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  An Introduction to Philosophy with notes on Mathematics, Logic and God by T. J Tofflemire
 A brief review of philosophy follows, relying mainly on Magee’s book The Story of Philosophy.  Some use is also made of Wikipedia and of the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (SEP) and a few other references. Unless otherwise stated the reference pages are from Magee. I have the viewpoint and background of a scientist and Christian.  Also see 2nd book on Philosophy by Popkin and summary write-up.
Magee describes philosophy as an attempt to come with rational arguments to support a position and as such not attempting to use religion as a primary support (5-6).  Philosophy has many branches, but the first common ones include ontology (what exists and what is the nature of existence?), and epistemology (the nature of knowledge and what can we know?). (8)  W. Blake is quoted (8) “Regularity is found at every level in the known universe, from the very biggest to the very smallest, and usually in the forms that can be expressed in mathematical equations.  It is as if the universe itself embodies rationality.  It is as if, somebody once said: God is a mathematician.”  Heraclitus said (14-15) what we think of as things are not actually stable objects at all, they are in perpetual motion.”   Magee stated (15-16)  “We are now used to the idea that mathematics plays an indispensable role in our understanding of the universe.  The fact that the cosmos at every level, from the outermost galaxies down to the interior of the individual atom, is saturated with structure of a kind that is expressible in mathematical terms.  It is what has lead to so many of the great scientists of all, such as Einstein, to believe that there must be some sort of intelligence behind the universe, it not a God.” 


Wikipedia notes “Philosophy is the study of general and fundamental problems concerning matters such as existence, knowledge, truth, beauty, law, justice, validity, mind, and language.[1]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophy" \l "cite_note-1#cite_note-1" [2] Philosophy is distinguished from other ways of addressing these questions (such as mysticism or mythology) by its critical, generally systematic approach and its reliance on reasoned argument.[3] Philosophy comes from the Greek φιλοσοφία [philosophia], which literally translates to "love of wisdom".
The following branches are the main areas of study:”
· “Metaphysics investigates the nature of being and the world. Traditional branches are cosmology and ontology. 

· Epistemology is concerned with the nature and scope of knowledge, and whether knowledge is possible. Among its central concerns has been the challenge posed by skepticism and the relationships between truth, belief, and justification. 

· Ethics, or 'moral philosophy', is concerned with questions of how persons ought to act or if such questions are answerable. The main branches of ethics are meta-ethics, normative ethics, and applied ethics. Meta-ethics concerns the nature of ethical thought, comparison of various ethical systems, whether there are absolute ethical truths, and how such truths could be known. Ethics is also associated with the idea of morality. Plato's early dialogues include a search for definitions of virtue. 

· Logic deals with patterns of thinking that lead from true premises to true conclusions, originally developed in Ancient Greece. Beginning in the late 19th century, mathematicians such as Frege focused on a mathematical treatment of logic, and today the subject of logic has two broad divisions: mathematical logic (formal symbolic logic) and what is now called philosophical logic.”
Socrates was a master of questioning and taught to be true to yourself and personal integrity.   Socrates’ student Plato had many writings and is regarded by some as the greatest philosopher of all time (Magee 24).  Plato also had a high regard for mathematics.  “ The whole cosmos seems to exemplify order, harmony, proportion – the whole of Physics can be described by mathematical equations”   Everything – in this world of ours he regarded as being an ephemeral, decaying copy of something whose Ideal Form has permanent and indestructible existence outside space and time.”(27). His famous work, Republic describes the nature of justice and ideal government, while Symposium describes the nature of love.  “These physical bodies of ours come into existence and pass away, always imperfect. But they are the merest and most fleeting glimpses of something that is also us and is non-material, timeless, and indestructible, something that we may refer to as the soul. These souls are our permanent forms and constitute ultimate reality” (29).  Socrates offended the government and was sentenced to death. A later student of Plato was Plotinus who taught that since ultimate reality was Plato’s Ideal Forms, what exists is ultimately mental.  There he believed three levels of forms: The lowest is the human soul, the next level is the Ideal Forms, and the highest level is the good.  Reflective human beings are engaged in an attempted ascent towards oneness with the good.  “Christians translated this into their doctrines that the world has been created in the mind of God, and human beings are aspiring to oneness with God, who is perfect goodness.”(29). Plato’s gifted student was Aristotle; however he disagreed with Plato on the importance of abstract Ideal Forms.  We need concrete objects and observations based on our existence to conclude things and he argues for materialism as being important (32-34). He developed the words for logic, physics, political science, metaphysics, meteorology, rhetoric, and ethics.  He developed the laws of logic (34). Things could be identified by their apparent form and shape and by their purpose or what it does. (35) He also established the idea of the golden mean as a midway point or balance between two extremes.  For example courage lies between foolhardiness and cowardice, self respect lies between vanity and self-abasement. He wrote Nicomachean Ethics (38). Kant later fused the abstract and material dilemma.

St. Augustine lived 354-430 AD and used Plato’s philosophy to reinforce Christianity.  His writings included Confession and the City of God.  Time only exits relative to experience.  Our whole worldly being, including our intellect is dominated by our will.  The skeptics must be wrong, because to doubt everything denies our existence, which can not be doubted.  It is also untrue to say that we cannot know anything because some things we do know. (50). He also said that Christianity is not itself a philosophy, because its beliefs are fundamentally historical.  Christianity (unlike Buddhism) is for the most part a non-philosophical religion although it fits well with Platonism.  There is part of us that is timeless and nonmaterial and part physical and ephemeral.  He professed predestination and that God lets some Souls go to hell and does not intervene. Thus some are dammed by God’s choice. This doctrine has been used by the church to persecute and torture those viewed as heretics.(52) Erigena was another Christian philosopher  that argued that correct reasoning cannot lead to false conclusions; Christian truths are rational.  Erigena was Irish and they survived while the German Goths took over much of Europe and Rome and the stoics.   He also stated God was unknowable as we ourselves are not fully knowable. (56). See the appendix for more on Erigena. Three arguments commonly used to prove God’s existence are as follows: 1. Teleological – The universe exhibits design, order and purpose, 2. Cosmological-  Someone of infinite wisdom and power created the universe; 3. Ontological the most perfect nature of being must exist. St. Anselm and Kant supported this last argument. (57).

Copernicus first described the planets circling the sun (heliocentric). Kepler added laws of planetary motion, and Galileo used the telescope to study the planets. In the 1600’s the Catholic Church and Luther condemned this view as unbiblical and tried Galileo.  Ps. 93 was cited ‘Thou has fixed the earth immovable and firm’, and the verse where Joshua commanded the sun to stand still (65-67). Francis Bacon is credited as being the father of the scientific method and fostered starting colleges and gathering much data to formulate a theory. He also stated to not impose our ideas on the facts too soon and to look for contrary evidences (77). He disagreed with Aristotle and stated knowledge goes beyond the facts. Bacon also stated “A little philosophy inclineth man’s mind to atheism, but depth in philosophy bringeth men’s’ mind about to religion.” (77) Hobbes was the first modern materialist and stated the view that physical matter is all that there is, and everything else can be explained in terms of matter in motion (78). The great rationalists were Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz. They believed knowledge could be gained by the use of reason alone.


Descartes (87) says I know myself to be a very imperfect being, perishable and finite, and yet I have in my mind the concept of an infinite being, eternal and immortal, perfect in every way, therefore this perfect being must exist and has implanted this awareness in me.  Rationalism argues that self evident propositions are deduced by reason and are the basis of knowledge. Empiricism argues that knowledge must be derived from the senses. However mathematics and the laws of logic are not of the senses. Descartes viewed the world having two kinds of substances: mind and matter, the Cartesian dualism. (88). Two of his writings included Discourse on Method and Meditations. 


Spinoza studied Descartes and was a rationalist, but rejected Cartesian dualism and asserted mind and matter are one under God and in humans.  If God is infinite and everywhere then he must be in everything. One set of categories is abstract and mental and another material, but they encompass the same reality (92-3). He wrote some biblical analyses and criticisms and The Theological-Political Treatise, and Ethics. He started Pantheism and believed that all is God and He encompasses the universe. Some pantheists are mystical but he was not.  He also argued that we are not completely free agents, as we are not aware of everything that conditions and motivates us. He promoted the doctrine of free speech and thought. Some details on Spinoza are in the appendix.

A 3rd rationalist was Leibniz who distinguished between analytical statement and synthetic statement.  The former are of basic laws of logic or of mathematics, which can be internally self proving, while the latter must be proven by empirical observation. Some synthetic type statements are self refuting, others must be tested. Every truth must have a sufficient reason. He saw matter as also points of consciousness called “monads” and that God created all Monads in harmony.  He stated “The soul is the mirror of an indestructible universe”(96-99).  Some of his work is very technical and advanced.


The empiricists insisted that information about the world external to ourselves can come to us only through our senses.  The mind then appraises and organizes the information and draws inferences from it. (101). Locke is recognized as a father of empiricism and wrote Essay Concerning Human Understanding. (102). He maintained that all knowledge comes to us by our senses and that as babies we are blank mental slates knowing nothing (104-5). Locke was against the notion of innate ideas or truths of any kind. They all have to be based on senses and experience. Locke believed that God gave man reason and conscience.  “All men are liable to error, and most men are, in many points, by passion or interest, under temptation to it.”(107). Berkeley was also an empiricist but also believed in God with and infinite mind who could communicate experiences to us. The city of Berkeley, Ca. is named for him (111). He argued against abstract ideas but for spiritual substance.  Hume was an empiricist and skeptic and questioned if we could know anything.  “Apart from mathematics we can know nothing for certain” “Reason is the slave of the passions” “Custom is the great guide to human life.”(112-115). At this point the reader may wish to jump to my refutation of this idea of Locke and Hume in the discussion section and the definition of Empiricism in the appendix.

