outcomes: 
 
ȰA very small cause which escapes our notice determines a considerable effect we cannot fail to see, 
and then we say that the effect is due to chance. If we knew exactly the laws of nature and the 
situation of the universe at the initial moment, we could predict exactly the situation of the same 
universe at a succeeding moment. But even if it were the case, that the natural laws no longer had 
any secret for us, we could still only know the initial situation approximately. If that enabled us to 
predict the succeeding situation with the same approximation that is all we require, and we should 
say that the phenomenon had been predicted, that laws govern it. But it is not always so; it may 
happen that small differences in the initial conditions produce very great ones in the final 
phenomena. A small error in the former will produce an enormous error in the latter. 
Prediction becomes impossible, and we have the fortuitous phenomenon.ȱ 
 
Despite the discovery of the uncertainty principle, scientists ÓÔÉÌÌ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÎÅ ÄÁÙ Á Ȭ4ÈÅÏÒÙ 
ÏÆ %ÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȭ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÖÅÒÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÒÅÐÁÎÃÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ .Å×ÔÏÎÉÁÎ 
mechanics. In the meantime, the linear causal relationship in Newtonian mechanics is still being 
ÕÐÈÅÌÄ ÁÎÄ ÁÔÔÒÁÃÔÓ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÁÄÈÅÒÅÎÔ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÒÓȟ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ 
ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȭȢ 
 
The evolutionists believe that the natural selection in the evolutionary process happens by 
chance but is directive through the evolved system of selection based upon adaptation and 
utilization . Just because there are too many factors involved in a holistic happening it does not 
mean that things necessarily ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÃÈÁÎÃÅȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×Å 
currently are unable to pinpoint the causal relationships between these factors and the myriads 
of combination and permutation of causes and effects impacting on an initial condition.  
 
)Î ÔÉÍÅȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȭ will be able to uncover the causes and 
effects of this multi-factorial system. It is my contention that this is an impossible dream. 
However, if we believe in a creator, this is not impossible and because he created the world and 
ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅ ɉÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ Á ȬÇÉÖÅÎȭɊ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÈÅ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ËÎÏ×Ó ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓȟ ÂÏÔÈ 
physical and non-physical , in the sequence of events impacting on the whole as it progresses. 
Because of His higher intelligence which is beyond our capability, the courses of events could be 
Ȭdirectiveȭ in a purposeful way for desirable outcomes.  
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Knowing the combinations and permutations of these factors, the Creator is able to select and 
control their occurrences, bringing to bear the results that he wants. Just as a composer of a 
symphony who knows the sound of all the instruments and he chooses to bring all these 
together to make beautiful music, so can the Creator who bring all the instruments in nature 
together to create a heavenly symphony. But, in this analogy the music He made is spiritual, 
evoking the emotional part of our being through the senses using the physical instruments 
(materialism) as the media of communication. 
 
Many academicians took the position that if things can happen due to what is conceived as 
ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭȟ ÔÈen the Creator 'ÏÄ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÐÁÒÔ ÔÏ ÐÌÁÙȢ %ÉÎÓÔÅÉÎ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ 
ÐÌÁÙ ÄÉÃÅȭ ÅÖÅÎ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȬÕÎÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅȭȢ $ÅÅÐ ÄÏ×Î ÈÅ 
believed that the Creator has a hand in bringing about what is considered as chance events of 
ÔÈÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÅȢ 7ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭ ÔÏ ÕÓ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ the CreatorȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ 
happen in accordance to His plan. Who is to say that the Creator cannot makes infinitesimal 
things happen accurately that affects the whole with an outcome that He has predestined, 
whence He is the Creator?  
 
Things happen not by chance but according to the uncertainty principle the outcomes are 
indeterminate  because we have not yet found the causal relationship. The Creator can still act 
within the scientific laws and need not violate them; but in addition he can use the spiritual 
ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÅØÉÓÔ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎȢ "Ù ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
limitations and cannot be comprehended fully in our dimension of existence. While it is 
impossible for us to understand and control the infinitesimal combination and permutation of 
factors the Creator, who has a much higher level of intelligence, can bring these to bear in 
directing these factors for a desirable outcome. He can acÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÎÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÔÅȭ ÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ 
occurrences, without violating the laws of physics.  
 
The only time when the Creator seems to work against the scientific laws as we witness it at our 
level is when He performed miracles (more about miracles later in the text) and these miracles 
are the real demonstration of the working power of the Creator, a wake-up call to our fallen 
nature as a testimonial to His participatory role in existence which is spiritual, another strong 
possible pointer for His existence. ThÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÍÉÒÁÃÌÅÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ȬÐÒÏÏÆȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ 
ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÂÅÙÏÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÏÎȢ 
 
In the absence of certainty in our knowledge we often ascribe the occurrences of events and the 
resultant causes to chance. There are many who argue that the Earth and its inhabitants evolved 
by accident due to chance and that there is no need to justify its existence by bringing in the 
concept of a Creator. However, in Chapter 3 on God and Cosmology, it is very difficult to uphold 
this view in the light of the scientific knowledge about the fine -tuning  that is needed for life to 
evolve and for consciousness to come into being.  
 
The concept of chance implies equal probabilities of an outcome . In common understanding 
chance means randomness. When we say that something is random, we generally mean that 
anything can happen, with all outcomes having equal probabilities . The shuffling of a deck of 
cards by a competent and honest dealer produces a truly random outcome. The outcome is by 
chance. Physical  events and the forces of evolution are not at all random in this sense 
because all outcomes are not equally probable .  
 
The events seem to be directive and there is an Ȭintelligent designȭ in the holistic outcome. This 
directive action resulting in Ȭintel ligent designȭ is built into the law of natural selection and is 
analogous to the hardware and software in the computer model. The possible locations of an 
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electron around an atomic nucleus are given by a probability wave that tells us which locations 
for the electron are most likely and which are so unlikely that they need not be considered as 
possible. Likewise, in evolution there are forces that tend more towards a direction that 
determines its probability and yet indeterminate. The uncertainty principle does not say that 
ÔÈÅ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒ ÏÆ ÓÕÂÁÔÏÍÉÃ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÌÅÓ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÅÄ ÔÏ ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭȟ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÁÔ 
they are indeterminate.  
 
The existence of physical matters and evolution do not therefore happen just by Ȭchanceȭ at 
random but is directive. It is in the indeterminate nature of things that the Creator directs the 
course of evolution and the history of mankind with the inbuilt laws of nature. In this sense 
therefore the Creator can act to direct the course of events in the physical world and the courses 
of evolution and ultimately human life and history on Earth. 
 
In ordinary life events, the future is indeterminate and no one can predict an outcome, only 
probabilities. The weatherman can never predict accurately the weather despite all the scientific 
information he has, but only to forecast the weather in terms of probabilities. How then can we 
ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÕÒ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭ ÃÁÎ ÃÁÒÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ Ï×Î ÆÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÏÕÒ ÆÕÔÕÒÅȩ 
A fallacy is often advocated when it is argued that if the Creator has a plan and that He 
ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅÓ ÉÎ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭ ÏÆ ÍÁÎȢ 7ÈÙ ÃÁÎȭÔ ×Å 
ÁÓÓÕÍÅ ÔÈÁÔ -ÁÎȭÓ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍ ÏÆ ×ÉÌÌ ÉÓ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÆÉÎÅ ÏÆ Á ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȩ !Ô Á ÍÏÒÅ 
mundane level, as an exampÌÅȟ ×Å ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ×ÉÔÈÈÏÌÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÁÌÌ ÏÆ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȭ ÔÏ ÓÏÍÅ ÅØÔÅÎÔ by 
exercising the will, but we cannot go against the course of our bowel movements at the 
biological level which is beyond our will. If we cannot control our bodily function, how is it 
possible that we can exercise the free will to control our destiny? Our freedom to choose is 
always within a context of limited space and time and this freedom is vital in choosing how we 
want to act out a role that is assigned to us.  
 
This is analogous to a play in which everyone is assigned a role to play, where the plot and 
ending have already been decided upon by the play writer. Within this plot the actor can choose 
to act in a certain way to personify the role. His mental and emotional approach to the role will 
decide how the role is being played out, but the plot and story of the play cannot be changed 
except by the play writer. There is no contradiction in saying that the Creator has a plan and 
directs the course of history and Man has the freedom to choose to act out the different parts in 
this world in the order of things.  
 
It is like the operator of the computer ɀ he can choose to run programs that are at his disposal 
and do what he thinks fit for a particular situation, but he cannot set the direction in which the 
computer technology advances ɀ he is only an operator and not the inventor of the machine. The 
advancement in computer technology serves to achieve a more overpowering objective than any 
one operator or a group of operators can decide. Just as in humans, the operator has the will to 
choose to do good or bad with the computer. He can abuse the hardware or look after it with 
meticulous cares. He can teach others to respect the hardware and software that have been 
ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÅÄȢ (Å ÃÁÎ ÄÏ ȬÇÏÏÄȭ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÅÔ ÂÙ ÐÒÏÐÁÇÁÔÉÎÇ ȬÇÏÏÄȭ ÍÅÓÓÁÇÅÓȟ ÏÒ ÉÎÆÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ 
internet with viruses and propagating confusing messages with ill intents. It is the inventor of 
the computer and the software designer that determines the outcome of development and not 
the operator.  
 
John Houghton in trying to conceptualize God as acting outside our dimension of time brought in 
the analogy of God as the author of the human drama. He commented: 
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ȰIn our material existence we are so much creatures of time that the idea of being outside time 
ÓÅÅÍÓ ÁÎ ÅÖÅÎ ÍÏÒÅ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÁÎ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÓÐÁÃÅȣ4Ï ÔÈÅ ÁÕÄÉÅÎÃÅ ×ÁÔÃÈÉÎÇ Á ÐÌÁÙ ÏÎ 
the stage, the plot unfolds gradually; all may be mysterious until the very last moment before the 
final curtain falls. Though the years covered by the drama are compressed to an hour or two in the 
theatre, the characters that take their places in the story come with a ready-made history. They 
have no knowledge of events in their future. The playwright, however ɀ the creator of the drama ɀ 
has conceived the whole plot from beginning to end. He or she knows the whole story, the order of 
events within the play and how the final scene will emerge. Thus the author can be said to be 
ȬÏÕÔÓÉÄÅȭ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÒÁÍÁȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÉÌÉÔy of the playwright becoming 
one of the players and thus entering in some sense into the time-frame of the dramaȱȢ 
 
4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ȬÆÒÅÅ ×ÉÌÌȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÌÁÙÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÍÏÄÅÌȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÌÁÙÅÒÓ ÂÒÉÎÇ 
with them their individual histories and interpret their respective role in the light of their own 
history through the exercise of choices. In life, all of us have been placed in circumstances that 
ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÏÕÒ ÃÈÏÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÃÉÒÃÕÍÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÂÙ ȬÃÈÁÎÃÅȭ ɉÉÎÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÔÅ ÉÓ 
whaÔ ÉÔ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÍÅÁÎÓɊ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÕÎÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅȭ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ 
lives with respect to each of our situations. 
 
John Houghton put forward a vital proposition that the universe must be made with humans in 
mind, or some beings made no less like humans. Human is here broadly defined to encapsulate 
all that are characteristics of Homo sapiens spiritulus ×ÉÔÈ ȬÈÕÍÁÎ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÂÅÉÎÇ Á ÖÉÔÁÌ 
factor. We are all players in the drama of time and space. We have a reason to be here. We are all 
part of the universe, no more less than the stars and the cosmos. We can act out our role 
assigned to each of us, appropriately or inappropriately. We can be a good actor or a bad one. 
However we act the role out, it does not affect the plot of the play. No one role is all that 
important without the supporting roles that enhance it. All roles are therefore equally important 
in the drama of life. Through conscious beings the universe has generated self-awareness and 
human consciousness is actively participating in playing out a drama.  
 
If the universe is created without humans, how do we know it exists, where is the drama, and for 
what purpose? If it is not created with humans in mind, the end result of which the universe is 
being perceived to exist, and no drama is being played out, then what is the purpose of the 
creation of the universe and human consciousness? What is the purpose of creating a play 
without the actors and with no story? Without the actors and a story there is no play, without 
the perceiver there is nothing to perceive ɀ the universe will be nothing. It is here vital to absorb 
this point, that all things that are perceived to exist must have an observer and the acting out of 
a drama on earth requires the actors and is for a purpose within the context of the whole story.  
 
