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Foreword

FOREWORD

The teachings of religion are concerned not with
empty abstractions but with the eternal truths of the
universe. The only way to salvation lies in our
acceptance of and submission to these truths, just as
we adapt our lives to the brilliance of the sun,
whose rays we can neither stop nor dim. To these
truths we can adopt an attitude neither of denial
nor of indifference. Relate to them we must, or we
shall find our-selves on the path to eternal
damnation.

If we are to have the benefit of religious teachings,
the safest and surest way is through divine
revelation — the message of the Lord of the
Universe conveyed by His messengers to mankind.
Speaking of the doubts raised by ancient, pre-
Islamic nations about the verity of the messengers’
appeal and about their status as true apostles of
God, the Quran records how the apostles argued,
“Is there any doubt about God, the Creator of the
heavens and earth?” (14:10), thereby indicating that
the truth of their message was based on nature.
Nature’s manifestations all around us in the form of
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the earth and heavens are observable evidence of
the truth of the teachings, which the prophets
presented as a matter of theory.

This argument in favour of religion is still as
pertinent and as valid today as it was in bygone
ages. Whereas in ancient times man understood
little of the phenonema of the earth and heavens, in
the present day human knowledge of these matters
has increased enormously and, far from lessening
the importance of this argument has—through
modern research —consolidated and reinforced the
teachings of the Prophet.

The picture of the universe that emerges from
modern knowledge is that of a perfectly organized
system, bound by immutable laws. It had been
surmised  initially = that behind observable
phenomena there existed a mechanical system which
continued to function owing to the laws of cause and
effect. But a more meticulous and searching study of
this subject has revealed this supposition to be
totally inadequate, for no system however flawless
and unremitting in its movements can function
without a mover and sustainer at every moment.
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Similarly, the rapid increase in human knowledge
had led to the assumption it would ultimately
embrace all truths. There would then be no need for
divine revelation. But later investigations have
demonstrated how baseless this concept is, for man
simply does not have faculties, which are deve-
loped enough to arrive unaided at absolute truths.
He must, in the last analysis, have recourse to an
Eternal Teacher. In all ways, modern knowledge,
far from weakening the bases of religion, has
fortified them.

Modern investigation has also proved that the urge
to be religious is a natural and insuppressible
emotion in man. Attempts have been made to
formulate a man-made religion, but in a universe
where man is pathetically incapable of arriving at
ultimate truths, this has been a failure. This was
inevitable, for there is no man who is able, without
divine guidance, to develop a religion, which is in
complete correspondence with the truths of the
universe for the benefit of the creatures that inhabit
it.
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1. THE METHOD OF ARGUMENT

It might be said that metaphysicians of the
past have done something comparable to
writing a dud cheque without adequate funds
in the bank. They have used words without
proper ‘cash’ to back them; they have been
unable to give their words ‘cash-value’ in
terms of states of affairs.

‘The absolute is incapable of evolution and
progress’ is a grammatically correct sentence;
but the words are like a dud cheque, and
cannot be ‘cashed’.

These statements, made by T.R. Miles in his book,
Religion and the Scientific Outlook, (p. 20) would
appear to indicate that as religion belongs purely to
the domain of faith, its claims are not based on valid
arguments, and that if they are to be acceptable they
must be verifiable outside this domain. This implies
that the intellectual processes by which scientific
proofs are arrived at are in some way different from
those, which lead to acceptance of religious
phenomena. We shall see that this is true only in
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terms of observability, but not in terms of
inferential procedures. For instance, if it is asserted
that “the galaxies are not silver clouds, but a cluster
of separate stars,” the acceptance of this statement
may initially be a matter of faith, but when the
claimant directs one’s gaze through a powerful
telescope, what began as a belief becomes a reality
which is observable by everyone.

Similarly, disputes about whether it is correct or not
to say that water contains microorganisms are
effectively terminated by placing a drop of water
under a microscope, when it will immediately be
observed that the said microorganisms are legion.

With little heed for logic, however, it has been
assumed, conversely, that since the truths of
religion cannot be materially demonstrated, the
tenets of religion must, therefore, be dismissed as
mere claims, matters of faith and belief — nothing
more.

Let us now go beyond this particular assumption,
whose main criterion for acceptance is that of
observability, to consider phenomena, which are
either invisible or only partially observable. Take

~7 ~
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the statement that ‘the earth is round.” When we
look around us, there is nothing to indicate that this
is so. It is a fact arrived at by inference and we had
to wait till the twentieth century for pictures taken
from spaceships and satellites to demonstrate its
truth. Yet, long before this inference was confirmed
by observation, mankind had accepted the ‘fact’
that the world was round.

The statement that ‘the electron is invisible, but it
exists,” is quite another matter, for there is no way
that its existence can be verified through
observation even with the most sophisticated of
modern devices. The electron is so tiny that it can
neither be weighed nor seen through a microscope.
Attempts to view it are considered even to alter its
properties. Yet, in the world of science, the electron
is a reality. Why? Because, although the electron
itself is not visible, its effects are experienced, and
for these, no other explanation is forthcoming
except the existence of the electron. It is, therefore,
on the basis of such indirect observation that science
postulates its existence and, indeed, it is in this way
that many of the concepts of nuclear science have
gained general acceptance. Why then do scientists
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refuse to acknowledge that religious phenomena
may be judged by the same intellectual procedures?