Voltaire was an avid writer who wrote plays and philosophy. He was a liberal thinker who wrote of the light of reason after Newton’s findings of science. In relying on reason and science he challenged the strict authority of the church and government. Although he was for peaceful resolution of problems by debate and reason, his independent thinking fostered the French Revolution. He stated “Superstition sets the whole world in flames; philosophy quenches them” (123, 227).

Eastern religions and philosophy developed independently from western ones. The eastern beliefs of Hinduism, Buddhism and Confucianism incorporated considerable philosophy and developed in the 5th to 8th centuries. The Hindu writings of the Upanishads and the Bhagavad-Gita were written in Sanskrit and defined two worlds- a physical one and a spiritual one. They had multiple Gods of whom Brahma was the creator of the universe. They also believed in multiple reincarnations of souls in human lives. “The man who casting off all desires, lives free from attachment, obtains tranquility” (146-151).  Buddhism and Confucianism had specific human founders. The Buddha lived in the 5th or 6th century and attained enlightenment, the ultimate truth by which people are freed from the cycle of rebirth. “Happy is he who has overcome his ego, who has attained peace, who has found truth.” Both Hinduism and Buddhism believe ultimate reality is behind and beyond the appearances.  The absence of a belief in God or in a soul in Buddhism has led some to say it is not a religion but an agnostic world view and philosophy. Buddhism values meditation to seek truth. Confucianism is a Chinese philosophy that incorporated traditions and ethics and includes the Golden Rule.  Elements of good works and ethics are found in these beliefs. (146-155).

 Kant stated that we gain knowledge through experience and understanding.  He added our brains and nervous system to the five senses as way of comprehending things. He wrote Critique of Pure Reason. He argued that two types of things exist; those that we can sense and those that we cannot sense. Our appreciation of an entity is limited to what we can sense of it. Some things we have limited ability to sense like a rainbow.  This noumenal world is transcendental because it cannot be registered in experience. We cannot conceive of anything as existing without it being something and having an identity (132-3). Material objects exist only in a space time framework. He argued that in addition to the world of material objects there is another level of reality that is outside of space and time, but human beings can experience only small portion of it. God and a soul are part of this world. “It is thoroughly necessary to be convinced of God’s existence, it is not quite so necessary that one should demonstrate it.”(135).  Humans are also material objects that obeys physical laws but go beyond this in having free will which cannot be predicted. He maintained morality was a possibility for rational creatures only, not for most animals. He stated that since there are universal laws for the empirical world there must be universal laws for the human and moral world also. Here God provides an answer but not a proof.  Schopenhauer extended Kant’s theories and the differentiation of the phenomenal (objective) world and the noumenal world.  He described the noumenal as will and that compassion is the foundation of ethics and love. He was an atheist but saw truth in the eastern religions and statements like “So long as we are given up to the thong of desires, with its constant hopes and fears, we can never obtain lasting happiness or peace.”(139-141). He read and may have been influenced by Eastern religions. He saw the value of arts as a way to escape the objective and sometimes unpleasant world.

Frege showed that both mathematics and basic logic were related and true beyond the human mind this is shown forth in a new theory of calculus called the Concept Script. (195). A quote is now taken from the SEP on Frege. http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/frege/.

“Friedrich Ludwig Gottlob Frege (b. 1848, d. 1925) was a German mathematician, logician, and philosopher who worked at the University of Jena. Frege essentially reconceived the discipline of logic by constructing a formal system which, in effect, constituted the first ‘predicate calculus’. In this formal system, Frege developed an analysis of quantified statements and formalized the notion of a ‘proof’ in terms that are still accepted today. Frege then demonstrated that one could use his system to resolve theoretical mathematical statements in terms of simpler logical and mathematical notions. One of the axioms that Frege later added to his system, in the attempt to derive significant parts of mathematics from logic, proved to be inconsistent. Nevertheless, his definitions (of the predecessor relation and of the concept of natural number) and methods (for deriving the axioms of number theory) constituted a significant advance. To ground his views about the relationship of logic and mathematics, Frege conceived a comprehensive philosophy of language that many philosophers still find insightful.”

Russell continued the mathematical view after Ferge, and turned his analysis to language.  He independently confirmed that mathematics and logic are closely related in his book the Principles of Mathematics.  This has been regarded by some as the greatest contribution to logic since Aristotle (197).  He then launched analytic philosophy which made close analysis of all propositions and terms.  This developed into logical positivism that asks the questinon “What should we have to do to establish the truth or falsehood of this statement?”  They noted that a statement that purports to be about reality but whose truth or falsehood makes no substantial sense or difference. An example of this is the gasoline advertisement statement –“Put a tiger in you tank”- which is not to be taken literally. Russell stated “The sense of reality is vital in logic.”(201-2) Whitehead was a coauthor of Principles of Mathematics and went on to formulate Process Philosophy and Theology.  A quote on process view is taken from Wikipedia: Also see the appendix SEP.
 “Process and Reality is famous for its defense of theism, although Whitehead's God differs essentially from the revealed God of Abrahamic religion. Whitehead's Philosophy of Organism gave rise to process theology, thanks to Hartshorne, John B. Cobb, Jr, and David Ray Griffin. Some Christians and Jews find process theology a fruitful way of understanding God and the universe. Just as the entire universe is in constant flow and change, God, as source of the universe, is viewed as growing and changing. Whitehead's rejection of mind-body dualism is similar to elements in traditions such as Buddhism. Whitehead was also a Platonist who "saw the definite character of events as due to the "ingression" of timeless entities" http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alfred_Whitehead”

Wittgenstein developed linguistic philosophy and stated “Naming is something like attaching a label to a thing” and “The meaning of a word is its use in the language,” and talked about word pictures (203-5).  However language can do other things like give orders or be synonymous with action like “Thank you.” A word can have different meanings in different disciplines.  Evidence has different meanings and limits in law, history, and physics. Thus one must be careful in defining terms.

Kierkegaard developed the philosophy of existentialism and that the individual hopes to uncover meaning in life through investigating the mystery of his own existence.  “Life can only be understood backwards, but it must be lived forwards”(208). “It is the individual himself that is the supreme moral entity, therefore it is the personal subjective aspects of human life that are the most important.” It is through decision making that we create our lives and become ourselves. Our existence from the beginning is a shared social one.  He believed in Christianity and the relationship of the individual soul to God. Others like Barth, Tillich and Bultmann developed this theme.  Barth developed the Barmen Declaration which became the doctrinal basis of the anti-Nazi confessing church. Other existentialists like Heidegger have split off without God. He developed the great work Being and Time which points out our existence is in time and in the world environment that we relate to. Our being and experience relate to the world and to our history (time).  We long for our lives to have some meaning or basis in reality; yet if we have no assurance of meaning, our lives are ultimately meaningless and absurd.  It becomes difficult to find meaning without God.  Husserl developed the philosophy of Phenomenology that concentrates on what is consciously experienced. Gestalt (212) psychology takes off on this principle and understanding the whole of our experiences.  Bergson states we have persistent drive or life force to experience and grow.  He also maintained that we have intuition that provides an additional source of knowledge. Our life develops a flow like a river with choices. He was an evolutionist and his critics agree that we have the above characteristics, but there is no good logical argument that they come from evolution (214-217).

Magee stated that Einstein’s theories disproved Newton’s and caused a revolution in science.  His view is that scientific theories are only true for a while until a better theory comes along (225). Einstein did state “Only daring speculation can lead us further and not accumulation of facts”(221).  Others do not agree with this view of Einstein disproving Newton. “Einstein did not disprove Newton. The Newtonian equations are still embodied in Relativity as the special case of low velocity/low mass. All Einstein did was model the case of where Newton is not applicable.  Einstein didn't disprove Newton's laws. He just showed that they were not complete and needed to be adjusted in some extreme cases:  For instance, if you have objects moving close to the speed of light, or if you have objects in strong gravitational fields.” “When this is not the case Einstein's relativity theory can be approximated with Newton's laws.  So Newton's laws can give a very good approximation to the planetary motions in our 
solar system 

for example, but they cannot explain the slow decay in the orbits caused by gravitational 
radiation 

, here we need to use relativity theory.” http://www.sciforums.com/Newton-vs-Einstein-t-6684.html

Popper stated that scientific theories were not incorrigible truths; they were theories and products of the human mind. They approximate truth and can be changed.  He also held that physical reality exists independent of the human mind, and may not be fully apprehended (220-2). No general theory can be fully proved, but it can be disproved.  We can test general statements by searching for contrary instances. “This being so, criticism becomes the chief means by which we do in fact make progress.”(225) he wrote several books including- The Logic of Scientific Discovery and The Open Society and Its Enemies.  In the 2nd book, he makes the point that in open societies there is free press and criticism can be expressed.  In society as in science, this is where the most progress is made. He also wrote a strong criticism of Marxism, and noted the social failure of Nazism in this regard.