This vital correlation must be there when we talk about existence ɀ both the object and observer 
are inextricably tied together as a coherent whole to bring things into existence. The material 
things and human consciousness must co-exist to bring existence into awareness. Once the 
scene with the stage and furnishing set, the drama begins and we, as actors will play out the plot 
of the story that is conceived by the writer. 
 
This profound thought has elicited great insights among great men and is embodied in the 
Ȭ$ÅÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÁȭȟ Á piece of work where the author is appropriately unknown, but nevertheless 
represents the deep realization of many: 
 

Ȱ'Ï placidly amid the noise and haste, and remember what peace there may be in silence. 
As far as possible without surrender be on good terms with all persons. 
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Speak your truth quietly and clearly; listen to others, even the dull and ignorant; they too have 
their story. 

Avoid loud and aggressive persons; they are vexations to the spirit. 
If you compare yourself with others, you may become vain and bitter; for always there will be 

greater and lesser persons than yourself. 
Enjoy your achievements as well as your plans. 

Keep interested in your own career, however humble; it is a real possession in the changing 
fortunes of time. 

Exercise caution in your business affairs; for the world is full of trickery. 
But let this not blind you to what virtue there is; many persons strive for high ideals; and 

everywhere life is full of heroism. 
Be yourself, especially, do not feign affection. 

Neither is cynical about love; for in the face of all aridity and disenchantment it is perennial as the 
grass. 

Take kindly the counsel of the years, gracefully surrendering the things of youth. 
Nurture strength of spirit to shield you in sudden misfortune. 

But do not distress yourself with imaginings. 
Many fears are born of fatigue and loneliness. 

Beyond a wholesome discipline, be gentle with yourself. 
You are a child of the universe, no less than the trees and the stars; you have a right to be 

here. 
And whether or not it is clear to you, no doubt the universe is unfolding as it should . 

Therefore be at peace with God, whatever you conceive Him to be, and whatever your labors and 
aspirations, in the noisy confusion of life keep peace with your soul. 

With all its sham, drudgery and broken dreams, it is still a beautiful world. 
Be careful. Strive to be happy.ȱ 
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CHAPTER 8 
- 

UNDERSTANDING THE MIND THROUGH OUR COLLECTIVE CONSCIOUSNESS 
 

The mind cannot be understood through the brain, or by any other physical means of science. 
An abstract matter cannot be studied by a physical method of investigation and obey physical 
laws. By its very definition the demand for physical proof for an abstract matter cannot be 
logically entertained. Its existence, however, can only be brought into reality by some physical 
media that can detect its properties. These properties are to be reaffirmed by collective 
affirmations.  
 
As mentioned earlier, to understand the mind we have to incorporate other disciplines with 
ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ, governing their investigations. It is still possible to find the 
spiritual realm of existence and the Creator through our collective experiences and intuitive 
rationalism, not so much in terms of the physical or even metaphysical mode, but through our 
collective consciousness and encounters in the spiritual realm of the human psyche, the 
ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÁÓ ÒÅÁÌ ÅÖÅÎ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ȬÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭ ÂÁÓÉÓȢ It  is only 
through the methodological compilation of consistent and coherent Ȭevidencesȭ of collective 
affirmation  ÇÕÉÄÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȟ which establish the pointers that the 
fundamental truths can be accepted and embraced. 
 
As long as we live in the physical world we are bound by our reasoning power dictated by our 
senses as a source of evident knowledge because we live in a material world that has causal 
relationships governed by physical laws of nature. We have been conditioned to think in this 
way and it gives us a sense of security because things are brought into our awareness directly 
ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÏÕÒ ÓÅÎÓÅÓȢ 7Å ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÄÅÍÁÎÄ ȬÔÒÕÔÈÓȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÆÏÒÍȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÅØÐÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÉÇÎÏÒÉÎÇ 
ÏÕÒ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓ ȬÆÒÏÍ ×ÉÔÈÉÎȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÔ ÍÏÓÔ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÓÓÕÍed to have no definite tangible 
cause. Even if we ascribe a cause to our inner experiences there is always the tendency to go 
back to finding the physical causes. We tend to put logic of a physical sensory causal relationship 
over that of our emotional and spiritual experiences that seem to have no apparent cause.  
 
!ÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÌÁ×Ó ɉÔÈÅ ȬÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ 
ÍÅÔÈÏÄȭɊ ÉÓ ÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÕÓÐÉÃÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÌÍ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ȬÕÎÒÅÁÌȭȟ ÃÁÕÓÅÄ ÂÙ 
deranged minds or just superstitions or mere imaginations. But, even deranged minds, 
superstitions or mere imaginations are phenomena that are still real as we know them through 
ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ 
therefore need to be explained, maybe not by the scientific physical method, but by some other 
means that is rational and consistently logical, share by all.  
 
In fact, investigations and rational explanations have been undertaken to establish the 
conditions of deranged minds, superstitions and imaginations in disciplines of biological and 
psychological sciences, which are supported by collective affirmation of some sorts, except for 
those out-of-ordinary phenomena of a collective nature that still need to be explained, like 
miracles, the archetype ontology of societies, shaman imaginings, holotropic  consciousness, the 
absolute consciousness, transpersonal experiences, Near-Death Experiences (NDE), etc. These 
are realities that are experienced to be confirmÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȟ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 
our physical means or otherwise, through our emotion or spiritual experiences, are something 
we have to accept and come to terms with. All these are part of existence and existence is what 
we try to understand. 
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The Archetype of Ontology of Societies  
 
According to the anthropologists, who study primitive cultures, many human experiences can be 
traced to our archetype unconscious and therefore according to them have their causes found in 
our historical past. These supposedly unexplainable phenomena are found to occur in all 
cultures and confirmed by collective affirmation. The study of the collective unconscious or 
consciousness is also a purview of psychologists who have detected the manifestations of this 
phenomenon under various states of mind in the study of human behaviors. These experiences 
cannot be physically and scientifically verified, except that they are verifiable only through the 
collective encounters of the human species in different cultures and societies. There are two 
levels of spiritual experiences found in humans ɀ one that is communal in nature, which has its 
roots in primordial encounters with the cosmos manifested in rituals and customs, and the 
other, is at the individual level in what is called non-ordinary experiences. The former is a realm 
of study by the anthropologists and the latter comes within the purview of some psychologists.  
 
Throughout centuries spiritual experiences of the kind seen in rituals and custom practices of a 
culture and religions of old, have been described in the context of spiritual philosophies and 
mystical traditions, such as Vedanta, Hinayana as in Hinduism and Mahayana Buddhism, 
Taoism, Sufism, Shaman imaginings, Gnosticism, Christian mysticism, Cabala, and many other 
sophisticated spiritual systems. The archetypical ontology of societies has been found to exist in 
all cultures and traditions, manifesting the cosmological origin of collective experiences in the 
past that seem to point to visions of creation and the cycle of life traceable back to our 
ȬÐÒÉÍÉÔÉÖÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÃÉÅÎÔ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓȢ  
 
The mystical traditions and spiritual philosophies of the past have often been dismissed and 
ÅÖÅÎ ÒÉÄÉÃÕÌÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÂÅÉÎÇ ȬÉÒÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÕÎÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÕÎÉÎÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÊÕÄÇÍent that is 
often unwarranted and unjustified. Many of these great spiritual systems are products of 
centuries of in-depth exploration of the human psyche and collective consciousness that are 
experienced by different cultures, culminating in the development of religious philosophies, and 
in many ways resemble scientific research, in that they are co-operatively verified and 
authenticated.  
 
These systems originated from experiences derived from collective consciousness of a tradition 
within a culture, and offer detailed instructions concerning the methods of inducing spiritual 
experiences that are based upon their experiential and derived philosophical insights. They 
have systematically collected data drawn from these experiences and subjected them to 
collective consensus validation, using over a period of many centuries. Furthermore, these 
systems are not just instructions of methods of going through the spiritual state, but in actual 
fact successfully verified by being induced (demonstrable and repeatable) and confirmed by 
ardent practitioners. These systematic records and gatherings of data are exactly the stages 
necessary for achieving valid and reliable knowledge in any area of scientific endeavor.  
 
!ÒÃÈÁÉÃ ÏÎÔÏÌÏÇÙ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ ȬÐÒÉÍÉÔÉÖÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÃÉÅÎÔ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓ ÏÆ !ÆÒÉÃÁȟ 
Asia, Australia, Europe and the Americas. Many of these forms of practices have been 
transcended, modified and disguised in modern cultures of today. The acceptance and embrace 
of 7 days in a week by modern Man, for example, essentially mimic the events in Genesis of the 
stages in creation. What is astounding is that this 7 days cycle fits in with the scientific scheme of 
the cycle of a year and the rotation of the earth around the sun. These spiritual systems are 
manifested in the forms of communal rituals, customs, mythology, and symbols and are re-
enacted repeatedly through specific human acts and customs/rituals corresponding to the cycle 
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of life symbolizing an act of cosmic creation and what Mircea Eliade (1974) referred to as the 
ȬÅÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÒÅÔÕÒÎȭȢ  
 
According to Mircea Eliade, for archaic man, reality is a function of the imitation of a celestial 
archetype. These rituals and customs show how reality is conferred through participation in the 
ȬÓÙÍÂÏÌÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÅÎÔÒÅȭȡ ÃÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÔÅÍÐÌÅÓȟ ÈÏÕÓÅÓ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÒÅÁÌ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÓÓÉÍÉÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ 
ÔÈÅ ȬÃÅÎÔÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭȢ 2ÉÔÕÁÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÐÒÏÆÁÎÅ ÇÅÓÔÕÒÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÃÑÕÉÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ 
attributed to them, and materialize that meaning, only because they deliberately repeat such 
and such acts posited ab origine by gods, heroes, or ancestors. 
 
The objects and human behaviors associated with these communal acts acquire intrinsic values 
transcending that of the physical nature of these objects symbolizing a reality of cosmic 
dimension. For example, among countless stones, one stone becomes sacred ɀ and hence 
instantly becomes saturated with meanings ɀ because it constitutes a hierophany, or possesses 
manna, or commemorates a mythical act. The object appears as the receptacle of an exterior 
force that differentiates it from its milieu and gives it a meaning and value. Thus all the precious 
stones like sapphire, diamond, pearls and metals such as gold and silver, have been impregnated 
with a magical or religious power by virtue of its properties, symbolic shapes or its origin ɀ 
thunderstone because it is fallen from the sky and pearl, because it comes from the depths of the 
sea, both believing to have mythical powers. Gold, which is conceived to be pure in its essence, is 
conceived to be worthy of the gods. The offering of bread and wine in Holy Communion 
ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÁÃÔ ÏÆ #ÈÒÉÓÔȭÓ ÓÁÃÒÉÆÉÃÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÏÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÒÉÖÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇÓ ÆÒÏÍ 
this historical event of the past. The pyramids, an assemblage of stones, represent the sacred 
sites of the pharaohs that points the way to the eternal recycle of life. Thus all objects that are 
used in rituals and held in prestige, symbolize the mythical occurrences of history in the past, 
associated with some spiritual figures or gods.   
 
The archaic belief in the celestial archetypes of cities and temples is also symbolic of creation 
ÁÎÄ ÈÁÓ ÄÉÖÉÎÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎȢ 4ÈÅ ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÃÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÔÅÍÐÌÅÓȟ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÏÆ ÎÅ× ÔÅÒÒÉÔÏÒÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÅÎÔÅÒÓȭ 
representing the pre-eminent cosmogonic act - the creation of the world. Every community lay 
claims to their cities or symbolic structures as the centers of the world. Every ritual has a divine 
model, an archetype; marriage rites too have a divine model and human marriage reproduces 
the hierogamy, more especially the union of heaven and earth and the regeneration as akin to 
agriculture and continuation of life. All dances were originally sacred. Struggles, conflicts, and 
wars for the most part have a ritual cause and function. They are a stimulating opposition 
between the two halves of a clan, or a struggle between the representatives of two divinities. 
Justice and sacrifices also have their origin in mystical past.  
 