Moreover, broader-based studies have shown that
this third criterion is far from being the final one.
The truths “established” by these means are mostly,
as scientists would put it, ‘technical truths’; whereas
the magnitude and complexity of the universe goes
far and beyond this. To be precise, the most
significant truths begin from the point where the
technical truths end. For instance, biological and
physiological studies of the human body certainly
reveal a large number of truths, which are
profoundly meaningful, but uppermost in the
hierarchy of truths are those, which relate to the
beginning and end of human existence, and here
our traditional studies of biology and physiology do
not help us. As a western scientist has so aptly put
it: “The knowable is unimportant and the important
is unknowable.”

To the list of criteria for acceptability, the modern
mind has added that of there being no other
explanation available, except that suggested by
whatever aspects of the given phenomenon have
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come within our experience. That is, that method of
argument is also valid in which although the real
fact is not directly observable, some such aspect of it
comes to our experience from which the existence of
a reality can be supposed. What is arrived at in this
way is a working hypothesis, which may be
discarded when facts come to light, which are more
consistent than the initial findings. But even into
this category, the modern mind will not permit
religion to enter. It is regarded not only as being
incomprehensible, but as being wholly wrong and
without foundation. In fact, this last criterion is one,
which could be used in support of religion. But on a
purely material basis, exactly the reverse has
happened. That is, to explain religious phenomena,
physical explanations are offered, but, where none
can be produced, religion is rejected as fallacious.

The case made out in modern times against religion
is, however, marred by a major contradiction. On
the one hand, the modern mind says that since
religion is a collection of beliefs whose truths are
impossible to demonstrate, we cannot, in
consequence, expect a general acceptance of them. It
is purely a matter of personal faith. On the other

~10 ~
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hand, a host of philosophers and scientists now
assert that modern discoveries have totally nullified
religious beliefs leaving no question even of
personal faith.

These statements would appear at first glance to
have a certain consistency with each other, but in
actual fact, they are mutually contradictory. If we
concede that religion belongs to a domain, which
lies outside the realms of logic, we must also grant
that if its truth cannot be proved, then neither can
its falsity. Antagonists of religion will not, however,
see both sides of the coin. They insist on using the
fact that religion belongs to a supra-rational sphere
as if that were a scientific argument against it. Nor
will they admit of any attempt on the part of
religionists to make a positive rationalization of
religion in scientific terms, again because they say
scientific argument is simply not applicable to it.

This contradiction is not so much due to the fact
that religion indeed belongs to a sphere in which
scientific arguments cannot be applied to it, as to
the fact that antagonists of religion do not want the
same criterion, by which they have rejected religion,

~11 ~
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to be brought forward by religious people to affirm
its truths. They should, in that case, be obliged to
admit to the reasonableness of religion. They can be
likened to a court in which the lawyer for the
prosecution may perform his duties, but in which
the accused may not engage the services of a lawyer
to defend himself. The presence of the official
lawyer shows that the government does agree in
principle that to deal with a case, a lawyer is
required, but when the culprit wishes to invoke the
same principle, the government turns against him
for fear that he may benefit from it.

If the operative principle is that it is only whatever
comes under our observation and within our
experience, which is factual, then the claim of the
anti-religionists will be justified only when they
have discovered directly through observation and
experiment the baselessness of religion. It will be
only when their observation has been so acute and
exhaustive that they are able to say with finality
that whatever exists in the world and outside it has
all been observed down to the smallest detail, and
without the smallest exception, that they will be
able to claim that there is neither God nor angels,

~12 ~
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heaven nor hell. They may place themselves if they
will, on a parallel with a man who walks all around
a room, and, trusting to his normal eyesight, says
that there are no elephants or tigers within the
hundred cubic feet which make up the room.

Obviously the anti-religionists are in no position to
make observations of the extensiveness or subtlety
required. They would not even know where to
begin. Then precisely what is the principle, which
has supplied them with the basis for an argument
against religion? Whatever it is, it is not based on
the direct observation of religion, but on an
interpretation of certain observations. For instance,
the discovery of gravitation in the universe lead
them to believe that there was no God who was
sustaining the universe, since the law of gravitation
explains this phenomenon. Obviously, the observa-
tion on which this theory is based is not of the non-
existence of God. That is, no telescope has
definitively given us the news that this universe is
God-free. Rather, it has been inferred on the basis of
an external observation that there should be no
God. That is, the observation or experience was not
one of the non-existence of God, but of another

~13 ~
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event from which God’s non-existence had been
inferred.

I contend that this method of argument, which in
modern times has been considered sufficiently valid
to reject religion, is actually the greatest proof of its
veracity. The fault does not lie in the principle of the
argument but in its application. When correctly
applied, the result will be quite the contrary.

Now let us turn from the negative application of
this criterion to the positive. This same criterion has
been applied supportively to organic evolution, and
the latter has been accepted so fully in the modern
world that it has affected all branches of
knowledge. The truth of organic evolution cannot
be proved by the first, second or third criterion. The
‘proof of its truth can be based only on the fourth
criterion, ie. it is considered the best working
hypothesis.