Nietzsche assaults the prior values and morals based on Greek philosophy and the Judeo-Christian traditions. He says society has changed (1880) and must formulate new values based on man’s thoughts.  He says societies develop best when the strong eliminate the weak and the clever eliminate the stupid. He also maintained that this life of ours is largely a meaningless business of suffering and striving, driven along by an irrational force we call will. We are free to choose whatever values are most in our interests and these are surely the values that have lead us out of the animal kingdom. He did say live life to the fullest and dare to become what you are. (174). He stated “The bite of conscience is indecent” and “Man is a rope, tied between beast and superman, a rope over an abyss.”(175-7).   Mussolini, the founder of Fascism and Hitler of Nazism both read and valued Nietzsche’s writings. The Nazis’ made repeated use of Nietzsche’s words in their propaganda (177).  Some comments on some result of following Nietzsche’s beliefs follow from Wikipedia:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nazi_Party
“Nazi ideology stressed the failure of both laissez-faire capitalism and communism, the failure of democracy, and "racial purity of the German people", as well as Northwestern Europeans and persecuted those it perceived either as race enemies or Lebensunwertes Leben, that is "life unworthy of living". This included Jews, Slavs, and Roma along with homosexuals, the mentally and physically disabled, Communists and others. To carry out these beliefs, the party and the German state which it controlled organized the systematic murder of approximately six million Jews and six million other people from the aforementioned and other groups, in what has become known as the Holocaust. Hitler's desire to build a Germanic empire through expansionist policies led to the outbreak of World War II in Europe.  Hitler discovered that he had talent as an orator, and his ability to draw new members, combined with his characteristic ruthlessness, soon made him the dominant figure. The Nazi Party might never have come to power had it not been for the Great Depression and its effects on Germany. A further decisive step in the Nazi seizure of power (Gleichschaltung) was the "Enabling Act", which granted the cabinet (and therefore Hitler) legislative powers. The Enabling Act effectively abolished the separation of powers, a principle enshrined in the German Constitution. The Enabling Act, termed for four years, gave the government the power to enact laws without parliamentary approval, to enact foreign treaties abroad and even to make changes to the Constitution. Germany had a policy instituted by Bismarck called "Kulturkampf". This policy was an attempt to "modernize" the German people by moving the culture away from Catholic values to Government inspired values. Paradoxically, the more completely the Nazi regime dominated German society, the less relevant the Nazi Party became as an organization within the regime's power structure. Hitler's rule was highly personalized, and the power of his subordinates such as Himmler and Goebbels depended on Hitler's favor and their success in interpreting his desires rather than on their nominal positions within the party. The party had no governing body or formal decision-making process – no Politburo, no Central Committee, no Party Congress. Real power in the regime was exercised by an axis of Hitler's office, Himmler's SS and Goebbels's Propaganda Ministry.”  The press was taken over and press criticism of Nazi activities was prohibited.  

Popper would agree that as a social experiment, Nazism was a failure and it did not allow free criticism or free ideas.  The Lord of the Flies is novel that may offer insight on how the triumph of the strongest is not always the best (Wikipedia). Two historical examples include- the take over of the Europe and much of the civilized world by the Goths in (400-800AD) which led to the Dark Ages, and by the Vikings takeover (800-1200AD) (Winter 203-207). The Vikings destroyed most of the centers of learning and provided a setback to society. Only the Irish and the Arabs in Asia were spared. The 100th monkey effect has also been discredited as quick method of learning new truths.  See the appendix for details.
I will now cite a few references from more recent as opposed to historical philosophy. Green (1969) conducted a symposium on knowledge and authors Winger, Pols and Polanyi are cited.  Winger (Epistemology of quantum Mechanics 34) noted that the limit of science is bounded by the limits of the human mind for assimilating knowledge, and forming increasingly subtle and sophisticated theories. Knowledge is built on prior knowledge and on recent observations of the senses in gathering data from experiments we have designed (31-36).  Pols (Philosophical Knowledge of the Person  287-313) noted that creative reflection is something that goes beyond the mind as a computer.  Looking back at our life and assessing it and then planning for a different future requires a higher level of consciousness. The awareness of many discrete life events and their fusion into a single entity is also advanced awareness of self and expanding rationality.  Polanyi (The structure of Consciousness (315-327) uses the example of a person looking at a pair of stereoscopic photographs and integrating them into one.  This act requires a higher level of consciousness than simply observing data.  Also writing a book or playing chess also suggests a stratified level of higher rationality and consciousness. There is also a difference between the structure of and the organizing field of an animal or person. The organizing field deals with their growth and behavior.  He also points out that creative retrospect suggests a consciousness of being. Also see a separate summary write up on Popkin’s book.




Discussion
This view of Locke and Hume, denying any abstract universal truths or any source of knowledge other than experience, seems untrue to me.  Animals and babies have born instincts, like a baby’s instinct to suck the nipple and take their first breath. For a more in depth discussion of instincts, see the quotes from Wikipedia and SEP on innate behavior, another name for instinct (see appendix). Also there is some ability to gather information beyond the five common senses – as by mental telepathy and by intuition and by God’s revelation. DNA and cell research has shown that we have programmed information on how to reproduce and maintain cells, maintain organs and our whole body.  It is possible that we have programmed information in our mind on how to think logically.  More details on information science and how it is also universal are given by Gitt.  It is very unlikely that our brains and thinking logically, and retrospective consciousness and our systems of memory evolved by random chance.  The principals of logic and mathematics extend throughout the universe even where there may be no brains or biological life.  So if the five senses and brain experience is the only source of logic, how can logic extend throughout the universe?  Why should we expect mathematics and our logic to be true on a different planet?  Perhaps there are different brains and senses and experience there that would invalidate our logic and mathematics.  The great philosophers who were also mathematicians or had great respect for mathematics,  believed in God or abstract universal realities.(Plato, Aristotle, Isaac Newton, Francis Bacon,  Descartes, Leibniz, Kant, Frege, Russell, Einstein).  The theories of Descartes and Kant were somewhat predictive of future discoveries in science.  “I am reminded of a statement in McGrath’s book (10) that comments on the God Delusion by Dawkins who is an athiest.  The question is raised by Dawkins–why do so many people believe in God? - Even well respected scientists and natives in remote tribes, throughout the ages.  Dawkins alleged that there is something in our genes leading us to look for and believe in God, and he calls it the Meme error.  Perhaps there is something in the genes or the soul and spirit that draws us to God.  Erickson (46-47) states that this is the natural theory of God’s revelation that God does implant some knowledge of Him in us.” 


Three arguments commonly used to prove God’s existence are as follows: 1. Teleological – The universe exhibits design, order and purpose, 2. Cosmological-  Someone of infinite wisdom and power created the universe; 3. Ontological: The most perfect nature of being must exist by definition. St. Anselm and Kant supported this last argument (Magee 57).  The first two of these are developed further in a second paper on logic by Tofflemire.  The third could be stated somewhat differently.  It is my opinion and also Lisle’s and Meister’s that there is no absolute basis for morals or ethics or meaning to life without God. The appendix gives a link on Meta-Ethics. If ethics are intuitive where does our intuition come from? About 95% of all philosophers as noted in Magee’s book delve into these topics. Without a basis for morals or ethics, this topic all becomes very relative – man can set whatever morals he wishes.  Pantheism and Buddhism believe that morals illusionary (Meister).  Only a few major philosophers in Magee’s book stated morals and ethics are not important.  Nietzsche is an example.  Following his philosophy resulted in the atrocities under Mussolini and Hitler where there was no free press or criticism (alternate views) allowed.  In addition, the large majority of those great philosophers who were mathematicians and valued the laws of logic believed in God.  Those philosophers also thought the laws of logic and mathematics were universal abstract truths and not just experience. How can there be universal laws extending throughout the universe unless a universal mind created them? Magee (57) pointed out that the Christian religion is a history with assertions and beliefs, rather that a philosophy and that God cannot be proven.   However much of the history of the bible has been proven true and it is a good source book for archeologists.  See the appendix for a brief section- 2333 prophecies came true. The history in a book (the protestant bible) has been proven generally true. The theological assertions are taken on faith (Popkin p.152).

Since the laws of logic are important in philosophy, some are quoted below and some continued in the appendix.  Lisle (2009) also has an excellent book on logic.
The Laws of Logic http://atheism.about.com/library/glossary/general/bldef_lawsoflogic.htm
1. The law of identity: p is p at the same time and in the same respect. 

2. The law of non-contradiction: a conjunctive proposition (one that uses "and", as in "p and q") cannot be both true and false at the same time and in the same respect. Thus the proposition "p and not-p" cannot be true. For example, the proposition "It is raining and it is not raining" is a contradiction, and must be false. 
Note: technically, the above example stated fully should read "It is raining and it is not raining at this location and at this time." This additional phrase encompasses the crucial factors of "at the same time" and "in the same respect," but in natural language it isn't common to state them explicitly. When evaluating a person's statements, it is sometimes helpful to consider whether or not they are indeed assuming the truth of such factors. 

3. The law of the excluded middle: in any proposition "p," the related disjunctive claim (one that uses "or", as in "p or not-p") must be true. A more informal and common way of stating this is to simply say that either a proposition is true or its negation must be true - thus, either p is true or not-p must be true.   