The collective consciousness as manifested at the communal level of ancient societies and any 
particular human cultures in the forms of rituals, customs, mythologies and 
philosophical/religious beliefs point to the spiritual part of our being that seems to link to our 
past in the cosmological recount of creation and of being from where we originate. The 
customary celebration of the cycle of a new year in all cultures signifies the rejuvenation in the 
act of creation. It is believed that with this recurring cycle of creation, life and existence are ad 
infinitum  and mankind goes through a cycle of being, non-being and rebirth that has its origin in 
the cosmos and the divine, combining the happenings of the beginnings between heaven and 
earth.  
 
Ancient societies believe that history is a re-enactment of the events of this cycle. Hinduism and 
Buddhism have their source this cosmological realization and taken up as a core belief in their 
religions. This collective regeneration of the past has been verified and embraced by all human 
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civilizations of the past and its mystical manifestation cannot be explained by science in a linear 
causal way. This ontological archetypal recurrence of events seems to be a feature found only in 
the human species. It remains a mystery to be recognized and accepted as part of our spiritual 
being that is as real as our biological senses.  
 
It is interesting to find that since the arrival of Jesus and the revelation He brought, the cycle of 
time is revealed to have an end and modern history began with a linear unfolding of events as 
part of history that point to an end state in the existence of humanity. However, this cycle of 
ÔÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÅÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÒÅÔÕÒÎȭ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÈÅÌÄ ÁÓ ÃÏÒÅ ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓ ÂÙ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ÁÓÔȟ ÌÉËÅ 
Hinduism and Buddhism and is still inherent in the cultures where Christianity had 
promulgated. The cycle oÆ ȬÅÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÒÅÔÕÒÎȭ ×ÉÌÌ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÂÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÕÎÔÉÌ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄ 
coming of Christ, as revealed by Jesus, when the end-state will be verified. Until then the eternal 
return will remain very much a part of human history and embedded in the human psyche as a 
trace from where we originated.  
 
The cycle of birth, death and rebirth, with the repetition of life in the forms of the same 
manifestation of human nature, human conflict between good and evil, wars that are fought for 
supremacy of power, each claiming to be on the side of righteousness, will continue as long as 
human history continues; disregard the advancement of science and technologies the eternal 
return will always be manifested (subject to the contra verification with the second coming of 
Christ). Perhaps this Ȭeternal returnȭ at our level of existence is a manifestation of our spiritual 
nature that transcend into the fourth dimension where God dwell in eternity where we hope to 
merge with in the perfection of Creation. 
 
The psychological and spiritual problems that Man faces will remain the same, irrespective of 
time and history. The psychological problems our parents and indeed their  ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ 
have with their subsistence in their societies and we as children with our children  in todayȭs 
society are the same, ad infinitum; the spiritual problems our parents faced as to the meaning of 
life is the same as we are facing today despite the advancement in knowledge, and so it 
continues ad infinitum . The longing for a reason for existence will continue to be part of the 
human psyche, deeply embedded in human nature.  
 
4ÈÅ ÁÒÃÈÅÔÙÐÅ ÕÎÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÅÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÒÅÔÕÒÎȭ ÏÆ Á ÃÙÃÌÅ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎȟ 
embodied from the historical past, points to a longing in the human psyche for the source of our 
creation and a CÒÅÁÔÏÒȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÁÌ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÕÎÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓȭ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÊÕÓÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ȬÐÒÉÍÉÔÉÖÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÃÉÅÎÔ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓ ÐÏÉÎÔÓ ÔÏ Á ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ 
spirit that is found among the human species. This same pattern of the eternal cycle continues to 
ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔ ÉÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÌÌ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅȢ 
  
/ÎÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÁÔÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÅÐÉÓÏÄÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ3ÔÁÒ 7ÁÒÓȭ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÌÉÚÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ 
good and evil are the same; and the wars that are fought are no different from the past, today 
and the future, despite the imaginary advancement in technologies. The same theme of a story 
continues, intersperse with the same theme of love and hate to accentuate the continuous battle 
between good and evil as the altruistic part of human nature; and this repeats itself in human 
dramas from here to end of historical time. The eternal return is not a myth for the important 
aspects of human life. The rituals and customs may be modified, manifested in different forms 
and may even appear to be nullified, but these same aspects of human nature under disguise in 
any form will remain constant and be repeated throughout the course of human history until the 
end of time as will be verified by the second coming of Jesus Christ when we will enter into 
eternity where perfection will be found. 
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Holotropic and Absolute Consciousness  
 
7ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÖÅÎÔ ÏÆ ȬÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȭ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄÓ ÏÆ ÐÓÙÃÈÉÁÔÒÙ, psychology and medical 
technologies, spiritual experiences in the realm of existence at the individual and communal 
levels have been subjected to systematic investigations and verifications in a way similar to that 
enunciated through the perennial philosophy of the mystic religions and religious practices of 
old. The findings of contemporary research in general, essentially confirm and support the 
position of these ancient teachings. They are in radical conflict with the most fundamental 
assumptions of materialistic science concerning consciousness, human nature, and the nature of 
reality. These systematic researches clearly indicate that consciousness is not a product of the 
brain, but a primary principle of existence, and that it plays a critical role in the creation of the 
phenomenal world. 
 
In our daily life, everything that happens involves complex chains of causes and effects. The 
assumption of strict linear causality is a necessary prerequisite for traditional Western science. 
Another fundamental characteristic of material reality is that all processes in our world follow 
the law of conservation of energy. Energy cannot be created or destroyed; it can only be 
transformed into other forms of energy. This way of thinking appears to be adequate for most of 
the events in the physical macro world. However, it breaks down when we trace the chains of 
causes and effects back to the micro world, the beginnings of the universe and the spiritual 
dimension of our existence. When we apply it to quantum mechanics and the process of cosmic 
creation, we are confronted with formidable problems: If we cannot grasp the fundamental 
elements of physical materialistic existence and if everything is causally determined, what is the 
original cause, the cause of causes, the Prime Mover? If energy has to be conserved, where did it 
come from in the first place? And what about the origin of matter, space, and time?  
 
The current Cosmo-genetic theory of the Big Bang, suggesting that matter, time and space were 
ÓÉÍÕÌÔÁÎÅÏÕÓÌÙ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ Á ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÌÅÓÓ ȬÓÉÎÇÕÌÁÒÉÔÙȭ ÓÏÍÅ ρυ ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÙÅÁÒÓ ago, can hardly 
be accepted as an adequate logical explanation of the deepest mystery of existence. And we 
generally cannot imagine that a satisfactory answer could be anything else but rational. 
Stanislav Grof (1998) commented that: 
 
 ȰThe solution to these problems provided by transcendental experiences is of an entirely different 
nature and order. Experiencing Absolute Consciousness, the Void, and their mutual relationship 
makes it possible to transcend the baffling paradoxes that plague scientists theorizing about a 
material universe governed by causality and mechanical laws. Holotropic states can provide 
satisfactory answers to these questions and paradoxes, however, these answers are not logical, 
but experiential and transrational in nature Ȣȱ 
 
As a result of over thirty years of investigation, Stanislav Grof made the following conclusions: 
 
ȰThis research also radically changes our conception of the human psyche. It shows that, in its 
farthest reaches, the psyche of each of us is essentially commensurate with all of existence and 
ultimately identical with the cosmic creative principle itself. This conclusion, while seriously 
challenging the worldview of modern technological societies, is in far-reaching agreement with the 
image of reality found in the grÅÁÔ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÍÙÓÔÉÃÁÌ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȢȱ 
 
Advancement in the fields of psychiatry and psychology, guided by their own discipline, 
bordering between methods of scientific investigation and analytical reflection, has compiled 
many cases of experiÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ȬÎÏÎ-ÏÒÄÉÎÁÒÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȟ 
ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ×ÈÁÔ 3ÔÁÎÉÓÌÁÖ 'ÒÏÆ ɉρωωψɊ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ȬÈÏÌÏÔÒÏÐÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ 
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ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȢ "Ù ÔÈÉÓ ÈÅ ÍÅÁÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÍÁÎÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
everyone of us who could ÅÎÔÅÒ ÉÎÔÏ Á ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ Ȭ!ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅ #ÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÏÒ 
ȬÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÌ ÒÅÁÌÍȭ ÏÒ ÅÎÔÅÒ ÉÎÔÏ ×ÈÁÔ 3ÕËÉÅ -ÉÌÌÅÒ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ Á ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ȬÖÉÔÁÌ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÔÉÏÎȭȟ 
which embraces consciousness of the whole of creation and the experiences of the spiritual 
world, excluding the other non-ordinary states such as trivial deliria and organic psychosis, 
which are caused by disorientation and intellectual impairment - these exclusions have the basis 
of the brain dysfunction.  
 
There are other experiences of consciousness, the non-ordinary states that are outside the 
realm of the brain function that are well documented and verifiable by collective affirmation. 
Other researches on the study of the dying, such as documentations of interviews of those who 
are in the states of terminally-ill patients (Elizabeth Kubler-Ross, 1969), the cross-over death 
studies such as Near-Death Experiences of Raymond Moody (1977) and Cherrie Sutherland 
(1992), and the cross-cultural and religious studies of the spiritual cross-over experiences of 
Sukie Miller (1997), support the view that there is a general belief of a life after death. This 
suggests that in our everyday state of consciousness we are not really whole; we are fragmented 
and identify with only a small fraction of who we really are in our total consciousness and that 
our physical realm of existence is just part of a journey to enter into the spiritual world.  
 
These cases of holotropic state of consciousness can be observed and documented through 
psychedelic therapeutic treatment, spiritual emergencies, and a method of facilitation called 
holotropic breathwork. In psychedelic therapy the non-ordinary states of consciousness are 
induced by chemical means; in spiritual emergencies they develop spontaneously sometimes for 
unknown reasons and in others under traumatic happenings in the middle of everyday life; and 
in holotropic breathwork they are facilitated by a combination of faster breathing, evocative 
music, and a specific form of focused body work.  
 
-ÁÎÙ ÙÏÇÉÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÄ ȬÈÏÌÏÔÒÏÐÉÃ ÂÒÅÁÔÈ×ÏÒËȭ ÁÔ ×ÉÌÌȟ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÆÁÓÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÑÕÅÓ ÏÆ 
meditation. Perhaps the first Buddha must have mastered this self-induced technique and 
ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ȬÅÎÌÉÇÈÔÅÎÍÅÎÔȭȢ !ÌÌ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÎÏÎ-ordinary states of consciousness happen 
with a lot of people, but not necessarily to all; but in all of these there are identical emotional 
experiences confirmed by collective affirmation. Often it happens when a person is undergoing 
great emotional experiences or consciously through the development of techniques to enter into 
the state. The fact that this non-ordinary state of consciousness is experienced by significant 
number of people requires it to be recognized and explained. 
 