Yet in the eyes of the modern world, organic
evolution is a ‘scientific fact’. The writers of Science
of Life assert that ‘No one now denies the truth of
organic evolution except for those who are ignorant,
or biased or superstitious’. The Modern Pocket

~14 ~
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Library in New York has published a series of
books entitled The Man and the Universe, the fifth of
which hails Darwin’s book Origin of Species as an
epoch-making work.

‘Man has been making efforts for a long period to
trace his geneology. No other concept has received
as much religious opposition as that of Charles
Darwin’s natural selection theory. Neither has any
other theory gained as much scientific affirmation
as this one.”!

Another view expressed by a notable American
scholar in The Meaning of Evolution, (New York,
1951, p. 127) is that Darwin was one of the greatest
men in history, having made such a prominent
contribution to the development of human
knowledge. He gained this position because he
proved quite finally that organic evolution was a
fact and not a mere supposition set forth for the
purpose of scientific research.

A. E. Mander writes:
The theory of organic evolution that the

species and varieties of living things have

~15~
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undergone a process of evolution to “become’
what they are today as a result of a very long
history of changes and developments — this
theory has been proved by so many
arguments that it can be called almost
approximate certainty.?

Writes R.S. Lull:

Since Darwin’s day, evolution has been more
and more generally accepted, until now in the
minds of informed, thinking men, there is no
doubt that it is the only logical way whereby
the creation can be interpreted and
understood.?

He goes on to say:

All scientists and most informed men are now
convinced of the truth of evolution, both
inorganic and organic: that out of simple
beginnings, when in the course of ages the earth
was fit for organic habitation, life began and by a
continual unfolding process there have come all
of the marvellously adapted forms of animal
and plant life which we see today.*

~16 ~
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One can gauge the popularity of this theory by the
fact that in his 700-page book, Lull has dealt with
the concept of the special creation of life in just one
page and a few lines, while the whole of the rest of
the book is devoted to the concept of organic
evolution. Similarly, the Encyclopaedia Britannica
(1958) devotes less than a quarter of a page to the
concept of creationism, while fourteen pages have
been devoted to the concept of organic evolution. In
this article too, the evolution of life has been
postulated as a fact and it is stated that after
Darwin, this concept has received general
acceptance among scientists and the educated elite.

What precisely are those arguments in favour of
organic evolution, which have caused scholars of the
modern age to accept the ‘truth’ of this concept? Here,
in order to analyse the nature of those arguments I
shall deal with some of their more basic aspects.

1. The study of animal life shows that inferior and
superior species exist. They range from the single-
cellular to creatures with millions and billions of
cells, as well as differing in the quality of their
functional properties.

~17 ~
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2. When this initial observation is linked with the
fossils preserved in the various layers of the earth’s
crust, it is shown that there is an evolutionary order
relative to the point in time they appeared on earth.
The fossils of the life forms that inhabited the earth
millions of years ago are still extant, buried in the
earth. These fossils reveal that in ancient times, the
animal species living on earth were simpler in form,
then gradually evolved into more complex and
developed forms -meaning thereby that all of the
present forms of life did not come into existence at
one point in time, but that the simpler forms came
first and the more developed forms came at a later
stage.

3. A salient point is that in spite of the obvious
differences in the vast numbers of living creatures,
the latter are marked by many resemblances in their
biological systems. For instance, a fish resembles a
bird; a horse’s skeleton resembles a man’s, and so
on. It follows from this that all the living species are
descended from the same family and have a
common ancestor.

4. How did one species follow another? This

~18 ~
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becomes clear to us when we consider that when an
animal gives birth to many offspring, the latter, far
from being uniform, are quite different from one
another. This difference further develops in the next
generations and goes on developing from
generation to generation according to natural
selection. After lakhs of generations this difference
increases to the extent that a small-necked sheep
becomes a long-necked giraffe. This concept is
considered so important that Haldane and Huxley,
the editors of Animal Biology, have coined the term,
‘Selection of Mutation’, for evolutionary changes.

It is this fourth criterion, which is cited to ‘prove’
the concept of evolution. That is, the supposition, or
its effects, need not have come within our direct
experience, but such observations have been made
as help us to make a logical inference of the truth of
the supposition, or, in other words, to verify the
truth of the hypothesis.

The advocates of the theory of evolution have not
yet, however, carried out any observations of or
experiments on the material bases of this theory.
For instance, they cannot show in a laboratory how

~19 ~
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inanimate matter can give birth to life. The only
basis they have for their claim is that the physical
record shows that inanimate matter existed before
life came into the universe. From this they infer that
life came out of inanimate matter, just as a baby
emerges from its mother’s womb. Similarly the
change of one species into another has not been
experienced or observed. Experiments cannot be set
up in a zoo to show how the mutation of a goat into
a giraffe takes place. The inference that the species
did not come into existence separately has been
made purely on the basis of similarities between
species and the differences that exist between
siblings.

The belief, too, that intelligence has developed out
of instinct, implies that man has also evolved from
animals. But in actual fact, instinct has never been
seen to develop into intelligence. This is also purely
an inference based on geological research, which
demonstrates that fossils of animals endowed with
instincts are found in the lower strata, while those
endowed with intelligence are to be found in the
upper strata.