References Cited
Erickson, M. J. Introducing Christian Doctrine, Grand Rapids, MI., Baker Book House Co. (2001)

Gitt, Werner. In the Beginning Was Information, Master Books, Green Forest, AK 2005

Green, Marjorie. The Anatomy of Knowledge –Papers Presented to the Study Group, Amherst, MA, Univ. of Mass. (1969)

Lisle, Jason. The Ultimate Proof of Creation, Green Forest, AK, Master Books (2009)

Magee, Bryan. The Story of Philosophy, NY, NY. DK Publishing (1998)

 McGrath, A and J. C. The Dawkins Delusion Intervarsity Press Downers Grove, Il  (2007)
Meister, C.  Building Belief. Grand Rapids, MI.  Baker Books, (2006)

Popkin, H and Stroll, A. Philosophy Made Simple  Broadway Books, NY, NY 1993

 Tofflemire, T. J. Defending Biblical Creation by Logic Unpublished paper submitted to ABC Aug. 2009.
Winter, Ralph D Ten Epochs of Redemptive History in Perspectives on the World Christian Movement, 3rd Edition, by Winter and Hawthorne, Wm. Carey Library, Pasadena, Ca.(1999) 
http://plato.stanford.edu/about.html Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophy 

                                   


  Appendix

Wikipedia states “Instinct is the inborn complex behavior of a living organism that is not learned. Since 1910, most scientific journals consider the term outdated although it remains popular among the general public and a number of scientists. Instincts are thought to occur as fixed action patterns. These fixed action patterns are unlearned and inherited. Problems occurred when it was discovered that stimuli can be variable due to imprinting in a sensitive period. An example of this are baby ducks following a man as if it were their mother who later, when they grew up, showed interest in mating with the man.

Speculated examples of instinctual fixed action patterns can be observed in the behavior of animals, which perform various activities (sometimes complex) that are believed not to be based upon prior experience, such as reproduction, and feeding among insects. For example, sea turtles hatched on a beach automatically move toward the ocean and honeybees communicate the direction of a food source by dancing, all without formal instruction. Other examples include animal fighting, animal courtship behavior, internal escape functions, and building of nests. Another term for the same concept is innate behavior.”  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Instinct
The Distinction Between Innate and Acquired Characteristics from SEP
 Published Aug 4, 2009 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/innate-acquired/ 
“The idea that some characteristics of an organism are explained by the organism's intrinsic nature, whilst others reflect the influence of the environment is an ancient one. It has even been argued that this distinction is itself part of the evolved psychology of the human species. The distinction played an important role in the history of philosophy as the locus of the dispute between Rationalism and Empiricism discussed in another entry in this encyclopedia. This entry, however, focuses on twentieth-century accounts of the innate/acquired distinction. These accounts have for the most part been inspired by the sciences of mind and behaviour.

           Innateness must be clearly distinguished from heritability, at least in the scientific sense of that term. The idea that heritability scores measure the degree to which a characteristic is innate is a vulgar fallacy. Heritability is a statistical measure of the sources of individual differences in a population. While heritability itself is well understood, its relationship to the innate/acquired distinction remains highly controversial.


The belief that a trait is innate is today commonly expressed by saying it is ‘in the genes’. But genes play an essential role in the production of every trait. Consequently, it will not do to say simply that innate traits are ‘caused by genes’ whilst acquired traits are ‘caused by the environment’. Any relationship between genetic causation and the innate/acquired distinction will be far more complex than this.”
Empiricism from Wikipedia
In philosophy, empiricism is a theory of knowledge which asserts that knowledge arises from experience. Empiricism is one of several competing views about how we know "things," part of the branch of philosophy called epistemology, or "the Theory of Knowledge". Empiricism emphasizes the role of experience and evidence, especially sensory perception, in the formation of ideas, while discounting the notion of innate ideas (except in so far as these might be inferred from empirical reasoning, as in the case of genetic predisposition). 

In the philosophy of science, empiricism emphasizes those aspects of scientific knowledge that are closely related to evidence, especially as discovered in experiments. It is a fundamental part of the scientific method that all hypotheses and theories must be tested against observations of the natural world, rather than resting solely on a priori reasoning, intuition, or revelation. Hence, science is considered to be methodologically empirical in nature.

The term "empiricism" has a dual etymology. It comes from the Greek word εμπειρισμός, the Latin translation of which is experientia, from which we derive the word experience. It also derives from a more specific classical Greek and Roman usage of empiric, referring to a physician whose skill derives from practical experience as opposed to instruction in theory. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Empiricism 
  Process Philosophy http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/process-philosophy/
First published Tue Apr 2, 2002; substantive revision Wed Jan 9, 2008
First published Tue 2 Apr, 2002.  SEP
The philosophy of process is a venture in metaphysics, the general theory of reality. Its concern is with what exists in the world and with the terms of reference in which this reality is to be understood and explained. The task of metaphysics is, after all, to provide a cogent and plausible account of the nature of reality at the broadest, most synoptic and comprehensive level. And it is to this mission of enabling us to characterize, describe, clarify and explain the most general features of the real that process philosophy addresses itself in its own characteristic way. The guiding idea of its approach is that natural existence consists in and is best understood in terms of processes rather than things — of modes of change rather than fixed stabilities. For processists, change of every sort — physical, organic, psychological — is the pervasive and predominant feature of the real.

Process philosophy diametrically opposes the view — as old as Parmenides and Zeno and the Atomists of Pre-Socratic Greece — that denies processes or downgrades them in the order of being or of understanding by subordinating them to substantial things. By contrast, process philosophy pivots on the thesis that the processual nature of existence is a fundamental fact with which any adequate metaphysic must come to terms.

Process philosophy puts processes at the forefront of philosophical and specifically of ontological concern. Process should here be construed in pretty much the usual way — as a sequentially structured sequence of successive stages or phases. Three factors accordingly come to the fore:

1. That a process is a complex — a unity of distinct stages or phases. A process is always a matter of now this, now that. 

2. That this complex has a certain temporal coherence and unity, and that processes accordingly have an ineliminably temporal dimension. 

3. That a process has a structure, a formal generic format in virtue of which every concrete process is equipped with a shape or format. 

From the time of Aristotle, Western metaphysics has had a marked bias in favor of things or substances. However, another variant line of thought was also current from the earliest times onward. After all, the concentration on enduring physical things as existents in nature slights the equally good claims of another ontological category, namely processes, events, occurrences — items better indicated by verbs than nouns. And, clearly, storms and heat-waves are every bit as real as dogs and oranges.

Erigena http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Johannes_Scotus_Eriugena
Eriugena argues the question entirely on speculative grounds, and starts with the bold affirmation that philosophy and religion are fundamentally one and the same. Even more significant is his handling of authority and reason. Eriugena offered a skilled proof that there can be predestination only to the good, in that all men are summoned to be saints.[1] The work was warmly assailed by Drepanius Florus, canon of Lyons, and Prudentius, and was condemned by two councils: that of Valence in 855, and that of Langres in 859. By the former council his arguments were described as Pultes Scotorum ("Irish porridge") and commentum diaboli ("an invention of the devil").

Eriugena was a Christian universalist; he believed that all people and all beings, including animals, reflect attributes of God, towards whom all are capable of progressing and to which all things ultimately must return.[2] To Eriugena, hell was not a place but a condition and punishment was purifying, not penal. He was a believer in apocatastasis, which maintains that all moral creatures--angels, humans and devils--will eventually come to a harmony in God's kingdom.[3] He based his beliefs on the Greek writings of the early Christian fathers, like Origen, and considered himself an orthodox Christian thinker.[2]
Eriugena's great work, De divisione naturae (Periphyseon), which was condemned by a council at Sens by Honorius III (1225), who described it as "swarming with worms of heretical perversity," and by Gregory XIII in 1585, is arranged in five books. The form of exposition is that of dialogue; the method of reasoning is the syllogism. Nature (Natura in Latin or physis in Greek) is the name of the most comprehensive of all unities, that which contains within itself the most primary division of all things, that which is (being) and that which is not (nonbeing). The Latin title refers to these four divisions of nature: (1) that which creates and is not created; (2) that which is created and creates; (3) that which is created and does not create; (4) that which is neither created nor creates. The first is God as the ground or origin of all things, the last is God as the final end or goal of all things, that into which the world of created things ultimately returns. The second and third together compose the created universe, which is the manifestation of God, God in process, Theophania; the second is the world of Platonic ideas or forms, and the third is a more pantheistic or pandeistic world, depending on the interference of God. Thus we distinguish in the divine system beginning, middle and end; but these three are in essence one; the difference is only the consequence of our finite comprehension. We are compelled to envisage this eternal process under the form of time, to apply temporal distinctions to that which is extra- or supra-temporal.

The Division of Nature has been called the final achievement of ancient philosophy, a work which "synthesizes the philosophical accomplishments of fifteen centuries." It is presented, like Alcuin's book, as a dialogue between Master and Pupil. Eriugena anticipates Thomas Aquinas, who said that one cannot know and believe a thing at the same time. Eriugena explains that reason is necessary to understand and interpret revelation. "Authority is the source of knowledge", but the reason of mankind is the norm by which all authority is judged.[1]
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hundredth-monkey_effect
In 1985, Elaine Myers re-examined the original published research in “The Hundredth Monkey Revisited” in the journal In Context. In her review she found that the original research reports by the Japan Monkey Center in Vol. 2, 5, and 6 of the journal Primates are insufficient to support Watson’s story. In short, she is suspicious of the existence of “Hundredth Monkey” phenomenon; the published articles describe how the sweet potato washing behavior gradually spread through the monkey troupe and became part of the set of learned behaviors of young monkeys, but she doesn’t agree that it can serve as an evidence for the existence of a critical number at which the idea suddenly spread to other islands.