Grof described the holotropic state of consciousness as:  
 
Ȱȣ#ÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÚÅÄ ÂÙ Á ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÓ 
in all sensory areas, intense and often unusual emotions, and profound alternations in the thought 
processes. They are also usually accompanied by a variety of intense psychosomatic manifestations 
and unconventional forms of behavior. Consciousness is changed qualitatively in a very profound 
and fundamental way but unlike in the deliriant conditions, it is not grossly impaired. In holotropic 
states, we experience intrusion of other dimensions of existence that can be very intense and even 
overwhelming. However, at the same time, we typically remain fully oriented and do not 
completely lose touch with everyday reality. We experience simultaneously two very different 
realitiesȱȢ 
 
Through many well-documented cases, Stanislav Grof discovers that in holotropic state of 
consciousness the emotional component is highly charged and covers a very broad spectrum 
that extends far beyond the limits of our everyday experience; and it includes feelings of ecstatic 
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rapture, heavenly bliss, feeling of great love and deep sense of peace and calm, to episodes of 
abysmal terror, overpowering anger, utter despair, consuming guilt and other forms of extreme 
emotional ÓÕÆÆÅÒÉÎÇȢ (Å ×ÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÏ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ Ȭ!ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅ #ÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅ 
state of achievement of the holotropic state as:  
 
ȰDuring the state of Absolute Consciousness the intellect dissolves itself and transcends beyond the 
limitations of the analytical mind, all rational categories and all the constraints of ordinary logic. 
The emotional experience gives answers to all of creation, without the logic and rationality that 
are demanded in our ordinary consciousness in the materialistic world. This emotional state of 
experience eludes any attempt at adequate description or explanation. The language that we use 
to communicate about matters of daily life simply is not adequate for this task. Individuals who 
have had this experience seem to agree that it is ineffable. Words and the structure of our language 
are painfully inappropriate tools to describe its nature and dimensions, particularly to those who 
have not had it. In the state of Absolute Consciousness people experience the presence of the 
Supreme force and the Void with the emergence of the creative Cosmic Consciousness or, 
conversely, its return into the Void and disappearanceȢȱ 
 
He went on to describe the holotropic state of consciousness, after compiling many caseworks of 
people who have entered into the state and extracting the essence of their experiences to which 
all have in common:  
 
ȰWhen we experience the transition from the Void to Absolute Consciousness or vice versa, we do 
not have the feeling of absurdity that we would have in the usual state of consciousness, while 
considering the possibility of something originating out of nothing or, conversely, disappearing 
into nothingness without traces. On the contrary, there is a sense of self-evidence, simplicity and 
naturalness about this process. The experiential insights in this regard are accompanied with the 
feeling of sudden clarification and unquestionable acceptance. Since on this level the material 
world is seen as an expression of Absolute Consciousness and the latter, in turn, appears to be 
interchangeable with the Void, transcendental experiences of this kind provide an unexpected 
ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÁØÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÅÓÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÍÉÎÄȣȢ 2ÅÁÓÏÎ ÉÓ 
an inadequate instrument for the analysis of transcendental dimensions of existence and of 
principles that operate on a very high metaphysical level. Ultimately, true understanding in these 
matters is possible only through direct personal experience.ȱ 
 

Transpersonal and Near -Death Experiences 
 
The phenomenon of Out of Body Experience (OBE), in particular the near-death experiences 
(NDE, a term coined by Raymond Moody who first studied this phenomenon) is another one of 
those holotropic experiences that have been reported and confirmed by many. Thanatology, the 
researches into the dying and near-death experiences (NDE), has confirmed many important 
aspects of holotropic state such as powerful visionary including among others, a condensed life 
review, passage through a tunnel, encounter with archetypal beings, contact with 
ÔÒÁÎÓÃÅÎÄÅÎÔÁÌ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÖÉÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÄÉÖÉÎÅ ÌÉÇÈÔȢ )Î ÍÁÎÙ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÁÎ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ȬÖÅÒÉÄÉÃÁÌȭ 
out-of-body experiences (OBE)ȟ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÄÉÓÅÍÂÏÄÉÅÄ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ 
accurately perceives what is happening in various close or remote locations. In such encounters 
there is no feelings felt as a result of all the sensory receptors that are tied onto our biological 
body, except Ȭsightȭ and ȬsounÄȭ which all experiencers attributed these as communication only 
through the mind, but only an upsurge of emotional experiences. There are always the emotions 
of great happiness, peace and abandonment to the divine will of the cosmos.  
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There is none of the intellectual explanation needed to account for the experience. There appear 
to be unanimous similar descriptions of these events by survivors, who undergo profound 
spiritual insight, personality transformation, and radical changes in their life values thereafter 
upon revival. The acceptance and the embracing of their emotional encounters are paramount in 
the transformation and not the intellectual explanation that is needed.  
 
Raymond Moody, notes that an overriding love for humanity is often reported. He writes: 
 
ȰUpon their return, almost all NDErs say that love is the most important thing in life. Many say it is 
why we are here. Most find it the hallmark of happiness and fulfillment, with other values paling 
beside it.ȱ 
 
In a comprehensive research on those who have gone through the near-death experience (NDE), 
Cherrie Sutherland (1992) who has gone through a NDE herself, described similarities of 
experiences right through all cultures, races, religious affiliation, age groups and genders. She 
discovered, irrespective of these backgrounds, factors the descriptions of the encounter as 
described above are the identical and confirmed by all. This spiritual experience surely cannot 
be due to psychological factors for these are the derivatives of cultures which should bring 
about different experiences in the NDE. It cannot be attributed to the biological factor as well 
because every resultant brain structure is different, due to different process of conditioning. The 
fact that the experiences are identical cutting across cultures, races, religious affiliation, age 
groups and genders suggests very strongly that this collective affirmation must surely be 
representing the spiritual dimension of experience that is universal.  
 
Interesting in her research are the dramatic changes in the lives of those who have been through 
the near-death experience (NDE). Although there are difficulties in adjusting themselves to the 
material world after their experiences, most near-death experiencers (NDErs) had changed in 
the positive direction towards being more spiritual, strongly motivated by the love emotion. 
Sutherland summarized that in all cases altruistic attitudes developed and concern for others 
becomes a focus for post-NDE activities in many cases. Near-death experiencers have been 
found to develop compassion, patience, tolerance, love, acceptance, insight and understanding, 
and have been described as radically transformed human beings showing unusual serenity. 
They came to treasure spirituality more than just being religious, indicating that we can 
decipher the Ȭimage of Godȭ in us by looking deep into ourselves rather than being just being 
religious. Through her research Cherrie Sutherland found that all those who had undergone 
NDE make a distinction between religiosity  and spirituality. For example, one such NDEer said, 
 
ȰI donȭt like the word Ȭreligiousȭ because it has church connotations. I think ȭspiritualȭ is the 
stronger because itȭs only between me and the Higher Intelligence. ȬReligiousȭ concerns religion 
where Ȭspiritualȭ concerns your own spirit and your own will and soul environment.ȱ 
 
Another said, 
 
ȰA religious person is one who believes in a particular dogma, who takes sides. After the experience 
I studied religions and I found that at the basis of all religions there is an almost identical principle, 
so all these factions and schisms were to me an absolute nonsense. Whether you believe in one 
religion or another is like barracking for one football team or for the other. Why take sides? So 
looking at this ɀ Iȭm not at all religious. I would describe myself as spiritual.ȱ 
 
Research into the near-death experiences (NDE) is made possible because of the advancement 
in medical technologies which enables the near dead to be biologically revived from the death 
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cross-over. This aspect of advancement in sciences has inadvertently  confirmed the existence of 
the spiritual part of our being, although there is no direct physical causal relationship, but 
nevertheless has been verified through collective consensus validation. Many of the near-death 
experiences have been systematically documented by famous researchers such as Raymond 
Moody (1977) who first coined the word Ȭnear-death experienceȭ, George Ritchie (1978), Cherie 
Sutherland (1992) and Ian Wilson (1997).  
 
The many cases of proper documentations of many NDE survivors and what appear to be 
uniform descriptions of common theme of encounters under the state of death across different 
age groups, social backgrounds and cultures cannot simply be dismissed as mere hallucinations 
and the method used as simply non-scientific. The statistics and cross validation of data 
gathered across significant large samples of cases cannot said to be coincidental and 
undisciplined in approach. There is no doubt that the NDE must have existed even before the 
discovery of medical methods and is manifested in the forms of spiritual ontological experiences 
of the sages through the ages that gave rise to religious insights and religion. With modern 
medical techniques of reviving, sustaining and prolonging life of the biological body, the belief in 
the spiritual dimension of our being and continual existence has now at least gained some 
credence and warrants some degree of acceptance.  
 
Sukie Miller (1997), who is a psychotherapist, is one of the first researchers to study the cross-
cultural dimension of the spiritual cross-over, who herself had gone through the experience of 
ÃÒÏÓÓÉÎÇ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎȢ 3ÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÅÄȟ ȰMy research had accustomed me to 
ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÔÈÁÔ Á ÌÁÒÇÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭÓ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÃÁÎ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÁÌÍÓȡ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ 
back by shamans, descriptions embedded in the culture, mental maps of the after-death geography, 
and accounts of the inhabitants there ɀ these are all integrated without awe into daily life. For 
many people of the world, realms after death are as indisputably there as San Francisco is to New 
Yorkers, as Africa is to Brazilians. It is a case of living within the whole of reality, not just the parts 
one can see.ȱ  
 
This consciousness of crossing-over to the spiritual world and at the same time aware of the 
current world is what SuËÉÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ȬÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÌ ÒÅÁÌÍȭȡ ȰAt the centre of these investigations 
lies the work of French Islamic mystic and scholar Henry Corbin. Corbin made the now classic 
ÄÉÓÔÉÎÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÁÎ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÅÄ ÒÅÁÌÍ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÁÎ ȬÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÌȭ ÏÎÅȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÏÒÍÅÒ might be 
the Egun as you, the reader, apprehended them in your mind in response to my description of them. 
4ÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÌ ÒÅÁÌÍȭ ÉÓ Á ÒÅÁÌ ×ÏÒÌÄȟ ÁÐÐÒÅÈÅÎÄÅÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÖÅ ÕÓÕÁÌ ÓÅÎÓÅÓ ÁÌÏÎÅ ÂÕÔ ÂÙ Á ÈÉÇÈÌÙ 
sensitized, transformed imagination that functions in and of itself as an organ of perception. In 
other words, not fantasy, not dreaming, not hallucination, but the perception of an aspect of a 
greater reality not ordinarily seen.ȱ 3ÈÅ ÈÁÄ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
who had experieÎÃÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÖÉÔÁÌ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÁÌÌ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÎÓ ÏÒ ÅÖÅÎ ÁÍÏÎÇ 
those who are non-religious. 
 
The key to understanding human consciousness is the key to understanding that unique part of 
the human psyche, which makes us different from the rest of the animal kingdom. Some 
scientists argue that consciousness is a result of the brain function. There are ample clinical and 
experimental evidence showing deep correlations between the anatomy, physiology, and 
biochemistry of the brain, on the one hand, and conscious processes, on the other. It is common 
knowledge that a blow on the head leading to brain concussion or compression of the carotid 
arteries limiting the oxygen supply to the brain can cause loss of consciousness. A lesion or 
tumor in the temporal lobe of the brain is often associated with very characteristic changes of 
consciousness that are strikingly different from those observed in persons with a pathological 



77 

 

process in the prefrontal lobe, which enable the neurologist to identify area of the brain afflicted 
by the pathological process and surgically or physiologically correct the situation.  
 
In the studies of the states of waking, sleeping and dreaming, neuroscientists such as Allan 
Hobson (1999) was able to construct a model based on the intensity, memory and modulation to 
explain the different degree of consciousness and thus able to postulate the brain mechanism 
responsible for consciousness. These facts are usually presented as conclusive evidence that the 
brain is the source of human consciousness. However, these facts only show the close 
correlation between the changes in the brain function and specific changes in consciousness, but 
do not address the problem of its origin and nature. These facts failed to explain the phenomena 
of the near-death and other experiences which have been significantly verified by collective 
affirmation. 4ÈÅÓÅ ÁÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ȬÆÅÅÌÉÎÇÓȭ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ 
ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ȬÅÍÏÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍÅÒ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ Á ÓÔÉÍÕÌÕÓ-response relationship while the latter is 
spiritual in nature which manifests itself only when our biological state dominates or ceases to 
be.  
 
Perhaps there are differential biological, psychological and spiritual consciousnesses, with the 
latter transcending beyond the physical. Biological consciousness is determined through the five 
senses via the brain which is being restructured through a process of conditioning, while 
psychological consciousness has been conditioned as a result of the socialization process and 
also stored in the brain as the material substrate. Thus biological and psychological 
consciousness can correlates with the degree of damages to the biological brain. However, the 
dimension of consciousness that is outside the realm of the correlation between specific 
conditions of the brain and consciousness, such as in self-induced holotropic state, near-death 
(NDE), out-of-body experiences ɉ/"%Ɋ ÁÎÄ ȬÖÉÔÁÌ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ 
experiences demonstrate that consciousness can, under certain circumstances, operate 
independently of its material substrate and can perform functions that reach far beyond the 
capacities of the brain.  
 