~20 ~
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In all such arguments, the link between supposition
and truth is one only of inference and not one of
experiment or observation. Yet, on the basis solely
of such inferential arguments, the concept of
evolution in modern times has been considered a
scientific fact. That is, to the modern mind, the
sphere of academic facts is not limited only to those
events, which are known by direct experience.
Rather what logically follows from experiments and
observations can be just as well accepted as
established scientific facts as those facts, which
come directly or indirectly under our observation.

This statement is, nevertheless, debatable. Sir
Arthur Keith, who is himself a staunch supporter of
organic evolution, did not regard the theory of
evolution either as an empirical or as an inferential
fact, but as a ‘basic dogma of rationalism.’>

A reputed Encyclopaedia on Science describes
Darwinism as theory based on ‘explanation without
demonstration’.

Why is it then that an unobservable, and non-
demonstrable process is accepted as a scientific fact?
A.E. Mander writes that it is because:

~21 ~
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(a) itis consistent with all known facts;

(b) it enables scientists to explain vast
multitudes of facts, which are otherwise
inexplicable;

(c) it is the only theory devised which is
consistent with the facts (p. 112).

If this line of reasoning is considered valid enough
to bear out organic evolution as a fact, the same
formula could well be used to establish religion as a
fact. The parallel being evident, it seems
paradoxical that scientists should accept organic
evolution as a fact, while rejecting religion as
having no basis in fact.

I am not concerned here with the truth or falsehood
of the theory of evolution. What I am concerned
with is the method of argument. It is common
knowledge that whatever the criterion used to
establish something, what has been “proved’ has the
possibility of being right or wrong. The history of
science shows that concepts have gone on changing,
sometimes because greater minds have applied
themselves to them, and sometimes because the

~22 ~
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field of scientific discovery has been widened by the
increasing sophistication and rapid evolution of
modern technology. Therefore, holding any given
method of reasoning valid does not mean
necessarily that the particular method must surely
be right. And the possibility must always be kept in
mind that the conclusions arrived at may be wrong.
The validity of both criteria and conclusions are
inevitably open to the challenge of subsequent
discoveries.

Of the fourth method of reasoning, it can be said
that there is no direct link between hypothesis and
observation; it is solely inference which provides
the necessary connection. Then why should it be
taken for granted that our inference is necessarily
correct? In making inferences it is quite possible to
err, but this probability of error should not affect
the validity of the criterion in question. If it is
possible to doubt the wvalidity of the criterion
because of a perceived error in inference, then on
the same grounds, other criteria will also be
exposed to doubt. Consider that it is on this that the
whole edifice of our modern science rests.

~23 ~
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There is no question of all established scientific
concepts having been the result of, or having been
confirmed by observation and experiment. Certain
theories have been developed on the basis of a
purely external approach. Here what links theory
and observation is actually inference. When a
scientist says, ‘Electricity means a flow of electrons,
he does not mean that he has seen electrons flowing
along an electric wire by means of a microscope. All
he is actually doing is explaining an observed chain
of events, which entails turning on the switch that
makes the bulbs light up, the fans rotate and the
factories start functioning. Thus, what has come
within his experience is simply an external
phenomenon, and is not by any means the inferred
event. In this respect, all scientific concepts are
inferences arrived at by applying the fourth method
of reasoning.

The only difference, it would appear, between the
third and fourth criteria, or methods of reasoning, is
that according to the third, experiment or
observation is directly related to hypothesis, while
in the case of the fourth, there is no direct relation
between hypothesis and observation or experiment.

~24 ~
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But this difference loses its importance when we
consider that however related or direct an
experiment may be, the object perceived is, in any
case, a purely external manifestation of reality. It is
in no way the reality itself which is under
observation. It is similar to a telephone number
bearing an obvious relation to the owner of the
telephone, but in no way itself being the owner of
the telephone. It is as if here, too, what connects a
scientist’s observation and experiment to the reality
is a thing, which exists only in his mind that is, the
capacity to make inferences, and not his ability to
observe, or carry out experiments. That is why a
scientist says, ‘Theories are mental pictures that
explain known laws.’

Thus, although the turming on of a switch indicates
that there is a special relationship between the
switch and the bulb, in spite of this demonstration,
the real relationship is invisible. It is again our
powers of inference, which connect the switch and
the bulb with each other. Therefore, even after
conceding this observed relationship between the
switch and the bulb, whether or not the scientific
hypothesis regarding this connection is true or false
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will still remain debatable. Just as such doubts and
the probability of error do not prevent a scientist
from regarding prima facie findings as correct, and
basing theories upon them, which in turn are
regarded by him as correct, so philosophers and
religious scholars may take the knowledge which
derives from revelation, base theories upon it, and
consider them correct.

1. Philosophers of Science, p. 244.
2. Clearer Thinking, pp. 112-13.

3. Richard Swann Lull, Organic  Evolution,
New York, Macmillan, p. 15.

4. Revolt Against Reason. pp. 111-12.
5. Ibid, p. 83.
6. Ibid, pp. 111-12.
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2. THE VIEWS OF BERTRAND RUSSELL

It was in 1966 that I decided to study the works of
Bertrand Russell (1872-1970). Fortunately, I found a
whole set of his books in a nearby library. But when
I arrived home with this pile of books my wife was
shocked. “Now you will surely go astray!” she
exclaimed. It has to be accepted that Russell is the
most extreme of all the atheists of the modern age,
and his writing is so persuasive that one does run
the risk of turning atheist after having read him. But
by the grace of God, I entered into Russell’s world,
then re-emerged with my faith not only intact, but
greatly fortified.