However, the story as told by Watson and Keyes is popular among New Age authors and personal growth gurus and has become an urban legend and part of New Age mythology. Also, Rupert Sheldrake has cited that a phenomenon like the "Hundredth Monkey Effect" would be an evidence of Morphic fields bringing about non-local effects in consciousness and learning. As a result, the story has also become a favorite target of the Committee for the Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal and was used as the title essay in The Hundredth Monkey: And Other Paradigms of the Paranormal published by them in 1991.  In his book Why People Believe Weird Things, Michael Shermer explains how the urban legend started, was popularized, and has been discredited. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hundredth-monkey_effect
An analysis of the appropriate literature by Ron Amundson, published by the Skeptics Society, revealed several key points that demystified the supposed effect. Unsubstantiated claims that there was a sudden and remarkable increase in the proportion of washers in the first population were exaggerations of a much slower, more mundane effect. Rather than all monkeys mysteriously learning the skill it was noted that it was predominantly younger monkeys that learned the skill from the older monkeys through the usual means of imitation; older monkeys who did not know how to wash tended not to learn. As the older monkeys died and younger monkeys were born the proportion of washers naturally increased. The time span between observations was in the order of years.

Logic from Wikipedia: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logical_argument
In logic, an argument is a set of one or more meaningful declarative sentences (or "propositions") known as the premises along with another meaningful declarative sentence (or "proposition") known as the conclusion. A deductive argument asserts that the truth of the conclusion is a logical consequence of the premises; an inductive argument asserts that the truth of the conclusion is supported by the premises. Deductive arguments are valid or invalid, and sound or not sound. An argument is valid if and only if the truth of the conclusion is a logical consequence of the premises and (consequently) its corresponding conditional is a necessary truth. A sound argument is a valid argument with true premises.

Each premise and the conclusion are only either true or false, i.e. are truth bearers. The sentences composing an argument are referred to as being either true or false, not as being valid or invalid; deductive arguments are referred to as being valid or invalid, not as being true or false. Some authors refer to the premises and conclusion using the terms declarative sentence, statement, proposition, sentence, or even indicative utterance. The reason for the variety is concern about the ontological significance of the terms, proposition in particular. Whichever term is used, each premise and the conclusion must be capable of being true or false and nothing else: they are truthbearers. 

 A list of References on Logic from Wikipedia: 
· Shaw, Warren Choate (1922). The Art of Debate. Allyn and Bacon. http://books.google.com/books?id=WgtKAAAAIAAJ&pg=PA74&dq=%22argument+by+analogy%22&as_brr=0#PPA74,M1. Retrieved 4 December 2008.  

· Robert Audi, Epistemology, Routledge, 1998. Particularly relevant is Chapter 6, which explores the relationship between knowledge, inference and argument. 

· J. L. Austin How to Do Things With Words, Oxford University Press, 1976. 

· H. P. Grice, Logic and Conversation in The Logic of Grammar, Dickenson, 1975. 

· Vincent F. Hendricks, Thought 2 Talk: A Crash Course in Reflection and Expression, New York: Automatic Press / VIP, 2005, ISBN 87-991013-7-8 

· R. A. DeMillo, R. J. Lipton and A. J. Perlis, Social Processes and Proofs of Theorems and Programs, Communications of the ACM, Vol. 22, No. 5, 1979. A classic article on the social process of acceptance of proofs in mathematics. 

· Yu. Manin, A Course in Mathematical Logic, Springer Verlag, 1977. A mathematical view of logic. This book is different from most books on mathematical logic in that it emphasizes the mathematics of logic, as opposed to the formal structure of logic. 

· Ch. Perelman and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric, Notre Dame, 1970. This classic was originally published in French in 1958. 

· Henri Poincaré, Science and Hypothesis, Dover Publications, 1952 

· Frans van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst, Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussions, Foris Publications, 1984. 

· K. R. Popper Objective Knowledge; An Evolutionary Approach, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972. 

· L. S. Stebbing, A Modern Introduction to Logic, Methuen and Co., 1948. An account of logic that covers the classic topics of logic and argument while carefully considering modern developments in logic. 

· Douglas Walton, Informal Logic: A Handbook for Critical Argumentation, Cambridge, 1998 

· Carlos Chesñevar, Ana Maguitman and Ronald Loui, Logical Models of Argument, ACM Computing Surveys, vol. 32, num. 4, pp.337–383, 2000. 

· T. Edward Damer. Attacking Faulty Reasoning, 5th Edition, Wadsworth, 2005. ISBN 0-534-60516-8 

· Charles Arthur Willard, A Theory of Argumentation. 1989. 

· Charles Arthur Willard, Argumentation and the Social Grounds of Knowledge. 1982. 

Further reading
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· Aristotle, Prior and Posterior Analytics. Ed. and trans. John Warrington. London: Dent (1964) 
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Gitt (50-53) states that information is a third entity in addition to matter and energy.  The laws of nature govern matter and energy and are universally valid.  Gitt includes these as nonmaterial entities along with the laws of mathematics and other useful information. He gives many theorems about the laws of nature and information.  Information is related to will or volition. “Information only arises through an intentional volitional act.” (53)   Information comprises the nonmaterial foundation for all technological systems and works of art and for biological systems.  Information as defined by Gitt involves transmitting a coded message from a living sender to a living recipient. It has five levels, the last four of which make it intelligible.  The lowest level is a raw code signal like random numbers or letters.  This has no intelligible meaning.  The next four levels include: 1. code that can be understood; 2: syntax that has rules; 3. the message gives an expected action or meaning; 4: the message has an intended purpose. Examples of codes include- Morse code, a computer program, languages, hieroglyphics, musical notes, genetic codes, and figures made by gyrating bees. He states “There is no natural law through which matter can give rise to information, neither is there any physical process or material phenomenon known that can do this.” (80) Information is not the thing itself, neither is it a condition, but it is a representation of material realities or conceptual relationships.  The complete reality being represented by the information is not usually present at the time and place of the transfer of the information. Information plays a substitutionary role.  In 2006, a team of scientists of various disciplines met and came up with a Universal Definition of Information (UDI).  Ham, K. Editor The New Answers Book 2.  www.masterbooks.net, Answers in Genesis (p. 197 by Riddle) 2008. This includes 4 elements above of- code, syntax, meaning and purpose. As defined the following do not represent information: A. a physical star- it lacks code and meaning, it is the physical object; B. a physical snowflake- it lacks code and meaning, C. a random sequence of numbers or letters- it lacks syntax rules and meaning  The DNA code contains 4 letters ATCG arranged in 3 letter words.  It has syntax, meaning and purpose. The information encoded in DNA is billions of more times more compact than a modern PC hard drive (204).  Gitt stated (89) man is undoubtedly the most complex information processing system existing on earth. The total number of bits handled daily in all information processing events occurring in the human body is 3 X 1024 . This includes all deliberate as well as all involuntary activities.  The number of bits being process daily in the human body is more that a million times the total amount of human knowledge stored in all the libraries of the worlds, which is about 1018  bits.” (89).  

The flight of migrating birds is a navigational masterpiece stated Gitt (253-4).  Experiments have been conducted with Pigeons that were tagged, anaesthetized, and transported to an unfamiliar, remote location.  They invariably returned to their homes or usual migratory destination by taking the shortest and best route. The birds have the amazing ability to extract the required data from the environmental and then follow a set course to their destination. In doing this they correctly compensate for crosswinds, and can cover great distances over which they have not flown before.  A man with a compass, an airplane, a sextant and map could not do this unless he also new his starting location on the map also and he made some mathematical calculations. We do not know how the birds do this.  We use a special term to cover our ignorance and say the birds have instinct(254). Their mechanics of flying is also a masterpiece, as they conserve energy and ride on lifting updrafts also.  The Monarch butterfly has a brain the size of a pinhead and yet can pinpoint a location 3,000 miles away and navigate there with an accuracy of 100 feet.  This is a one time migration to a location to a location they have never been before. Answers http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/am/v3/n2/marvels-of-monarch 
February 14, 2008


The chapter on the origin of languages by Gitt is interesting (116-8). There have been many evolutionary speculations about this. Perhaps we copied animal sounds, perhaps we developed various grunts and gestures and then language.  These theories are not very convincing.  At the present there are about 5100 languages and dialects spoken on earth.  Why would so many different languages develop from evolution of common ancestors, unless God confused and gave the languages?  Some of these languages are very unique.  The Comanche and Navaho languages were odd enough to be used as secret codes during the world wars.  Gitt concludes “All languages are unique and perform their functions very well.  They comprise morphological, grammatical, and semantic complexities and structures which were not devised by any person. The members of aboriginal tribes do not even know the structure of their grammar.  J.P. Submilch established that man could not have invented language without having the necessary intelligence, and also the intelligent thought in its turn depends on the previous existence of speech.(Words and thoughts are related-as an exercise try to think and intelligent thought without using any words).  The only solution to the paradox is that God must have given human beings language as a gift.”   This would fit with giving the animals instincts at birth and birds and butterflies knowledge of how to navigate the world from any location. Written language is an important achievement.  This allows the propagation of knowledge based on prior discoveries. History demonstrates that groups without writing do not go beyond a certain stage and do not become very advanced (aboriginal peoples for example). (218). The syntax and rules of organization of words and grammar would be difficult to get correct by trial and error.  One language has different rules than another.  There are of course commonalities in some languages, and dialects.
Main article: Fermi paradox http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SETI 
Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence (SETI) is the collective name for a number of activities people undertake to search for extraterrestrial life. SETI projects use scientific methods to search for electromagnetic transmissions from civilizations on distant planets.[1]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SETI" \l "cite_note-1#cite_note-1" [2] The United States government contributed to earlier SETI projects, but recent work has been primarily funded by private sources.