With death the biological and psychological modes of existence or consciousness die with it and 
it is perhaps at that moment the spiritual consciousness come to the fore and expresses itself as 
the spiritual dimension of our being. In all these situations consciousness is then separated from 
the body and maintains ÉÔÓ ȬÓÅÎÓÏÒÙȭ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ such as sight and sound, while moving freely to 
various close and remote locations unvisited before. This spiritual consciousness will then be 
not bounded by material substrates. There are many other types of transpersonal phenomena 
that can mediate accurate information about various aspects of the universe that had not been 
previously received and recorded in the brain as uncovered particularly in out of body 
experiences (OBE).  
 
There is a vast body of observations indicating that human consciousness can exist and function 
independently of the body and of the physical senses. There is a spiritual consciousness which, 
through life experiences, incorporates that which is acquired through our biological and 
psychological consciousness. These evidences come from parapsychology, anthropology, LSD 
research, experiential psychotherapy, thanatology, and the study of spontaneously occurring 
non-ordinary state of consciousness. All these disciplines have amassed impressive data 
demonstrating clearly that human consciousness is capable of doing many things that the brain 
ÃÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÙ ÄÏ ÁÎÄ ÁÒÅ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȢ 
 
#ÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ×ÈÁÔ 3ÔÁÎÉÓÌÁÖ 'ÒÏÆ ÔÅÒÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌ ÍÏÎÉÓÍȭ ÖÉÅ×ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÍÁÎÙ ÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÓÔÓȟ ÈÅ 
stated that studies into consciousness research is not incompatible with the findings of science, 
but only with the philosophical conclusions that were inappropriately drawn from these 
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ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȢ 4ÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄ-brainȭ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÍ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓ ÁÎ ÅÎÉÇÍÁ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȢ (Å ÓÕÍÍÁÒÉÚÅÓ ÉÎ ÈÉÓ 
ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÈÉÓ ÂÏÏË Ȭ4ÈÅ #ÏÓÍÉÃ 'ÁÍÅ ɀ Explorations in the Frontiers of Human 
#ÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÏÖÅÒ-riding comments: 
 
ȰIt is important to emphasize that the cosmology described in this book is not in conflict with the 
facts and observations of any scientific discipline. What is being questioned and challenged is the 
appropriateness of the philosophical conclusions drawn from these observations. The ideas in this 
book do not change any of the specifics described by materialistic science. They simply provide an 
overarching meta-framework for the phenomena constituting consensus reality. According to the 
materialistic worldview, the universe is a mechanical system that essentially created itself and 
consciousness is an epiphenomenon of material process. The findings of transpersonal psychology 
and consciousness research strongly suggest that the universe might be a creation of superior 
cosmic intelligence and consciousness an essential aspect of existence. 
 
There exist no scientific findings that demonstrate the priority of matter over consciousness and 
the absence of creative intelligence in the universal scheme of things. Adding the insights from 
consciousness research to the findings of materialistic science provides a more complete 
understanding of many important aspects of the cosmos for which we currently have 
unsatisfactory and unconvincing explanations. These include such fundamental questions as the 
creation of the universe, the origin of life on our planet, the evolution of species, and the nature and 
function of consciousness.ȱ 
 
Through human consciousness, near-death experience (NDE) and other researches, it has been 
established that there is a spiritual dimension of existence that is found in the human psyche. 
4ÈÉÓ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÏÕÌȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÈÁÐÔÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
previous chapters challenge the ideas put forward by material monism when it comes to 
explaining consciousness and the meaning of human existence. It is also established that the 
traditional understanding of the scientific method of investigation especially that applied to the 
physical sciences cannot be used to establish the truth of the existence of human consciousness, 
but nevertheless the method used to study the spiritual realm of our existence can be no less 
scientific than the traditional scientific method. The following chapter will take on a different 
perspective to establish the existence of the spiritual part of our being, using the same scientific 
methods of deduction and induction as applied in establishing the traditional physical sciences. 
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CHAPTER 9 
 - 

TAKING ANOTHER PERSPECTIVE IN UNDERSTANDING 
 

Logic and Rationality  
 
Traditionally in the philosophy of epistemology, that is the study of the nature and validity of 
knowledge, Man does not know things directly but grasps only their impressions (phenomena). 
It was reasoned that there are two approaches to the establishment of knowledge. Rationalism 
is concerned with the impressions made on the intellect, an in-built sense of logic called 
Ȭintuitive ration alismȭȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÅÍÐÉÒÉÃÉÓÍ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÓ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÉÍÐÒÅÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ 
made on the senses. The former uses what is called deductive logic , while the latter uses what 
is known as inductive logic .  
 
In deductive logic, propositions are derived from premises that are latent or intuitive, while 
inductive logic ventures conclusions from particular knowledge through the senses that appear 
to serve as evidence for them. Deductive logic seems to find its source in our Ȭintuitive 
rationalismȭ, an in-built source of reasoning that has no link to material physical/biological  
substrate, which is spiritual in nature (more on this in later text). Deductive logic is manifested 
and used in mathematics as a discipline, while inductive logic is demonstrative and used in the 
experimental sciences through some forms of instrumentation, to be detected by the physical 
biological senses.  
 
However this division is just academic because in real life the discovery and affirmation of 
knowledge in the physical world requires both deduction and induction. Both types of reasoning 
are observed to be used in mental processes by all humans and are essential in the 
establishment of knowledge ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÓ ÔÏ Á ȬÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȭȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Á 
question of a clear line of demarcation adhering only to one mode of reasoning or the other but 
each is needed to establish truth in general, particularly in a physical sense where induction is 
needed. Only in inductive knowledge the Ȭevidenceȭ needed is demonstrated differently for the 
physical sciences and other non-physical abstract phenomena. 
 
!ÌÌ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÁ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÈÁÖÅ ×ÈÁÔ ) ÃÁÌÌ ȬÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ ÉÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȭȢ 
This includes all the physical and abstract phenomena; only in the physical field there is a higher 
ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ȬÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ ɉÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙɊ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÐÅÔÉÔÉÖÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÁ ÉÎ 
question that are confirmed by human consciousness through the common biological senses 
that are universal. There are other abstract phenomena such as ideas or concepts that are 
related to the political, philosophical, social and economic fields, for example, that are just as 
ȬÒÅÁÌȭ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ȬÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÁÌ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅȟ 
ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÂÕÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ÁÎÄ 
acceptance.  
 
/ÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÉÌÙ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ȬÔÒÕÔÈȭȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇher level of 
certainty adds on towards establishing the fundamental truths. All fundamental truths are 
ÔÅÓÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÆ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ 
universals and holistic, and they conform to a n overall  consistent logical framework  which 
can pass the test of time. In this respect, all fundamental truths can be established through 
this method of deduction including abstract ideas and concepts that meet these criteria . 
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All scientific knowledge is discovered through deduction, to be verified by induction. Both 
ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÁÃÔ ÔÏ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÆ ȬÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ ÁÓ ×Å ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅÍȢ 4ÈÅ 
higher degree of certainty of these knowledge has ÃÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÓÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȭȟ 
because of the repetitive nature in demonstrating the properties of occurrence of the concepts 
ÏÒ ÉÄÅÁÓȠ ÂÕÔ ÅÖÅÎ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ȬÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙȭ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ Á ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÕÐÏÎ 
postulation, founded upon the probability principle. The higher degree of certainty through 
repetitive verifications detected by the physical senses has a higher degree of probability. This 
higher degree of probability is verified by collective affirmations through the senses via some 
direct or indirect media of detection. However, at the most fundamental level of physics we are 
still talking about probability of occurrences of events, as in quantum mechanics and 
thermodynamics where determinism is still uncertain (see the uncertainty principle in science, 
Chapter 7).  
 
Problems earlier subsumed under induction are now apportioned to the methodology of the 
sciences with physics being more scientific than biology and psychology, for examples. Scientific 
knowledge is established first by deduction to be followed by induction which appeals to the 
senses that has material substrate, affirmed by collective verification  through some media of 
detection through our senses.  
 
The source of our deduction is found in our Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ a spiritual part of our being, 
perhaps imaging a characteristic of our Creator. The source of this innate quest for reasons 
(deduction) which has an in-built logic cannot be explained by the biological brain. Scientific 
thoughts (induction) are motivated by the extension of our imagination ɀ the curiosity to 
introduce out-of-the-ordinary possibilities based on our Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ to be tested by 
induction in the attempt to establish a consistent logical framework, later to be confirmed by 
collective affirmation.  
 
The geniuses are those who have a higher level of expression of their extended Ȭimaginationȭ 
(through the brain with a higher level of intelligence) and they postulate what appear to be far-
fetched postulations to be tested by a higher form of deductive logic through mathematics (an 
already accepted and is a disciplined form of deductive logic), and to some extent further 
supported by induction of a physical nature through the senses. Mathematics is a discipline that 
is an attempt to establish a consistent logical framework that has been confirmed by collective 
affirmation. This is the basis which eventually leads to the establishment of so-called scientific 
knowledge. The acceptance of scientific knowledge is based upon logic that conforms to an 
overall consistent logical framework, to be affirmed by Ȭcollective ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓÅÓȭ. 
 
Not all accepted knowledge could be demonstrated through the senses, especially in the realm 
of abstract matters. It is held by many that in deductive logic there is this inherently rational 
ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ) ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÅÃÔ ÃÁÎ ÇÒÁÓÐ ÔÏ 
interpret the reality that surrounds us. This Ȭintuitive  rationalismȭ always demands reasons for 
the existence of phenomena that are affirmed by Ȭcollective consciousnessȭ, but not all reasons 
are necessarily logically consistent. The quest for the fundamental truths is to find answers to 
establish the fundamental premises that conform to an overall consistent logical framework. 
 
Logical reasoning is a discipline that adheres to a consistent logical framework. The higher 
ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÆ ȬÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ ÉÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÂÙ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÔÈÁÔ 
ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÓ ÔÏ Á ȬÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎ ÐÁÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÉÍÅȢ The 
discoveries of scientific knowledge follow this path of maintaining a consistent logical 
framework in the process of induction. This type of reasoning is guided more by deductive logic 
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and arrived at through a logical framework and this requires clear thinking, a consistent line of 
reasoning that adheres to the fundamental premises that have been established.  
 
Thus logic is here taken to mean deductive logic with all of its ramifications. Deductive logic 
always comes first before the call for induction, but in the realm of non-materialistic 
phenomena, deductive logic guided by clear thinking and indirect evidences through the 
establishment of pointers accepted by collective affirmation that are universals and holistic is 
just as acceptable as knowledge established through the sciences by induction. To find logical 
answers to postulations that arise as a result of adopting a consistent logical framework (clear 
thinking  through insights) and remain strong adherent to the fundamental premises arrived at, 
affirmed by Ȭcollective consciousnessȭ, is no less a stroke of genius than geniuses in the scientific 
field . 
 
Inherent in rationalism is the belief in nativisim, which holds that certain perceptual and 
ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅȭȢ )Î ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅÓ, for example, there is 
ÁÎ ÁÐÐÁÒÅÎÔ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÌÌÏ×Ó ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÌÁÔÅÄȟ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ȬÓÃÈÅÍÁ ÏÆ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÇÒÁÍÍÁÒȭ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÄÅÅÐ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅÓȭ ÏÒ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÔÔÉÎÇȭ 
in the human mind itself. These presetting whiÃÈ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎ ɉÏÒ ȬÍÉÎÄȭɊȟ ÓÅÔ ÔÈÅ 
pattern for all experiences, fix the rules for the formation of meaningful sentences, and explain 
why languages are readily translatable into one another.  
 
It should be added that what rationalists have held about innate ideas are not that some ideas 
are full-fledged at birth but only that the grasp of certain connections and self-evident 
principles, when it comes, is due to inborn powers of insight rather than to learning by 
experience. Such concepts aÓ ȬÄÅÅÐ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅÓȭ ÏÒ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÔÔÉÎÇȭ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÙ 
ÉÎÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ ÎÅÖÅÒÔÈÅÌÅÓÓ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÔÒÕÔÈȭ ÉÎ ÁÓ ÌÏÎÇ ÁÓ ÉÔ ÏÆÆÅÒÓ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÌÁÕÓÉÂÌÅ 
explanation to a reality that we all concur (through collective consciousness and subsequent 
affirmation) and conform to a n overall  consistent logical framework  that has universal 
application . Collective affirmations of phenomena have a universal characteristic that points to 
the discovery of truths as we know it. Mathematics is another example of Ȭinnate presettingȭ that 
enables us to grasp certain connections and self-evident principles that have inborn powers of 
insight guided by innate rationality that conforms to a consistent logical framework.  
 