Of all the modern philosophers, Russell has carried
out the most broad-ranging of studies. The only
possible parallel to his work is that of Whitehead, a
contemporary and fellow-intellectual. Russell
himself said of his life’s work, which extended over
almost an entire century: “There is only one
constant preoccupation: I have throughout been
anxious to discover how much one can be said to

know and with what degree of certainty or
doubtfulness.”?
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For this purpose, Russell made a special study of
four branches of science — physics, physiology,
psychology and mathematical logic.?

On the basis of these studies, he sets aside the
sceptical viewpoint: “Scepticism is psychologically
impossible.”3

Here man faces a two-sided difficulty. On the one
hand, if we concede that ultimate truth is beyond
us, by what compass are our lives to be guided? On
the other hand, when we strenuously try to
penetrate life’s mysteries, success seems awesomely
remote.

“Philosophy from ancient times has made long
claims, but what it has achieved is far less as
compared to other sciences.”*

In spite of life-long effort, even Russell himself
could not put forward a coherent philosophy. In the
words of Professor Alan Wood: ‘Bertrand Russell is
a philosopher without a philosophy.’

Logic and mathematics have together been considered
a means of apprehending reality, but according to
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Russell: ‘Logic and mathematics ... are the alphabet of
the book of nature, not the book itself.”

Russell holds that knowledge is of two kinds:
‘knowledge of things and knowledge of truths.”

Expressed differently, knowledge of things is the
knowledge of sensible facts. But sensible facts alone
are not all that there is to the matter. There are
truths which are inherent in the nature of things but
which cannot, in themselves, be perceived. The way
to arrive at these truths is by inference based on
sensible facts. To Russell, inference can be valid, but
it must be scientific inference.”

Of things, which we learn by direct observation,
with no recourse to inference, he says: “I have come
to accept the facts of sense and the broad truths of
science as things which the philosophers should
take as data.” This data consists of our observed
sensations: visual, auditory, tactile, etc. But he then
goes on to say that our scientific ideas, or concepts
about the universe are not knowable through our
observed sensations. Rather, our knowledge of the
world is the result of inference. He even adds:
‘People’s thoughts are in their heads.’
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After an extensive study, he came to the conclusion
that much too much emphasis had been laid upon
experience, and that, therefore, empiricism as a
philosophy must be regarded as having important
limitations (p. 191). He goes on to say: “I found that
almost all philosophers had been mistaken as to
what can and what cannot be inferred from
experience alone” (p. 194).

Later he adds:

Unfortunately, theoretical physics no longer
speaks with that splendid dogmatic clarity

that it enjoyed in the seventeenth century.
Newton worked with four fundamental
concepts: space, time, matter and force. All
four have been swept into limbo by modern
physicists. Space and time, for Newton, were
solid, independent things. They have been
replaced by space-time, which is not
substantial but only a system of relations.
Matter has had to be replaced by series of
events. Force, which was the first of the
Newtonian concepts to be abandoned, has
been replaced by energy; and energy turns
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out to be indistinguishable from the pale
ghost, which is all that remains of matter.
Cause, which was the philosophical form of
what physicists called force, has also become
decrepit. I will not admit that it is dead, but it
has nothing like the vigour of its earlier days.’

After life-long study and research he arrived at the
conclusion that ‘non-demonstrable inference is also
valid.” (p. 204) Without this the whole system of
science and day-to-day human life would be
paralysed. According to Russell, science covers both
the real world and the world as it is believed to be.
The more science advances the greater the role of
what is held to be credible. Because, in science there
are some things known as observed facts, and
everything beyond them is the scientific abstraction,
which is inferred on the basis of observation. ‘The
Philosopher is thus compelled to investigate the
relation between observed facts and scientific
abstractions. Universal skepticism cannot be
refuted, but also cannot be accepted.”®®

As for what has been accomplished by
philosophical speculation, he says that his reason
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for accepting ‘the broad truth of science as things
which the philosopher should take as data’ is that
even though ‘their truth is not quite certain, it has a
higher degree of probability than anything likely to
be achieved in philosophical speculation.”!

Another passage from the same book completes the
picture of Russell's views, which we have
attempted to present here:

It is not always realized how exceedingly
abstract is the information that theoretical

physics has to give. It lays down certain
fundamental equations that enable it to deal
with the logical structure of events, while
leaving it completely unknown what is the
intrinsic character of the events that have the
structure. We only know the intrinsic
character of events when they happen to us.
Nothing whatever in theoretical physics
enables us to say anything about the intrinsic
character of events elsewhere. They may be
just like the events that happen to us or they
may be totally different in strictly
unimaginable ways. All that physics gives us
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is certain equations giving abstract properties
of their changes. But as to what it is that
changes, and what it changes from and to —
as to this, physics is silent.!?

Russell concludes the chapter, “Non-Demonstrable
Inference” with the caution that “— there is no such
claim to certainty as has, too often and too uselessly,
been made by rash philosophers” (p. 207).