Italian physicist Enrico Fermi suggested in the 1950s that if technologically advanced civilizations are common in the universe, then they should be detectable in one way or another. (According to those who were there,[24] Fermi either asked "Where are they?" or "Where is everybody?")

The Fermi paradox can be stated more completely as follows:

The size and age of the universe incline us to believe that many technologically advanced civilizations must exist. However, this belief seems logically inconsistent with our lack of observational evidence to support it. Either (1) the initial assumption is incorrect and technologically advanced intelligent life is much rarer than we believe, or (2) our current observations are incomplete and we simply have not detected them yet, or (3) our search methodologies are flawed and we are not searching for the correct indicators.

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
NASA History Office

SETI: The Search for ExtraTerrestrial Intelligence


Since the beginning of civilization, people have wondered if we are alone in the universe or whether there is intelligent life somewhere else. In the late twentieth century, scientists converged upon the basic idea of scanning the sky and "listening" for non-random patterns of electromagnetic emissions such as radio or television waves in order to detect another possible civilization somewhere else in the universe. In late 1959 and early 1960, the modern SETI era began when Frank Drake conducted the first such SETI search at approximately the same time that Giuseppe Cocconi and Philip Morrison published a key journal article suggesting this approach. 

NASA joined in SETI efforts at a low-level in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Some of these SETI-related efforts included Project Orion, the Microwave Observing Project, the High Resolution Microwave Survey, and Toward Other Planetary Systems. On Columbus Day in 1992, NASA initiated a formal, more intensive, SETI program. Less than a year later, however, Congress canceled the program. 

For more background on SETI history and the cancellation of NASA's SETI program, you may want to read an article from the Journal of the British Interplanetary Society. Part of the cancelled program was picked up by the private, non-profit SETI Institute, and a smaller part by the non-profit, grassroots SETI League. NASA is still very much interested in astrobiology and the question of whether or not we are alone has been adopted by the NASA Origins program. For a comprehensive look at current SETI issues, Sky & Telescope magazine's SETI Section contains regularly updated articles and resources. 

We also have several related full-length books now on-line. You may want to view the full text and images of The Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence (NASA SP-419, 1977), which was edited by Philip Morrison, John Billingham, and John Wolfe. The Web version of Project Orion: A Design Study of a System for Detecting Extrasolar Planets (NASA SP-436, 1980) is now available on-line. A third SETI-related volume that is now on-line is Life in the Universe (NASA CP-2156, 1981). Special thanks to Chris Gamble for preparing these volumes for the Web. 

http://books.google.com/books?id=HOS980hqjVgC&dq=search+for+extraterrestrial+intelligence&printsec=frontcover&source=bl&ots=2YsfotPl_w&sig=WPjahqAzPB0-U7EGwL8jENXPiWY&hl=en&ei=5DXJSt3_JcmLtgej3JixDw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=10#v=onepage&q=&f=false
CETI (Communication with Extraterrestrial Intelligence) is a branch of SETI research that focuses on composing and deciphering messages that could theoretically be understood by another technological civilization. The best-known CETI experiment was the 1974 Arecibo message composed by Frank Drake and Carl Sagan.

CETI research has focused on four broad areas: mathematical languages, pictorial systems such as the Arecibo message, algorithmic communication systems (ACETI) and computational approaches to detecting and deciphering 'natural' language communication. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Communication_with_Extraterrestrial_Intelligence
Note by Tofflemire: This CETI communication represent UDI as defined on pg 17 above. The above sites indicate, to my knowledge, that no extraterrestrial intelligence has been found. The Fermi paradox remains.  It would seem however, that the truth of UDI, and mathematics extends throughout the universe, because the top scientists are using it that way to search for other life.  Morris (52) stated that the mathematical odds of finding a planet like ours that will support life is extremely remote. Morris, H. M. Exploring the Evidence for Creation, ICR, Dallas, Tx. 2009

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meta-ethics
“In philosophy, meta-ethics (sometimes called "analytic ethics")[1] is the branch of ethics that seeks to understand the nature of ethical properties, and ethical statements, attitudes, and judgments. Meta-ethics is one of the three branches of ethics generally recognized by philosophers, the others being ethical theory and applied ethics. Ethical theory and applied ethics make up normative ethics. Meta-ethics has received considerable attention from academic philosophers in the last few decades.

While normative ethics addresses such questions as "What should one do?", thus endorsing some ethical evaluations and rejecting others, meta-ethics addresses questions such as "What is goodness?" and "How can we tell what is good from what is bad?", seeking to understand the nature of ethical properties and evaluations.

Some theorists argue that a metaphysical account of morality is necessary for the proper evaluation of actual moral theories and for making practical moral decisions, however others make the (reverse) claim that only by importing ideas of moral intuition on how to act can we arrive at an accurate account of the metaphysics of morals.”
Bible Validity
Another way of confirming the validity of the creation story is by confirming the bible history itself.  Kennedy (1996 p. 152) stated that there 333 prophecies about Christ made 400 yrs or more before his birth that came true.  Examples include being sold by a friend for 30 pieces of silver, being pierced by a spear, but having no broken bones, having lots cast for his garments, nailed to a cross, etc.   The odds of this occurring by chance are extremely rare.  He also noted that their 2000 other prophecies in the bible that came true (p.155).  There are many concerning the ancient city of Babylon.  Records show it was a magnificent city surrounded by walls 200 ft high and 178 ft thick at the base.   Nevertheless it was prophesized that the walls would be completely destroyed and the city would never be rebuilt.  This is very odd in that many ancient wall remains can still be found- Roman walls in various countries and the walls of China.  It is also odd that the city was never rebuilt and is a desolate area in Iraq now (p. 157). Kennedy, D.J. (1996) Evangelism Explosion. Evangelism Explosion International,   Tyndale House Publishers, Wheaton, IL
 McDowell (1999 Chap. 3 and 13) noted that archaeology confirms the bible.  N. Glueck stated (1999 p. 89) “Scores of archaeological findings have been made which confirm in clear outline or exact detail historical statements in the bible.”  For example the walls of Jericho have been found fallen outward, which is odd but true (p 95).  Many biblical cities and characters have been documented in other documents.   W. F. Albright, a noted archeologist stated (1999 p 372) “There can be no doubt that archaeology has confirmed the substantial historicity of he Old Testament tradition.”  An important discovery was of the ancient Elba clay tablets in Syria.  These tablets confirm ancient writing, parts of the creation story in Genesis, and biblical character names and laws ( p. 375,6)  Clay tablets have also been found confirming the tower of Babel history (p. 378).  Some artifacts from Saul, David and Solomon also exist (p. 380).  27. McDowell, J. (1999) The New Evidence That Demands a Verdict.  Thomas Nelson Pub., Nashville


It has sometimes been alleged that the Bible has been copied so many times that it cannot be reliable. “Yet historical research confirms the reliability of the Bible. The number of ancient manuscripts is large, and the time scale between when the originals were written and the oldest extant copies is small which minimizes the possibility of transmissions errors. By these criteria, the Bible is one of the most Contrast this with the works of Plato. Ancient copies of Plato are far fewer in number and the time span of transmission is much greater historically reliable manuscripts from the ancient world. It would be inconsistent for someone to deny the historical reliability of the Bible, while embracing the historical reliability of any other ancient document” (Lisle 100).


Sabiers’ book (40-50) notes that most sentences, and many names in the Bible follow a numeric pattern that can not be explained by chance, when one uses the original Greek or Hebrew texts.  In the Hebrew and Greek alphabets each letter stands for both a letter and a unique number.  Thus each word, phrase, and sentence has a numerical value.  These numbers were studied for many yrs. by the original Russian author, Dr. Ivan Panin.  In the first sentence of the book of Genesis it says “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” Using the Hebrew, Sabiers noted 14 features with the number 7, in this sentence. The probability of this occurring by random chance was calculated to be 1/68 x10 to the 10th power.  Panin also studied other Greek and Hebrew documents which do not show this numeric pattern.  Panin and Sabiers claim this can be used to verify the most accurate sentences, texts, and even the number of books in the Bible. “Many brief bible passages have as 70-100 or more amazing numeric features in the structure of the text” (Sabiers 53).  They reason that the scriptures in the original Hebrew and Greek are divinely inspired, because it is almost humanly impossible to write meaningful sentences with this degree of numeric pattern, unless ones uses a computer with built in numeric patterns.  “Furthermore there is no evidence of numerical features and designs in the very text of the Apocrypha.   Thus the Bible of the Roman and Greek Catholic Church, so far as the number of books is concerned is proved to be incorrect.”(Sabiers 102)  An additional analysis of Bible numerics is found in a book by Dr. Bluer: A Proof Set in Stone.  He confirms the mathematical uniqueness of the following phrases in their original languages:  “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth” Gen. 1; “In the beginning was the Word” John 1:1; “and the Spirit of God moved upon the waters: Gen. 1:2;  “Jesus Christ”; and the words “Word” and “Earth”. Sabiers, Karl Mathematics Prove Holy Scriptures- Russian Scientist proves Divine Inspiration of the Bible, Bible Numeric’s, Niagara Falls, Canada (1969)

Spinoza http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/spinoza/
And then, on July 27, 1656, Spinoza was issued the harshest writ of cherem, or excommunication, ever pronounced by the Sephardic community of Amsterdam; it was never rescinded. Wesen do not know for certain what Spinoza's “monstrous deeds” and “abominable heresies” were alleged to have been, but an educated guess comes quite easy. No doubt he was giving utterance to just those ideas that would soon appear in his philosophical treatises. In those works, Spinoza denies the immortality of the soul; strongly rejects the notion of a providential God—the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; and claims that the Law was neither literally given by God nor any longer binding on Jews. Can there be any mystery as to why one of history's boldest and most radical thinkers was sanctioned by an orthodox Jewish community?