)Î ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÉÎÂÏÒÎ ÐÏ×ÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÉÎÓÉÇÈÔ ÁÒÅ postulated to be determined by the genes, 
but how these genetic materials interact to produce these insights are still to be understood by 
science. Since insights are abstract characteristics of the phenomenal world the attempts to tie 
these to any physical or biological substrate, by definition is futile and impossible. It is 
something we have to recognize and accept as real but are realms that are in a different 
dimension of our being. Until such time, these concepts are believed to be arrived at through 
ÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÏÕÒ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ I believe it to be a spiritual 
dimension of our being. This deductive logic is well-founded upon our intuitive rational mind 
called Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ and is a prerogative of the human species, not found anywhere else 
in nature among the other animal species.  
 
In the field of epistemology, or theory of knowledge, rationalism hold that some, at least of 
ÍÁÎȭÓ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÉÓ ÇÁÉÎÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ Á ÐÒÉÏÒÉ ɉÐÒÉÏÒ ÔÏ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅɊ ÏÒ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÉÎÓÉÇÈÔ ÁÓ distinct 
from sense experience, which too often seems to provide a confused and merely tentative 
approach. Rationalists hold that some knowledge, though not all, arise through direct 
apprehension by the intellect. What the intellectual faculty apprehends are objects that 
transcend sense experience ɀ universals and their relations . A universal is an abstraction, a 
characteristic that is found across all human species and may reappear in various instances.  
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3ÏÍÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÒÅÆÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ȭarchetypeȭ or ȬÃÏÌÌective unÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȟ ÁÎ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ 
abstraction affirmed by others (through Ȭcollective consciousnessȭ ÏÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ 
ÕÎÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ), which in some instances reflect the archetype unconscious of things of the 
past in what Mircea Eliade refers to as thÅ ȬÅÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÒÅÔÕÒÎȭ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÁÌ ÌÅÖÅÌȟ ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔ 
Stanislav Grof refers to as the holotropic state of consciousness at the individualistic 
experiential level. This kind of knowledge, which includes the whole of logic and mathematics as 
well as fragmentary insights in many other fields, is in the rationalist view the most important 
and certain knowledge that the mind can achieve.  
 
3ÕÃÈ ȬÁ ÐÒÉÏÒÉ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȭ ÉÓ ÂÏÔÈ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÆÏÒ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÏÃÃÕÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ 
humans is observed to be universal among Homo sapiens spiritulus. In critical philosophy, 
epistemological rationalism finds expression in the claim that the mind imposes its own 
inherent categories or forms upon incipient experiences. It is within the grasp of understanding 
ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÁ ÐÒÉÏÒÉ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȭ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÍÉÔÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÇÅÎÅÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔÓ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ 
still being expressed through the brain function, but the originating source  ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÂÓÔÒÁÃÔ ȬÁ 
ÐÒÉÏÒÉ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȭ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÔÒÁÃÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌ ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÉÎȢ Until such time, 
deductive logic with the other pointers leads us to believe that this Ȭa priori knowledgeȭ has a 
spiritual source, imaging the Ȭimage of Godȭ in which we are created. 
 
)Î ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÎȟ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍ ÉÓ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÌÙ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÏÏÄ ÔÏ ÍÅÁÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÎȭÓ ËÎÏwledge about religious 
beliefs comes through the use of his natural faculties, without the aid of supernatural revelation. 
Ȭ2ÅÁÓÏÎȭ ÉÓ ÈÅÒÅ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÂÒÏÁÄÅÒ ÓÅÎÓÅȟ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÁÎȭÓ ÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÖÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙȟ ÁÓ 
opposed to supernatural grace or faith. However, this author opposes to the argument that this 
view of rationalism is incompatible with faith, where faith is generally understood as without 
reason. It is reasoned here that man is required to use his faculty to reason for the existence of 
something that transcend the realm of the physical reality as we know it, by implication, 
supported by deductive logic or Ȭintuitive rationalismȭȢ However, the Ȭreasonsȭ in religious 
rationalism may not be consistently logical, but they need to be so if the fundamental truths are 
to be established.   
 
Whether the conclusions drawn can be regarded as fundamental truths depends on establishing 
a consistent logical framework, to be concurred later by collective affirmation. This argument is 
ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÁÓ $ÅÓÃÁÒÔÅÓȭ notion of rationalism where he believed that knowledge seen by his 
ȬÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÌÉÇÈÔȭȟ ÔÈÅ cognito, ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÓÏÎȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÁÓÓÕÍÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÖÁÌÉÄÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ 
ÌÉÇÈÔȭ ÉÔÓÅÌÆȢ ,ÏÇÉÃÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ $ÅÓÃÁÒÔÅÓȭ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÌÁÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÉÎÓÉÇÈÔȟ Îot necessarily 
revealing the fundamental truths from any outside divine warrant. Here, it is argued that using 
rationalism to indicate the direction of beliefs and upon the acceptance of the reasons 
supporting these beliefs it is not a case of divine revelation, but faith. These kinds of faith have 
some rational bases of understanding but not necessarily founded upon a consistent logical 
framework and therefore do not necessarily constitute the basis for the fundamental truth.  
 
When we cross over the realm of reality as we know it, we are talking about probability and 
plausibility and beyond this we have to ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅsȭ ÄÅÒÉÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍ by 
the many pointers that have been established  conforming to a consistent logical 
framework through fai th . Through this then there is stronger ground supporting the belief 
systems and therefore generate stronger conviction and commitment. Such faith is therefore 
ÆÏÕÎÄÅÄ ÕÐÏÎ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍ ÁÓ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÏ Ȭblind faithȭ which is simply embracing knowledge 
confirmed by many but without proper understanding that is founded upon a consistent logical 
framework.  
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Both faiths nevertheless have their roots the foundation of intuitive rationalism. Rationalism 
cannot be conceived to mean that you can only accept knowledge either through reason alone or 
through divine revelation, when reason can only apply to the realm of reality as we know it and 
cannot be applied logically beyond things that are supernatural. Rationalism can only point to 
the direction in which certain beliefs could be held by some reasoning or logical deduction, 
beyond which faith takes over. It is in establishing the pointers through logical deduction  
within a consistent logical framework based upon universalism and holism that the 
fundamental truths can  be revealed and accepted . When rationalism is applied to religion or 
Ȭspiritualismȭ we must be prepared to accept this tenet.  
 
Scientific truth of knowledge is accepted because it was first conceptualized by deduction to be 
verified by induction which is concurred by collective affirmation through the senses by way of 
some measuring instruments that conform to a consistent logical framework that has universal 
applications. The verifiable facts in science are founded upon a consistent logical 
framework  that has universal applications and can pass the test of time . It is therefore 
possible, using deductive logic to arrive at the fundamental truths through this process, which 
have as their core affirmations made by all those who encounter the experiences universally to 
be guided by a consistent logical framework.  
 
If you introspect, you will find that the Ȭtruthsȭ (in the form of Ȭlawsȭ) in the physical sciences are 
first formulated through deductive logic later established through induction  that conform to 
an overall  consistent logical framework , which is affirmed collectively through repetitive 
recurrences, verifiable through collective senses. Mathematics as a science is an example that is 
disciplined along this schema, although it is not of a materialistic physical nature. Deductive 
logic also allows us to accept the fundamental truths collectively affirmed by all those who 
experience them through deduction (intuitive rationalism) that conform to a consistent logical 
framework that is universally applicable.  
 
It is therefore possible to arrive at the fundamental truths in our sphere of existence, only up to 
the point as determined by all those elements of our creation. It is not possible to arrive at the 
absolute truth because this will transcend beyond our sphere of existence and outside the realm 
of physical creation as we know it. Even the physical sciences cannot claim to have uncovered 
the absolute truths. The best that could be achieved is to establish all those pointers (established 
hypotheses and verifications) using an overall consistent logical frame of reference based upon 
deductive logic.  
 
Problem in arriving at the fundamental truths is found in our shifting terms of reference ɀ there 
is no consistency in maintaining the fundamental premises. WiÔÈÉÎ ÁÎÙ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ȬÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ 
ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅȭ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÖÁÌÉÄ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȬÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅȭ ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ 
consistently logical across all situations. There is therefore no universal application. The 
fundamental truths can only be establishÅÄ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅȭ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÁÎ 
overall logical framework. This refusal to accept an overall consistent logical framework is 
influenced by our psychology and in turn by the derivatives. They are many people who 
refuse to accept logi cal deduction that is founded upon a consistent logical framework  
simply because of the complexities of their psychological makeup of pride and up -one-
man-ship or at the psychosocial level as part of the derivatives .  
 
Because of the strong biological and psychological forces that bind us there is also a greater 
tendency to adopt an anthropomorphic approach to analyzing things, even that which are 
pertaining to the spiritual. Anthropomorphism is a result of our biological and psychological 
conditions. Everybody has his or her own multiple  frames of references based upon his or her 
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psychological makeup and further complicated by the shifting of references to concur with their 
conditioned emotional dispositions.  
 
We need to look for the basic premises that are fundamental, premises that are common and 
acceptable by the majority (that is tending towards universal application). We must avoid 
anthropomorphism when we come to deciphering all that are spiritual, based upon biological, 
psychological and derivative factors. We must then hold steadfast to these fundamental 
premises within the established logical framework and be consistent to pursue further 
knowledge and the understanding of issues that arise there-from to be dictated by this 
framework. It is by this mean that we hope to establish the fundamental truths concerning the 
existence of a Creator or God, about the existence of our spiritual nature, human nature and the 
meaning of life, all of which are in the spiritual realm of our existence.  
 
Logic paradigm starts with fundamental premises . Validity of any logical arguments starts 
with the acceptance of the more likelihood of truth of these fundamental premises. In logic, the 
argument form  or test form  of an argument must fit in with the logical sequence where the 
first two fundamental premises have been forwarded as the more likelihood to be true. A test to 
establish a new fundamental truth that is hopefully within an overall consistent logical 
framework is demonstrated in the following example: 
 

Ȭ0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅȭ ÉÓ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ɉfirst  fundamental premise). 
ȭ*ÅÓÕÓȭ ÉÓ Ȭ0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅȭȢ ɉsecond  fundamental premise) 
4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓȭ ÉÓ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ. (new conclusion drawn that is valid within normal sequence of deduction) 

 
Thus the argument form  or test form  is: 
 

P is G. 
J is P. 
Therefore, J is G. 
 

All we have done in the argument form  or test form  ÉÓ ÔÏ ÐÕÔ ͻ0ȭ ÆÏÒ ͻ0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅͻȟ ͻ'ͻ ÆÏÒ ͻ'ÏÄͻȟ 
and 'J' for 'Jesus'; what results is the form ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ Ȭ0ȭȟ Ȭ'ȭ ÁÒÅ ÐÕÔ ÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ 
ÁÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÁÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÕÒ ÉÎÂÕÉÌÔ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ ɉÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎɊ ÁÎÄ 
universally accepted.  
 