When the accepted philosophical and scientific
position is such that we can only observe external
appearances without it being possible for us to learn
the intrinsic character of things directly, there are
only two ways open to us: either to take refuge in
skepticism or to admit the truth of religion. Since
research has shown that direct knowledge is
impossible, it would appear that one must resign
oneself to saying: “I do not know anything.” But
Russell does not accept this position. He asserts that
the inference which is based on external appearance
regarding the intrinsic character of things is also
valid. In so saying, he arrives close to the very
frontiers of religion, which also holds that man,
owing to his limited sense perceptions, cannot
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perceive reality in its full and final form. It is only
from his observation of the visible things in the
universe that he can infer the reality behind it. It is
strange that a man as intelligent as Russell should
reject scepticism just as he rejects religion. He
forgets that by adopting such a position, he is guilty
of contradicting his own standards.

Russell clearly asserts that even such beliefs are
valid as have not been experienced, and he has
committed himself to such ‘beliefs’, for instance, as
concern the most ancient and least explored parts of
the earth, as well as the furthermost reaches of the
universe, which have been studied by astronomy.
Here is a quotation from his book, Human
Knowledge:

“I commit myself to the view that there are valid
processes of inference from events to other events

. more particularly, from events of which I am
aware without inference to events of which I have
no such awareness (p. 10).

He takes the same line in his book, My Philosophical
Development: “1 do think that there are forms of
probable inference which must be accepted
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although they cannot be proved by experience ...
“(p. 132).

According to this clear admission on the part of
Russell, religion is not something, which cannot be
proved by argument: in the above quotation the
criterion held valid by him is the same criterion as is
used to prove the truth of religion.

What is more surprising is that Russell, although
indirectly admitting here that such inferential
arguments as he terms scientific do exist in favour
of religion, he actually rejects those arguments on
quite casual grounds.

Here I quote from his book, Why I am Not a
Christian:

I think all the great religions of the world —
Buddhism, Hinduism, Christianity, Islam, and
Communism — both untrue and harmful. It is
evident as a matter of logic that, since they
disagree, not more than one of them can be
true. With very few exceptions, the religion
which a man accepts is that of the community
in which he lives, which makes it obvious that
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the influence of environment is what has led
him to accept the religion in question. It is
true that Scholastics invented what professed
to be logical arguments proving the existence
of God, and that these arguments, or others of
a similar tenor, have been accepted by many
eminent philosophers, but the logic to which
these traditional arguments appealed is of an
antiquated Aristotelian sort which is now
rejected by practically all logicians except
such as are Catholics. There is one of these
arguments, which is not purely logical; I mean

the argument from design. This argument,
however, was destroyed by Darwin; and, in
any case could only be made logically
respectable at the cost of abandoning God’s
omnipotence” (p.9).

The most important point here is that Russell has
considered the argument from design as being
valid. But while accepting this in principle, Russell
says that Darwinism has altogether destroyed its
logical position or, at least, has lessened its
importance to a considerable degree.
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Let us throw some light on Russell’s statement.
What he means to say is that it is the claim of
religion that there is design in the universe, which is
a proof that there is some consciousness behind it,
which has accorded it this ‘design’. Had it not been
so, the universe would have been a pile of garbage,
and to Russell, this argument is true in principle.
But then he says that Darwin has proved from his
study of biological species that various species of
life which exist on earth in organized and
meaningful form have, in fact, evolved over a
period of millions of years through a process of
material action and interaction. For instance, the
giraffe was not created, but evolved from the goat
after a long process of natural selection.

I do not want to dwell in detail on Darwinism,
suffice it to say that Russell, while admitting the
validity of the argument in principle, has rejected
the very same argument on very flimsy grounds.

First and foremost, it must be borne in mind that
Darwinism is an unproved theory. The only thing
that it can be said to indicate is that all forms of
life did not appear on earth at one and the same
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time, but that the different species had their origin
at different points in time. Further it shows that
there was a particular sequential order, that is, the
simpler forms of life appeared first, and the more
complex followed later. Yet there is absolutely no
proof that the more complex and more meaningful
forms of life have actually developed from those
simpler forms which supposedly came into
existence on their own as a result of material
action and interaction. The first point was
undoubtedly derived from observation, but the
second point is entirely an inference of the
evolutionists whose argument is certainly not
based on actual observation, and cannot therefore
be demonstrated. The wvalidity of Russell’s
argument, however, rests on the proof of the
second aspect of evolution.

This weakness in the theory of evolution is
admitted by the very scholars who uphold it. For
instance, Sir Arthur Keith says: “Evolution is
unproved and unprovable. We believe it only
because the only alternative is special creation, and
that is unthinkable.”
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That is why the issue of evolution has two such
distinct aspects to it. One is its theory, and the other
is its cause. The theory of evolution is said to be a
certainty, whereas the cause of evolution is as yet
unknown. How is it possible for a concept to be
believed with such certainty when the causes are
unknown? It is like saying that the concept of
evolution is a theory for which arguments have yet
to be discovered, but which has nevertheless been
accepted by the evolutionists as an established fact.

That such an ill-founded concept could destroy all
arguments in favour of religion is plainly untenable.
Even were we to suppose that the different living
species came into being through a process of
evolution, Russell’s claim still cannot be proved.
Belief in Russell’s claim entails belief in the
supposition that God could create only at one point
in time and that he could not continue to give life
over a long period. Not only is there no basis for
this hypothesis, but, even were it acceptable, it
would in no way refute the omnipotence of God.