2.1 God or Nature

“On God” begins with some deceptively simple definitions of terms that would be familiar to any seventeenth century philosopher. “By substance I understand what is in itself and is conceived through itself”; “By attribute I understand what the intellect perceives of a substance, as constituting its essence”; “By God I understand a being absolutely infinite, i.e., a substance consisting of an infinity of attributes, of which each one expresses an eternal and infinite essence.” The definitions of Part One are, in effect, simply clear concepts that ground the rest of his system. They are followed by a number of axioms that, he assumes, will be regarded as obvious and unproblematic by the philosophically informed (“Whatever is, is either in itself or in another”; “From a given determinate cause the effect follows necessarily”). From these, the first proposition necessarily follows, and every subsequent proposition can be demonstrated using only what precedes it. (References to the Ethics will be by part (I-V), proposition (p), definition (d), scholium (s) and corollary (c).)

In propositions one through fifteen of Part One, Spinoza presents the basic elements of his picture of God. God is the infinite, necessarily existing (that is, uncaused), unique substance of the universe. There is only one substance in the universe; it is God; and everything else that is, is in God.

Proposition 1: A substance is prior in nature to its affections. 

Proposition 2: Two substances having different attributes have nothing in common with one another. (In other words, if two substances differ in nature, then they have nothing in common).

Proposition 3: If things have nothing in common with one another, one of them cannot be the cause of the other.

Proposition 4: Two or more distinct things are distinguished from one another, either by a difference in the attributes [i.e., the natures or essences] of the substances or by a difference in their affections [i.e., their accidental properties].

Proposition 5: In nature, there cannot be two or more substances of the same nature or attribute.

Proposition 6: One substance cannot be produced by another substance.

Proposition 7: It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist.

Proposition 8: Every substance is necessarily infinite.

Proposition 9: The more reality or being each thing has, the more attributes belong to it.

Proposition 10: Each attribute of a substance must be conceived through itself.

Proposition 11: God, or a substance consisting of infinite attributes, each of which expresses eternal and infinite essence, necessarily exists. (The proof of this proposition consists simply in the classic “ontological proof for God's existence”. Spinoza writes that “if you deny this, conceive, if you can, that God does not exist. Therefore, by axiom 7 [‘If a thing can be conceived as not existing, its essence does not involve existence’], his essence does not involve existence. But this, by proposition 7, is absurd. Therefore, God necessarily exists, q.e.d.”)

Proposition 12: No attribute of a substance can be truly conceived from which it follows that the substance can be divided.

Proposition 13: A substance which is absolutely infinite is indivisible.

Proposition 14: Except God, no substance can be or be conceived.

This proof that God—an infinite, necessary and uncaused, indivisible being—is the only substance of the universe proceeds in three simple steps.  First, establish that no two substances can share an attribute or essence (Ip5). Then, prove that there is a substance with infinite attributes (i.e., God) (Ip11). It follows, in conclusion, that the existence of that infinite substance precludes the existence of any other substance. For if there were to be a second substance, it would have to have some attribute or essence. But since God has all possible attributes, then the attribute to be possessed by this second substance would be one of the attributes already possessed by God. But it has already been established that no two substances can have the same attribute. Therefore, there can be, besides God, no such second substance.

If God is the only substance, and (by axiom 1) whatever is, is either a substance or in a substance, then everything else must be in God. “Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God” (Ip15). Those things that are “in” God (or, more precisely, in God's attributes) are what Spinoza calls modes.

As soon as this preliminary conclusion has been established, Spinoza immediately reveals the objective of his attack. His definition of God—condemned since his excommunication from the Jewish community as a “God existing in only a philosophical sense”—is meant to preclude any anthropomorphizing of the divine being. In the scholium to proposition fifteen, he writes against “those who feign a God, like man, consisting of a body and a mind, and subject to passions. But how far they wander from the true knowledge of God, is sufficiently established by what has already been demonstrated.” Besides being false, such an anthropomorphic conception of God can have only deleterious effects on human freedom and activity.

Much of the technical language of Part One is, to all appearances, right out of Descartes. But even the most devoted Cartesian would have had a hard time understanding the full import of propositions one through fifteen. What does it mean to say that God is substance and that everything else is “in” God? Is Spinoza saying that rocks, tables, chairs, birds, mountains, rivers and human beings are all properties of God, and hence can be predicated of God (just as one would say that the table “is red”)? It seems very odd to think that objects and individuals—what we ordinarily think of as independent “things”—are, in fact, merely properties of a thing. Spinoza was sensitive to the strangeness of this kind of talk, not to mention the philosophical problems to which it gives rise. When a person feels pain, does it follow that the pain is ultimately just a property of God, and thus that God feels pain? Conundrums such as this may explain why, as of Proposition Sixteen, there is a subtle but important shift in Spinoza's language. God is now described not so much as the underlying substance of all things, but as the universal, immanent and sustaining cause of all that exists: “From the necessity of the divine nature there must follow infinitely many things in infinitely many modes, (i.e., everything that can fall under an infinite intellect)”.

According to the traditional Judeo-Christian conception of divinity, God is a transcendent creator, a being who causes a world distinct from himself to come into being by creating it out of nothing. God produces that world by a spontaneous act of free will, and could just as easily have not created anything outside himself.  By contrast, Spinoza's God is the cause of all things because all things follow causally and necessarily from the divine nature. Or, as he puts it, from God's infinite power or nature “all things have necessarily flowed, or always followed, by the same necessity and in the same way as from the nature of a triangle it follows, from eternity and to eternity, that its three angles are equal to two right angles” (Ip17s1). The existence of the world is, thus, mathematically necessary. It is impossible that God should exist but not the world. This does not mean that God does not cause the world to come into being freely, since nothing outside of God constrains him to bring it into existence. But Spinoza does deny that God creates the world by some arbitrary and undetermined act of free will. God could not have done otherwise. There are no possible alternatives to the actual world, and absolutely no contingency or spontaneity within that world. Everything is absolutely and necessarily determined.

(Ip29): In nature there is nothing contingent, but all things have been determined from the necessity of the divine nature to exist and produce an effect in a certain way. 

(Ip33): Things could have been produced by God in no other way, and in no other order than they have been produced.

There are, however, differences in the way things depend on God. Some features of the universe follow necessarily from God—or, more precisely, from the absolute nature of one of God's attributes—in a direct and unmediated manner. These are the universal and eternal aspects of the world, and they do not come into or go out of being; Spinoza calls them “infinite modes”. They include the most general laws of the universe, together governing all things in all ways. From the attribute of extension there follow the principles governing all extended objects (the truths of geometry) and laws governing the motion and rest of bodies (the laws of physics); from the attribute of thought, there follow laws of thought (understood by commentators to be either the laws of logic or the laws of psychology). Particular and individual things are causally more remote from God. They are nothing but “affections of God's attributes, or modes by which God's attributes are expressed in a certain and determinate way” (Ip25c). More precisely, they are finite modes.

There are two causal orders or dimensions governing the production and actions of particular things. On the one hand, they are determined by the general laws of the universe that follow immediately from God's natures. On the other hand, each particular thing is determined to act and to be acted upon by other particular things. Thus, the actual behavior of a body in motion is a function not just of the universal laws of motion, but also of the other bodies in motion and rest surrounding it and with which it comes into contact.

Spinoza's metaphysics of God is neatly summed up in a phrase that occurs in the Latin (but not the Dutch) edition of the Ethics: “God, or Nature”, Deus, sive Natura: “That eternal and infinite being we call God, or Nature, acts from the same necessity from which he exists” (Part IV, Preface). It is an ambiguous phrase, since Spinoza could be read as trying either to divinize nature or to naturalize God. But for the careful reader there is no mistaking Spinoza's intention. The friends who, after his death, published his writings must have left out the “or Nature” clause from the more widely accessible Dutch version out of fear of the reaction that this identification would, predictably, arouse among a vernacular audience.

There are, Spinoza insists, two sides of Nature. First, there is the active, productive aspect of the universe—God and his attributes, from which all else follows. This is what Spinoza, employing the same terms he used in the Short Treatise, calls Natura naturans, “naturing Nature”. Strictly speaking, this is identical with God. The other aspect of the universe is that which is produced and sustained by the active aspect, Natura naturata, “natured Nature”.

By Natura naturata I understand whatever follows from the necessity of God's nature, or from any of God's attributes, i.e., all the modes of God's attributes insofar as they are considered as things that are in God, and can neither be nor be conceived without God. (Ip29s).