In fact, the first fundamental pr emise ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÁÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÕÒ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭ ÉÓ 
how we define God in the first place, which is universally conceived. The second fundamental 
premise is a preposition (the test formɊ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÎÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ȬÐÒÏÏÆȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÏ 
be based upon deduction upon evidences (pointers) found elsewhere. Each individual sentence 
of the argument form is the sentence form of its respective sentence in the original argument. 
Following this sequence of logical deduction will present a valid argument. However, to accept 
the conclusion as the fundamental truth we have yet to establish an consistent logical 
ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÂÙ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒ ȬÐÒÏÏÆÓȭ ÏÒ ȬÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓȭȢ 
 
Subsequent premises are derived from the acceptance of the fundamental premises and the 
conclusion drawn, Ȭ* ÉÓ 'ȭȟ that is within the logical sequence of deduction. The second 
fundamental premise is put forward as a test form  to be tested by induction of a physical nature 
ÏÒ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ȬÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔÌÙ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌȢ 4ÈÕÓ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈ ÔÈÅ 
ÔÒÕÔÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅȭȟ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÄÒÁ× ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 
'ÏÄȭȢ 
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logic
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Argument
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4ÈÕÓ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÄÒÁ×Î ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 'ÏÄȭȟ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ0ÅÒÆect Love is 
'ÏÄȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅȭȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓ ÏÒ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ 
ÔÈÅÓÅȟ ÔÈÅÎ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÄÒÁ×Î ɉȬ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 'ÏÄȭɊ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÔÈȢ /Î ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ 
ÈÁÎÄȟ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅ Ȭ0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅ ÉÓ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÓ ÕÎÄÅÎÉÁÂÌÙ ÐÒÏÖÅÎ ÆÁÌÓÅȟ ÔÈÅÎ ×Å 
ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ 
ÄÒÁ×Î ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 'ÏÄȭ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÁÎÄÏÎÅÄȢ  
 
(Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÓÅÑÕÅÎÔ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ 'ÏÄȭ is being challenged, then the 
ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÒ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅ ÉÓ not  'ÏÄȭ ÏÒ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ not  0ÅÒÆÅÃÔ ,ÏÖÅȭȢ 4ÈÅ 
ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÒ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈ ȬÐÒÏÏÆÓȭ ÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅÓÅ Ô×Ï 
alternative fundamental premises. Failure to do this, then this paradigm of argument or test 
ÆÏÒÍ ÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÌÉÄ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ*ÅÓÕÓ ÉÓ not  'ÏÄȭ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÁÎÄÏÎÅÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ 
follows the sequence of the test form.  
 
As another example of trying to refute a fundamental premise when we put forward  the 
ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ȬÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ÌÏÇÉÃȭ ÉÓ ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÏÒ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌȟ 
stated in the affirmative as:  

ȰTÈÉÓ ȬÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÌÉÇÈÔȭ (deductive logic)  is a spiritual given and not learned ȱ,  

Then using scientific rationalism to refute  this is to put forward an alternative contra 
explanation  that  

ȰThis Ȭnatural light ȭ (deductive logic ) is determined by our genetic make -up and is then 
learned ȱ  

(as an alternate fundamental premise); that this has somehow an impact on the brain processes 
ÔÏ ÇÉÖÅ ÒÉÓÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÓ Ȭnatural lightȭ that is accountable for the ȬÉÎÓÉÇÈÔȭȢ ,ÅÔ ÕÓ ÔÈÅÎ ÅØÁÍÉÎÅ ÔÈÉÓ 
contra- preposition based upon the argument or test form. 

We have to accept this Ȭinsightȭ as real as any other physical objects because it is a phenomenal 
feature confirmed by collective consciousness. Accepting this rational, then the next step for the 
scientific rationalist is to find the mechanism that could account for this. The scientific 
rationalist will pursue this kind of proof  by induction or to find other pointers to support his 
contention; but, as yet no evidence has been discovered or pointers put forward to support this 
contra fundamental premise. It does not mean that the assumption is wrong, but until such time 
when empirical demonstration or other pointers can be presented this fundamental premise is 
still a postulation. If scientific evidences or more pointers based on deductive logic can be 
established to demonstrate otherwise refuting the first fundamental premise, then the first 
fundamental premise has to be revised to be consistent with the established pointers.  

On the other hand, if more pointers  based on deductive logic, without the conventional 
scientific evidence of an inductive nature, can be established to support the first proposed 
fundamental premise, that is Ȱthis Ȭnatural light ȭ (deductive logic) is a spiritual given and 
not learned ȱ, then this first fundamental premise has to be accepted because it conforms to an 
overall consistent logical framework as a more credible alternative than otherwise. 
 
Thus uÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÉÒÃÕÍÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÅÑÕÁÌÌÙ ÐÌÁÕÓÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÌÉÇÈÔȭ ÃÏÕÌÄ 
come from the spiritual part of our being (the first proposed fundamental premise), not related 
to our biological and psychological makeup ÁÎÄ ÉÓ Á ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å 
are made.  
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This Ȭnatural lightȭ is what I would call our natural Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ, which is universal 
among the human species. Its universality seems to support that it is not genetically substrated 
as it is manifested consistently among Homo sapiens spiritulus in all conditions of variation in 
the species. This is one of many pointers that support the fundamental premise. It is not a mere 
form of spiritual Ȭrevelationȭ either because of its universal manifestation with a common in-
built rationalism. Further efforts to establish the fundamental truth concerning this is to find 
other pointers that logically support the higher probability of this contention. Since the 
postulation is founded upon a spiritual premise as opposed to a physical (biological) premise, 
evidences to establish this premise can only be gathered from those pointers consistent with the 
acceptance by our intuitive rational mind and not necessarily one of direct materialistic nature.  
 
The above arguments and consciousness research put forward in the earlier chapters are other 
pointers more supportive of this position and it seems more convincing than the scientific 
rationalist position with its yet -to-be established evidence of a materialistic nature or other 
pointers to refute the contention. After all, the fact that science has its roots the inherent 
deductive logic is another significant pointer that this Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ has no source of a 
physical or biological nature. 
 
The above logical arguments for the existence of a Creator or God using cosmology (Chapter 4) 
have helped us establish pointers that point to the existence of a spiritual part of our being or 
for some quarters a Creator or God, along with the other chapters (Chapters 3, 5, 6 and 7) that 
dealt with the sciences of cosmology and biology, the archetype ontology of societies and 
collective consciousness. We will now use the same basis of scientific rationalism to establish 
another pointer for the existence of the Creator or God by adopting a spiritual perspective using 
our Ȭintuitive rationalismȭ in maintaining a consistent logical framework. 
 

The Existence of A Creator  through Scientific Rationalism  
 
The basic tool of science is built upon deductive logic to be affirmed by empiricism. This 
deductive logic must conform to a consistent logical framework first and later  verifiable 
by collective affirmation , before the fundamental truths can be accepted . This same 
deductive logic, as it is used to establish the sciences, can likewise be used to establish the 
existence of a Creator or God, unless we reject the notion that it is through deductive logic that 
ÓÃÉÅÎÃÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÏÆȢ 4ÈÕÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÏÆ ÓÃÉÅÎÃÅ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÐÒÏÖÅÄȟ ÓÏ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
universaÌ ȬÔÏÏÌȭ ÏÆ ÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ÌÏÇÉÃ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ (ÏÍÏ ÓÁÐÉÅÎÓ spiritulus, the existence of a Creator or 
'ÏÄ ÃÁÎ ÁÌÓÏ ÂÅ ÐÒÏÖÅÄȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÏ ȬÐÒÏÖÅȭ ÔÈÅ likelihood of the existence of a Creator or 
God just as it is possible to prove the likelihood existence of the atoms and electrons, using 
exactly the same deductive and inductive logic that are supposedly ascribed to the sciences.  
 
To start with we have to accept this Ȭinsightȭ of the possible existence of a Creator as real as any 
other intangible physical objects (or concepts) because it is a phenomenal feature like any other 
intuitive concepts confirmed by collective consciousness which is universally recognized. It is 
ÔÈÅÎ Á ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÅØÅÒÃÉÓÉÎÇ ÏÕÒ ÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ÌÏÇÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÐÅÒÈÁÐÓ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÉÎÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ȬÐÒÏÏÆÓȭ Ïr 
ȬÐÏÉÎÔÅÒÓȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍ ÔÏ Á ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÅÌÐ ÕÓ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈ ÔÈÉÓ 
fundamental truth. 
 
In science the inductive proof is found in the physical instruments that have been created to 
measure the deductive notion of the properties of the phenomenon in question, detectable 
through the sensesȢ 4ÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÕÃÔÉÖÅ ȬÐÒÏÏÆÓȭ ÁÒÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÄ 
differently in the realm of science that has its basis deductive knowledge, and the deductive 
ÎÏÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ȬCreatorȭȢ Everything about science, the existence of something is inferred through 
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demonstrable repetitive occurrences of events of its behaviors (induction) arrived at through 
deductive logic.  
 
In physical science the instruments used to demonstrate the properties are linked with the 
physical equipments that have been invented, which in real essence is indirect from the 
observer and the phenomena in question, while the Ȭinstrumentsȭ used to demonstrate the 
properties of the ȬCreatorȭ are more complex (not so much physical in nature) and may involve 
more indirect means, collectively affirmed by other pointers. 
 
4ÈÕÓ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ȬÅÌÅÃÔÒÏÎÓȭ ÏÒ ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÃÈÁÒÇÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÍÅÄÉÁ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ 
demonstrate the laws of their properties. Can we see and feel electrons? Can we see and feel 
negative particles? Surely we cannot. How do we know they exist?  Our knowledge of them 
comes indirectly, via intermediary equipments, the data from which must be processed and 
interpreted. Indeed the discovery of the electrons was inferred through a process of deductive 
logic even before some instruments were invented to detect their properties. The idea of the 
electrons must have been conceived first through deduction. It is through this deduction that 
means were devised to empirically establish their existence via the senses.  
 
They can be demonstrated to exist repeatedly through media that utilize the properties and law 
of physics to transform them into something that we can detect through our senses ɀ e.g. gases, 
light spectrum, electro-static charges, electricity, radio waves, electromagnetic forces, 
gravitational forces, the strong and weak nuclear forces, and a lot of other electrical and 
electronic phenomena. Their  existences are only accepted when these media can be 
invented to detec t them and use the discovered properties to further invent other 
equipments which our senses can detect .  
 
The existence of many of the basic phenomena of nature, e.g. electromagnetism, radio waves, 
transmissions of light and sound, the atoms and molecules, quantum mechanics, 
thermodynamics, quasars, etc., already existed in pre-historical times and pre-scientific ages but 
were discovered only when media were invented to transform them into something that our 
senses could detect, which confirmed their existence by collective sensory affirmation .  
 
(Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÔÕÌÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ȬÐÒÏÖÅÄȭ ÅÍÐÉÒÉÃÁÌÌÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 
deduction. The properties of electrons were postulated by deduction and tested empirically by 
induction. It is t hrough the i nvention of media of detection that we begin to understand 
ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÁ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÃÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÁ×Óȭ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ. As we perfect 
the media we can then measure and define these properties more accurately. As the media 
become more refined and perfected, the more we get to know about their properties and the 
greater we can draw benefits from them and utilize these properties for the material benefits of 
mankind. This is the so-called scientific method. At the heart of the scientific method is 
deductive logic to be affirmed by induction. 
 
Within limits we are able to discover the fundamental laws governing the phenomenon in 
question, but it is not possible to discover the absolute laws, which transcend beyond that which 
no medium can detect. Even with the discovery of the quantum theory of the atom and the 
composition of light, there still remains a great mystery as to whether a photon or electron is a 
particle or a wave. In fact in quantum theory there is as yet no definitive conclusion, or indeed 
whether it is at all possible to draw any concrete conclusion as to the nature of matter because 
this knowledge seems to transcend beyond our sphere of existence.  
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The indeterminative nature of the electron points to its non-existence if not for the observer. 
4ÈÅ ÑÕÁÎÔÕÍ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÁÔ ÏÎÃÅ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ȬÒÅÁÌÉÔÙȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÁÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÁÃÔÉÏÎ 
between the observer and the observed object and this is re-affirmed by other observers. 
Without this complementary interaction, to be re-affirmed by other like beings, sensory or 
otherwise, nothing exists. Thus it brings to realization that the spiritual part of us is very much 
ÌÉÎËÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÈÁÓ Á ÐÁÒÔ ÔÏ ÐÌÁÙ ÉÎ ÂÒÉÎÇÉÎÇ 
things into existence. 
 