There is a time-honoured belief that it was an
omnipotent God who created amongst other things,
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man and the trees. But this has never shaken man’s
belief that it takes anything from twelve to eighteen
years for a baby to grow to full adult height, followed
by a process of maturation which goes on for many
more years, or that it can take more than half a
century for a tree to grow from a seed to its greatest
height. In order to believe in Almighty God, it has
never been thought necessary to believe that the man
and the tree came into existence all of a sudden.

Even if, in future, research proves that the
phenomena of life did not appear abruptly, but
came into existence by means of a long evolutionary
process, there can be no question of a rethinking of,
far less a rejection of religion.

A FINAL WORD

The above-quoted statements of Bertrand Russell,
an avowed atheist, serve as an acknowledgement
of the truth of religion in principle. He admits that
there is design in the universe, and that design can
prove the existence of a designer. But in order to
reject this argument based on design, he has had
to have recourse to Darwinism, which means
rejecting his own accepted position on very flimsy
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grounds. This is because the existence of design is
a unanimously established fact, whereas
Darwinism is not an established fact. At least, that
part of the theory of evolution which asserts that,
by material action and interaction, meaningful
design can come into existence among living
species is certainly still only a hypothesis. When
the design exists, the argument in favour of a
designer is, according to Russell, valid. Since
Darwinism has yet to be acclaimed as a final truth,
a ‘Russell’ can hardly on this basis, reject
arguments in favour of religion.

My Philosophical Development p. 11.

Ibid. p.16.

Human Knowledge, p.9.

Our Knowledge of the External World. p.13.
My Philosophical Development. p.277.

The Problems of Philosophy, p.46

My Philosophical Development, p.46.

Ibid., p.25.
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9. Ibid., pl7.
10. Ibid., p.206.
11. Ibid ., p.207.
12.Ibid., pp. 17-18.
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3. THE MECHANICAL

INTERPRETATION OF THE UNIVERSE

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when
Science discovered a system of cause and effect
operating in the universe, the atheistic philosophers
of the time enthusiastically welcomed it, for it
provided a scientific alternative to God. The
Scientists, however, did not for their part interpret
this law of nature in that way. For instance, to
Newton, that was simply the way that God worked.
He believed that it was through cause and effect
that God made manifest His will throughout the
universe. But those who were building up their
philosophy in the light of scientific discoveries
found in it a “proot” for atheism, and based upon it a
whole system of thought.

On the law of causation, Sir James Jeans has this to
say in his book The Mysterious Universe:

Confronted with a natural world, the first
question that comes to mind is as to who is its
Maker and who is the Sustainer of the Grand
Machine. In ancient times man held that there
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were many invisible beings who were the
lords of this Universe. And that a number of
mini-gods were running the machine, under
one great God. Still, many hold such beliefs.
But in the academic (scientific) world this
concept has generally been abandoned. The
modernists of today subscribe to atheism
rather than polytheism. They think that the
universe is not an act of an intelligent being
but is rather the result of chance occurrence.
This principle of causation was found to
dominate the whole of animate nature (p. 13).

The concept which came to be known as, “the
mechanical interpretation of the universe” was thus
developed. It came to be ‘established” that all events
occurred without any external intervention. The
entire process was material. Thus the whole
universe was seen as being tied to the chain of cause
and effect.

According to an article published in 1874 and
recorded in Chambers Encyclopaedia, Vol. 11, p. 691,
philosophers of physics, chemists and biologists
were convinced that a particular cause invariably
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showed the same result. If this concept was
successful in one instance, they felt assured that
they would always succeed in producing the same
result. In the physical sciences, therefore, no
discrepancies were to be found in the law of
causation. It was only in metaphysics that the
system of cause and effect did not work.

But this happy state of affairs was short-lived; with
the beginning of the twentieth century, many facts
came to light in the world of science, which were not
consistent with the mechanical interpretation. For
instance, numerous experiments which were carried
out to determine the cause of radioactivity (a
spontaneous disintegration of certain unstable types
of atomic nuclei — as happens with radium) met
with no success. Even today, we do not know what
causes the breaking away of a particular electron in a
piece of radium from its atomic system. The same
mystery surrounds the magnet’s power to attract
iron. Many theories have been put forward to
explain this phenomenon. Sir James Jeans having
attempted to analyse this fact, concludes that we do
not know why a magnet attracts iron. “Perhaps it
has been ordered to do so by its Creator.”
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This resistance to analysis is not confined just to
radium and the magnet. In-depth studies have
shown that in the past, the supposed causes of
events were actually superficial aspects of
fundamental events. In actual fact, we do not know
why any event takes place, we do not even know
why we sleep at night.

After prolonged deliberations, it has been
established in the world of science that the law of
causation is not the absolute reality it was
understood to be in the 19th century. (Over the last
tifty years a number of authoritative books have
been published which support this theory). The
traveller in science has returned to his point of
departure: the system of this world is not
functioning because of the chance existence of the
law of cause and effect, but because there is a
conscious mind operating it at will. The reasoning
of science has come full circle, leaving the field to
religion to offer an account of reality.