There is some debate in the literature about whether God is also to be identified with Natura naturata. Be that as it may, Spinoza's fundamental insight in Book One is that Nature is an indivisible, uncaused, substantial whole—in fact, it is the only substantial whole. Outside of Nature, there is nothing, and everything that exists is a part of Nature and is brought into being by Nature with a deterministic necessity. This unified, unique, productive, necessary being just is what is meant by ‘God’. Because of the necessity inherent in Nature, there is no teleology in the universe. Nature does not act for any ends, and things do not exist for any set purposes. There are no “final causes” (to use the common Aristotelian phrase). God does not “do” things for the sake of anything else. The order of things just follows from God's essences with an inviolable determinism. All talk of God's purposes, intentions, goals, preferences or aims is just an anthropomorphizing fiction.

All the prejudices I here undertake to expose depend on this one: that men commonly suppose that all natural things act, as men do, on account of an end; indeed, they maintain as certain that God himself directs all things to some certain end, for they say that God has made all things for man, and man that he might worship God. (I, Appendix)

God is not some goal-oriented planner who then judges things by how well they conform to his purposes. Things happen only because of Nature and its laws. “Nature has no end set before it … All things proceed by a certain eternal necessity of nature.” To believe otherwise is to fall prey to the same superstitions that lie at the heart of the organized religions.

People] find—both in themselves and outside themselves—many means that are very helpful in seeking their own advantage, e.g., eyes for seeing, teeth for chewing, plants and animals for food, the sun for light, the sea for supporting fish … Hence, they consider all natural things as means to their own advantage. And knowing that they had found these means, not provided them for themselves, they had reason to believe that there was someone else who had prepared those means for their use. For after they considered things as means, they could not believe that the things had made themselves; but from the means they were accustomed to prepare for themselves, they had to infer that there was a ruler, or a number of rulers of nature, endowed with human freedom, who had taken care of all things for them, and made all things for their use.

And since they had never heard anything about the temperament of these rulers, they had to judge it from their own. Hence, they maintained that the Gods direct all things for the use of men in order to bind men to them and be held by men in the highest honor. So it has happened that each of them has thought up from his own temperament different ways of worshipping God, so that God might love them above all the rest, and direct the whole of Nature according to the needs of their blind desire and insatiable greed. Thus this prejudice was changed into superstition, and struck deep roots in their minds. (I, Appendix)

A judging God who has plans and acts purposively is a God to be obeyed and placated. Opportunistic preachers are then able to play on our hopes and fears in the face of such a God. They prescribe ways of acting that are calculated to avoid being punished by that God and earn his rewards. But, Spinoza insists, to see God or Nature as acting for the sake of ends—to find purpose in Nature—is to misconstrue Nature and “turn it upside down” by putting the effect (the end result) before the true cause.

Nor does God perform miracles, since there are no departures whatsoever from the necessary course of nature. The belief in miracles is due only to ignorance of the true causes of phenomena.

If a stone has fallen from a room onto someone's head and killed him, they will show, in the following way, that the stone fell in order to kill the man. For if it did not fall to that end, God willing it, how could so many circumstances have concurred by chance (for often many circumstances do concur at once)? Perhaps you will answer that it happened because the wind was blowing hard and the man was walking that way. But they will persist: Why was the wind blowing hard at that time? Why was the man walking that way at that time?  If you answer again that the wind arose then because on the preceding day, while the weather was still calm, the sea began to toss, and that the man had been invited by a friend, they will press on—for there is no end to the questions which can be asked: but why was the sea tossing? Why was the man invited at just that time? And so they will not stop asking for the causes of causes until you take refuge in the will of God, i.e., the sanctuary of ignorance. (I, Appendix)

This is strong language, and Spinoza is clearly not unaware of the risks of his position. The same preachers who take advantage of our credulity will fulminate against anyone who tries to pull aside the curtain and reveal the truths of Nature. “One who seeks the true causes of miracles, and is eager, like an educated man, to understand natural things, not to wonder at them, like a fool, is generally considered and denounced as an impious heretic by whose whom the people honor as interpreters of nature and the Gods. For they know that if ignorance is taken away, then foolish wonder, the only means they have of arguing and defending their authority is also taken away.”

For centuries, Spinoza has been regarded—by his enemies and his partisans, in the scholarly literature and the popular imagination—as a “pantheist”. It is not clear, however, that this is the proper way to look at his conception of God. Of course, Spinoza is not a traditional theist, for whom God is a transcendent being. But does Spinoza's identification of God with Nature mean that he is, as so many have insisted for so long, from the early eighteenth century up through the most recent edition of the Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, a pantheist?

In general, pantheism is the view that rejects the transcendence of God. According to the pantheist, God is, in some way, identical with the world. There may be aspects of God that are ontologically or epistemologically distinct from the world, but for pantheism this must not imply that God is essentially separate from the world. The pantheist is also likely to reject any kind of anthropomorphizing of God, or attributing to the deity psychological and moral characteristics modeled on human nature. The pantheist's God is (usually) not a personal God.

Within this general framework, it is possible to distinguish two varieties of pantheism. First, pantheism can be understood as the denial of any distinction whatsoever between God and the natural world and the assertion that God is in fact identical with everything that exists. “God is everything and everything is God.” On this view, God is the world and all its natural contents, and nothing distinct from them. This is reductive pantheism. Second, pantheism can be understood as asserting that God is distinct from the world and its natural contents but nonetheless contained or immanent within them, perhaps in the way in which water is contained in a saturated sponge. God is everything and everywhere, on this version, by virtue of being within everything. This is immanentist pantheism; it involves that claim that nature contains within itself, in addition to its natural elements, an immanent supernatural and divine element.

Is Spinoza, then, a pantheist? Any adequate analysis of Spinoza's identification of God and Nature will show clearly that Spinoza cannot be a pantheist in the second, immanentist sense. For Spinoza, there is nothing but Nature and its attributes and modes. And within Nature there can certainly be nothing that is supernatural. If Spinoza is seeking to eliminate anything, it is that which is above or beyond nature, which escapes the laws and processes of nature. But is he a pantheist in the first, reductive sense?

The issue of whether God is to be identified with the whole of Nature (i.e., Natura naturans and Natura naturata) or only a part of Nature (i.e., Natura naturans alone), which has occupied a good deal of the recent literature, might be seen as crucial to the question of Spinoza's alleged pantheism. After all, if pantheism is the view that God is everything, then Spinoza is a pantheist only if he identifies God with all of Nature. Indeed, this is exactly how the issue is often framed. Both those who believe that Spinoza is a pantheist and those who believe that he is not a pantheist focus on the question of whether God is to be identified with the whole of Nature, including the infinite and finite modes of Natura naturata, or only with substance and attributes (Natura naturans) but not the modes. Thus, it has been argued that Spinoza is not a pantheist, because God is to be identified only with substance and its attributes, the most universal, active causal principles of Nature, and not with any modes of substance. Other scholars have argued that Spinoza is a pantheist, just because he does identify God with the whole of nature.

However, this debate about the extent of Spinoza's identification of God with Nature is not really to the point when the question is about Spinoza's alleged pantheism. To be sure, if by ‘pantheism’ is meant the idea that God is everything, and if one reads Spinoza as saying that God is only Natura naturans, then Spinoza's God is not everything and consequently he is not a pantheist, at least in the ordinary sense. Finite things, on this reading, while caused by the eternal, necessary and active aspects of Nature, are not identical with God or substance, but rather are its effects. But this is not the interesting sense in which Spinoza is not a pantheist. For even if Spinoza does indeed identify God with the whole of Nature, it does not follow that Spinoza is a pantheist. The real issue is not what is the proper reading of the metaphysics of Spinoza's conception of God and its relationship to finite modes. On either interpretation, Spinoza's move is a naturalistic and reductive one. God is identical either with all of Nature or with only a part of Nature; for this reason, Spinoza shares something with the reductive pantheist. But and this is the important point—even the atheist can, without too much difficulty, admit that God is nothing but Nature. Reductive pantheism and atheism maintain extensionally equivalent ontologies.

Rather, the question of Spinoza's pantheism is really going to be answered on the psychological side of things, with regard to the proper attitude to take toward Deus sive Natura. And however one reads the relationship between God and Nature in Spinoza, it is a mistake to call him a pantheist in so far as pantheism is still a kind of religious theism. What really distinguishes the pantheist from the atheist is that the pantheist does not reject as inappropriate the religious psychological attitudes demanded by theism. Rather, the pantheist simply asserts that God—conceived as a being before which one is to adopt an attitude of worshipful awe—is or is in Nature. And nothing could be further from the spirit of Spinoza's philosophy. Spinoza does not believe that worshipful awe or reverence is an appropriate attitude to take before God or Nature. There is nothing holy or sacred about Nature, and it is certainly not the object of a religious experience. Instead, one should strive to understand God or Nature, with the kind of adequate or clear and distinct intellectual knowledge that reveals Nature's most important truths and shows how everything depends essentially and existentially on higher natural causes. The key to discovering and experiencing God, for Spinoza, is philosophy and science, not religious awe and worshipful submission. The latter give rise only to superstitious behavior and subservience to ecclesiastic authorities; the former leads to enlightenment, freedom and true blessedness (i.e., peace of mind).

Necessitarianism is a metaphysical principle that denies all mere possibility; there is exactly one way for the world to be. It is the strongest member of a family of principles, including hard determinism, each of which deny free choice, reasoning that human actions are predetermined by external or internal antecedents. Necessitarianism is stronger than hard determinism, because even the hard determinist would grant that the causal chain constituting the world might have been different as a whole, even though each member of that series could not have been different, given its antecedent causes.
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