What is the measure by which we say something exists? Take for example, a concrete block. We 
ËÎÏ× ÉÔ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×Å ÃÁÎ ËÉÃË ÉÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÓÅÎÓÅÓ ÔÅÌÌ ÕÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ÉÓ ȬÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ 
own personal experiences through the senses we make the assumption that the existence of the 
ÃÏÎÃÒÅÔÅ ÂÌÏÃË ÉÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÉÎÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ɉȬÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭɊ ÆÒÏÍ ÕÓȢ /ÔÈÅÒÓ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ 
sense organs affirm this existence, independent of our senses, and therefore we can accept that 
it exists independent of our own personal experience. We accept its existence through our 
ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓÅÓȭ, where the overwhelming majority of like species affirm its 
existence. This example is a clear indication that even at the biological levels it requires a 
ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍ ÏÒ ȬÅÑÕÉÐÍÅÎÔȭ ÔÏ ÄÅÔÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ȬÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭȢ 4ÈÅ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ȬÏÕÔ 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭ ÉÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÄÅÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÉÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅȟ ÁÆÆÉÒÍÅÄ by 
induction of some sorts either materially or phenomenally. Thus an induction of a different kind 
from the physical, ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÃÏÎÓÅÎÓÕÓ ÏÆ ÌÉËÅ ÂÅÉÎÇÓ ÏÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ and conforms 
to a consistent logical framework can also be a valid form of induction. 
 
To take this one step further, in the case of those people who have color blindness, a deficiency 
ÔÏ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÌÏÒ ȬÒÅÄȭȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȬÒÅÄÎÅÓÓȭ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÏ 
ÇÒÁÓÐȢ $ÏÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÌÏÒ ȬÒÅÄȭ ÅØÉÓÔȩ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÌÏÒ ÂÌÉÎÄ ÐÅrsons accept that it exists because the 
overwhelming majority of the people say that ÉÔ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÅÖÅÎ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ȬÓÅÅȭ ÉÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ 
ÓÏÍÅÈÏ× ÆÉÎÄ Á ×ÁÙ ÔÏ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃ ÏÆ ȬÒÅÄÎÅÓÓȭȢ  )Æ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÉÔȟ 
either directly or through any medium of detection, then it does not exist.  
 
This same deductive logic can be used to prove the existence of a Creator, in the same way that 
electrons or other Ȭphysicalȭ phenomena ÁÒÅ ȬÐÒÏÖÅÄȭ ÔÏ ÅØÉÓÔȢ 4ÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ 
ȬÉÎÓÅÎÓÉÂÌÅȭ physical things in our sphere of creation is through the invention of media of 
detection. The existence of the Creator can be proved by the medium that He has already 
created ɀ Creation and Us. 7Å ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÏÒ ȬÉÎÓÔÒÕÍÅÎÔȭ ÂÙ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ #ÒÅÁÔÏÒȭÓ 
image is being detected! Only the medium is more complex and indirect and its manifestation 
is to be affirmed collectively through the species Homo sapiens spiritulus, an instrument that has 
been naturally created to measure the existence of the Creator. This fact of indirect detection by 
the medium is a form of induction, just as instruments are invented to detect the electrons, 
electromagnetic waves, etc. in the sciences. The idea of God or a Creator is then further 
established by other pointers (by induction) that conform to a consistent logical framework. 
 
In evolutionary term the structure of the brain must have evolved to the point where it is able to 
attune to receive the Creatorȭs spiritual image just as the computer, being the hardware, must be 
attuned to receive the wireless signals from the internet. Just as the maker of the computer 
hardware has to gradually allow the configurations of the motherboard and the wiring of the 
CPU to evolve in order to receive the radio waves, the Creator has designed the evolution of the 
brain to arrive at Homo sapiens spiritulus to receive His image.  
 
Our very existence on earth with all its complexities and ingenious design must be created as a 
medium to receive something that is the ultimate. The complexities of the human form, the 
intricate design of the human brain with all the human faculties of consciousness, knowing, 
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insights, intuitive rationalism and our emotional states, are demonstrative that we must surely 
be the medium in which our Creator or God is being revealed.  
 
Recently in the study of the human brain it was discovered that at the inner centre of the brain 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÇÌÁÎÄ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÉÎÅÁÌ ÇÌÁÎÄȭ ÏÒ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÌÙ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÎÎÅÒ ÅÙÅȭȢ 3ÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ 
found that the size of this gland correlates closely to the spiritual conditions of humans and past 
cultures have proven that the spiritual expressions are closely related to this gland. It has been 
found that the size of this pineal gland correlates closely to the spiritual states of the individuals 
when they are undergoing holotropic state of consciousness. This pineal gland is found unique 
to the human species and cannot be found among other animal species. This scientific discovery 
thus supports the concept of the medium by which the invisible spiritual force is being detected 
in humans. 
 
4ÈÕÓȟ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅȭ ÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÕÒÇÅ to search for the ultimate referred to previously, or the 
ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌÉÓÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅÄ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÕÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ÒÅÆÅÒ ÔÏ ÁÓ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭȟ 
the emotional part of us, our natural propensity to love, all of these affirmed by others, reflects 
ÔÈÅ Ȭimageȭ ÏÆ 'ÏÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÉÎ ÕÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅȭ ÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÕÒÇÅ ÔÏ ÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅ ÈÁÓ ÁÓ ÉÔÓ 
ÕÎÄÅÒÌÙÉÎÇ ÆÏÒÃÅ ÏÕÒ ȬÉÎÔÕÉÔÉÖÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÍȭȟ Á ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÕÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÇÉÖÅs us the urge to 
understand the source of our being. In as far as we have yet to understand how the genes 
ÉÎÔÅÒÁÃÔ ÔÏ ÇÉÖÅ ÕÓ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÉÎÓÉÇÈÔȭ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÇÉÖÅÎȭ as a spiritual part of our being, 
which cannot as yet be explained by our present knowledge of chemistry, neurology and 
ÐÈÙÓÉÏÌÏÇÙȢ 4ÈÕÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÒÏÐÅÒÔiÅÓȭ ÏÆ Ãonsciousness, ÁÓ ÄÅÔÅÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ, 
are indications that our mind existsȢ 4ÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÁÓ ÙÅÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ 
understood in a physical sense, points to the existence of a spiritual order of a higher level. We 
are therefore, in our existing biological form (with the structure of the human brain included, 
the material substrate in which the properties of the mind is being manifested), is the medium 
by which the existence of God or our Creator is being detected. 
 
IÎ ÆÁÃÔȟ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÃÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓȭ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÃÈÅÔÙÐÅ ÏÎÔÏÌÏÇÙ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 
the non-ordinary states of consciousness mentioned above but it also includes all things that are 
perceived to exist, because our individual experiences of our physical senses are affirmed by the 
collective consciousness of the human species. If the collective consciousness does not affirm 
those physical aspects of our experiences they do not exist and are regarded as deliria and 
considered to be unreal and imaginary, caused by the malfunctioning of the brain, again a 
contra-state being affirmed by the collective. Our collective consciousness does not only share to 
bring the material world into existence, which is indirectly a measure of Godȭs creation, but it 
also shares our spiritual part of our being. 
 
Interestingly enough are the many studies of the Near Death Experiences (NDE) of those who 
have undergone this and the collective affirmations of very similar descriptions of the 
phenomenon across all ages, genders and cultures that point to the existence of the spiritual 
part of our being and the affirmation of the afterlife. Thus, it is through this sharing of the 
spiritual part of our collective consciousness just as the sharing of the material existence that 
demonstrates the existence of the spiritual part of our being and our collective intuitive urge for 
the existence of a Creator that is God.  
 
There can never be any scientific proof for the existence of God because He exists in a different 
dimension of being. His existence can only be detected indirectly through the instrument that is 
attuned to receive the transmission signals and that instrument is Homo sapiens spiritulus. We 
can further deduce His existence through the pointers which are self-evident guided by our 
intuitive rational mind. Ultimately, as expressed by a great mathematician who is the one that 
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thinks most logically there is only in the mysterious equation of love that the most logical reason 
can be found. 
 
Until a robotic model can be presenÔÅÄ ÁÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ȬÉÎÎÁÔÅȭ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÏ 
accept the tenet that we are the medium in which the Creatorȭs or 'ÏÄȭÓ ȬÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓȭ ÁÒÅ 
detected and brought into existence in the realm of our dimension of life through our collective 
consciousnÅÓÓȟ ÁÓ ÅÍÂÏÄÉÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉÎÄȭ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÍÁÄÅȢ %ÖÅÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ ÄÅÎÙ ÔÈÅ 
existence of a Creator or God, the humanity that is found in all of us must surely mean 
something that is a reflection of an extrinsic being; otherwise the spiritual part of our human 
nature cannot possibly be accounted for. Our spiritual dimension of existence which is 
undeniably real from the previous deliberations must be a measure of the spiritual existence of 
Á ÓÏÕÒÃÅȢ 4ÈÁÔ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÉÓ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Ȭ'ÏÄȭȟ ÏÒ Ȭ#ÒÅÁÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÏÒ Á Ȭ(ÉÇÈÅÒ /ÒÄÅÒȭ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒ ÉÔ ÉÓ 
conceived to be.  
 
)Î ÔÈÅ 'ÅÎÅÓÉÓ ÓÔÏÒÙ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÔÏÌÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÉÓ ÆÒÏÍ 'ÏÄ ×ÈÏ ÂÌÅ× ÉÎÔÏ !ÄÁÍȭÓ ÎÏÓÔÒÉÌ ȬÔÈÅ 
ÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ȬÂÒÅÁÄÔÈ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÍÁÇÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ×Å ÃÁÌÌ 
ÔÈÉÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÏÕÌȭȢ 3ÉÎÃÅ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÔÏÌÄ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ Á ÐÅÒÆÅÃÔ ÉÎÓÔÒÕÍÅÎÔ ɉÍÅÄÉÕÍɊ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÕÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÉÍÁÇÅȭ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔs the true properties of God or the Creator, but only some 
aspects of His Nature. We exist in our biological and psychological forms which interfere with 
our spiritual form, but God by definition exists only in spiritual form. Just as the invention of 
instruments measuring the electrons defining their properties becoming more accurate and 
exacting, which as yet not perfected, God or the Creator has to create (re-create) a more perfect 
human being in order that some more of His true properties can be known. 
 
Taking this perspective it then makes more sense to understand why Jesus Christ has to come 
and He is referred to as the new Adam, wheÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ !ÄÁÍ ÈÁÄ ȬÆÁÌÌÅÎȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÎ #ÈÒÉÓÔȟ Á ÎÅ×-
born perfect medium came into being. Thus it is only through Jesus Christ that the concept of 
God or the Creator can be directly verified and some aspects of the true properties of God, as is 
humanly possible as the receiving medium yet not entirely, are made known. We have thus to 
examine closely this man Jesus who has claimed that he is God incarnate. Our next focus in our 
pursuit must therefore inevitably lead to examining this one individual in the whole of human 
history who is the only human being who claimed to be God. How much can we believe this 
claim? We will examine this claim more closely later, collectively using our intuitive rational 
mind which is commonly shared among the Homo sapiens spiritulus species. As an imperfect 
ÍÅÄÉÕÍȟ ÈÏ× ÍÕÃÈ ÄÏ ×Å ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ 'ÏÄȭÓ ÔÒÕÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÓÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÄȭÓ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ 
that we have been created? We shall examine these issues at a later part of this book. 
 
If the argument above is convincing enough that there is a Creator of the Universe and life, or 
that there is someone who is preserving the non-existence of the universe and that there is a 
ÓÐÉÒÉÔÕÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÕÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÏÕÌȭȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÄÏÅÓ ÉÔ ÌÅÁÄÓ ÕÓȩ )Æ ÔÈÉÓ #ÒÅÁÔÏÒ ×ÈÏÍ ×Å ÃÁÌÌÅÄ 
Ȭ'ÏÄȭ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÖolved with our lives where does this lead us? Now that we prove through the 
pointers that have been established through deductive logic ÔÈÁÔ Á #ÒÅÁÔÏÒ ÏÒ Ȭ'ÏÄȭ is likely to 
exist and that we have a spiritual dimension of existence, then why we are here, whither are we 
going and where do we stand in the total scheme of things? The next direction of our 
ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÌÌ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ'ÏÄ ÉÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÕÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÌÉÖÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á 
purpose in mind. 
 
The problem in establishing other pointers that conform to a consistent logical framework is to 
find a vantage position that can explain other aspects of the human condition, such as why there 
are so much apparent sufferings and injustices in the world, the meaning of life in our existential 
form, all of which appears to contradict the belief in the fundamental premise of a loving Creator 