Let us examine the theory that twenty billion years
ago, the universe with all its suns, stars and planets
as we know them did not exist, and that space was
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scattered over with matter, not in solid form, but in
the form of basic particles — electrons and protons.
At that time matter was static and in perfect
equilibrium. From the mathematical viewpoint, this
balance was such that any disturbance whatsoever,
no matter how slight, was bound to affect it in its
entirety and was also bound to go on increasing. If
we concede the initial disturbance, we can fall in
with the mathematicians’ view that all other
subsequent events are explainable by mathematics.
The theorists liken the disturbance in the ‘cloud” of
matter to the churning up of a tub of water by a
human hand. But, in the peace and quiet of the
universe, who or what brought about this
disturbance? Despite the fact that nothing whatever
is known about this, the assumption has gained
ground that such an event did take place, that the
disturbance went on and on increasing, that, as a
result, matter began to collect at isolated points and
that it is these collections of matter which are now
known severally as stars, planets and meteors.

This is one explanation of the universe given by
science. But what a poor, flimsy explanation it is!
Scientists themselves do not feel that it carries any
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great conviction. Though claiming to have
discovered the first cause of the universe, to which
it gives the name of chance, it cannot say who or
what caused the first motion in the universe. And
that is its greatest weakness. The question is, when
there was supposed to be only static matter in the
universe, and presumably nothing else existed, how
did this strange kind of chance come into existence,
which set the whole universe in motion? When the
causes of this event were neither within nor without
the imagined matter, how did this event come to
occur? This is a very strange and contradictory
contention, for it postulates one event leading on to
another, and so on, ad infinitum, but it makes no
mention of the primary cause which is supposed to
have set off the whole chain reaction. It begins,
ostensibly, with an event, which has no cause. On
this baseless supposition stands the whole edifice of
the chance origin of the universe.

Suppose we accept that the universe came into
existence in a purely fortuitous way. Were events
then bound to take the exact course that they did?
Was no other course open to them? Is it not
conceivable that the stars could have collided with
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one another and been destroyed in the process?
Was the original motion of necessity an evolutionary
process, rather than just a simple movement? And
was it essential that with this astonishing continuity
the present universe should have been brought into
existence? What was the logic, after all, which made
the stars, after they were formed, move through the
vastness of space with such perfect precision and
regularity? And what was the logic, which brought
about the formation of the solar system in a far
corner of the universe? What was the logic, which
was responsible for those extraordinary changes in
our earth, which enabled life to begin and then
survive? And it should be borne in mind that these
transformations that occurred on earth have not
been found replicated in any other place in the vast,
countless worlds in the universe. Then what was
that unique logic which caused life to grow from
lifeless matter? Is there, in fact, any reasonable
explanation of how life came into existence on earth
and how, extraordinarily, the tendency developed
to evolve continuously?

Then again, what was the logic, which created all
those astounding things in this speck of the
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universe, which were necessary to life and
civilization? And what is the logic, which maintains
the continuum of these conditions? Is just the
coming about of one chance event sufficient reason
for all these events to go on flawlessly, unceasingly,
for millions and millions of years, without the
slightest aberration? Are there any real grounds for
accepting that an allegedly chance or accidental
event can spontaneously develop the attribute of
continuous evolution?

In spite of these suppositions resting on such shaky
premises, they have been almost universally
accepted as an ‘answer’ to the question of the origin
of the universe. This is a question whose answer
leads to another, more important question: “Who
makes this great machine move with such perfect
regularity?” The creator — chance — cannot be held
to be the Lord of the Universe. Such an explanation
would, by its very nature, require two ‘gods’. The
first movement might conceivably be attributed to
chance, but not so the subsequent continuous
motion. We should have to find another ‘god” to fit
that explanation.
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The establishment of the principle of causation
appeared to offer a solution. A cause was found
invariably to produce the same effect. What
happened at any instant did not depend on the
volitions of extraneous beings, but followed
inevitably by inexorable laws from the state of
things, at the preceeding event. And this state of
things had in turn been inevitably determined by an
earlier state, and so on indefinitely, so that the
whole course of events had been unalterably
determined by the state in which the world found
itself at the first instant of its history; once this had
been fixed, nature could move only along one road
to a predestined end. In brief, the act of creation had
created not only the universe but its whole future
history. Thus the law of causation took charge of all
such events as had previously been assigned to the
actions of supernatural beings.

The final establishment of this law as the primary
guiding principle in nature was the triumph of the
seventeenth century .. Out of this resulted a
movement to interpret the whole material universe
as a machine, a movement which steadily gained
force until its culmination in the latter half of the
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nineteenth century. It was then that Helm Holtz
declared that ‘the final aim of all natural science is
to resolve itself into mechanics,” and Lord Kelvin
confessed that he could understand nothing of
which he could not make a mechanical model ... It
was the age of the engineer-scientist, whose
primary ambition was to make mechanical models
of the whole of nature.

Although scientists had not yet succeeded in
explaining all of the manifestations of this universe
according to this principle, this want of success
failed to shake the belief that the universe must in
the last resort admit of a purely mechanical
interpretation. It was felt that only greater efforts
were needed, and the whole of inanimate nature
would at last stand revealed as a perfectly acting
machine.

All this had an obvious bearing on the
interpretation of human life. Each extension of the
law of causation, and each success of the
mechanical interpretation of natu