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Introduction

Science, Philosophy and Theology are very different as far as their subject matter is concerned. But one of the several things that are common to them is that all three disciplines deal with the question of origins: How did the universe, life, and us – humans originate? This is one of the questions that trouble all human beings. The following are the five most common questions that all humans struggle with at some stage or the other in life: 1) Where have I come from? 2) What am I? 3) Why am I the way I am? 4) Why am I here? 5) Where I am going? These are questions that focus our attention on the issues of human (that is, our) origin, nature, condition, and destiny. The answer to the question of our origin is the most basic and important one, because it determines our answers to the other questions. Also the question of our origin is inextricably linked to the question of the origin of the universe. The former is addressed by biology and the later by cosmology. The answers given to these crucial questions have been varied and often contradictory and the ancient battle over the beginnings continues to be fought even in our time in the 21st century. Discover magazine (February 2004) reported of a radical new theory of the origin of the universe in a cover page article. Cosmologists Paul Steinhardt and Neil Turok theorize that the cosmos was never compacted into a single point and did not spring forth in a violent instant as the Standard Big Bang model propounded. On this view our universe is just a tiny fraction of a vast higher-dimensional realm and that the Big Bang is one step in an endless cycle of creation. They contend that what we think of as the Big Bang was the result of a collision between our three-dimensional world and another three-dimensional world hidden in higher dimensions and less than the width of a proton away from ours. The Big Bang is just the latest in a cycle of cosmic collisions stretching infinitely into the past and into the future and thus, time and space are both infinite.
  Is the universe infinite or finite? Is it eternal or will there be an end of time? Did it arise from something else or did it simply pop out of nothing – creation ex nihilo? Cosmologists are continuing to wrestle with these questions. So in this article we will begin with a sketchy discussion of the origin of the universe (cosmogony), then move to the origin of life (biogenesis), and finally zero in on the origin of humanity (anthropogenesis). We will begin with cosmology, move to molecular biology, and finally end with anthropology and incidentally we will be suggesting answers to the other questions. I hope the readers will arrive at some well-informed and definite conclusions regarding origins. Let us begin with a clear understanding of the nature of the debate.

An Overview of the Origins Debate

I think the origins debate is as old as humans are. There have been many different philosophical, theological, scientific, and religious explanations of the origins and often these answers from different disciplines overlap with each other. The answers are also contradictory and hence all of them cannot be true at the same time. For example, some (polytheists) propounded that Brahma, the creator God generated the universe and brought different classes of humans from different parts of his body (Brahmins from the head, Kshathriyas from the shoulders-chest, Vaishyas from the thighs, and Shudhras from the feet). Another slightly different polytheistic view is that the universe is infinite and gives rise to the gods (Polytheistic Hinduism). Others (Pantheists, Advaita Vedantic philosophers) think that the universe is infinite because the Ultimate Reality, Brahman and the Universe are not distinct. On this view the universe is an extension of and essentially Brahman and hence eternal. Humans are also in essence identical with Brahman and hence eternal. There is also the theistic religious view (held by Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) that God who is infinite brought the universe into existence by his infinite power and the Creator is distinct from the creation. There are agnostic and atheistic religious views that there is no cause behind the cosmos because the Cosmos is the ultimate reality (as Polytheism, Buddhism, and Jainism teach). In the ultimate analysis, philosophically speaking there are just two views concerning the origin of the universe and everything in it: 1) The Universe is eternal and hence without beginning - an atheistic view, and 2) The Universe is finite and hence had a beginning and the beginning is caused by an Infinite Creator – a theistic view. Even philosopher Kant considered only these two possibilities: “ . . . either that ‘the universe has beginning in time and is also limited in regard to space’ or that ‘the universe has no beginning and no limits in space, but is – in relation both to time and space – infinite’”
 Which one of these two competing and contradictory views is correct? Let us now consider the evidence and see where it leads us.

An Evaluation of the Competing views of Origins in the Light of Evidence

In terms of both chronological and logical priority cosmogony should be considered first and then the focus should be shifted naturally to biogenesis and anthropogenesis in that order. 

A. Cosmogony: Is there a Primary Cause? It is now established beyond any reasonable doubt that the universe is finite, has a beginning. The second law of thermodynamics (the universe is running out of usable energy) and the first law (the total energy/mass in the universe is a constant) called the law of entropy and the law of conservation of mass/energy respectively, Einstein’s theory of Relativity (General Relativity), which implied that the universe began a limited time ago, and the Big Bang theory (the Universe began with a big explosion and has been expanding since then), which is supported by facts like the Red Shifts phenomenon and Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation (CMBR) all proved that the universe has a beginning and hence is finite. The law of causality, which is like the foundation of all scientific investigations demands that we look for a cause behind the cosmos (scientifically speaking), the Creator God (theologically speaking). This is what even astronomer Hugh Ross says: “With dramatic proof of the hot big bang creation event in hand, many astronomers have become willing to declare the implication of that proof: the existence of the Creator-God.”
 The cause that brought forth the universe must be infinite, because if that is not the case we will end up with an infinite chain of causes and effects (infinite regress) behind a finite universe and this idea is contradictory and nonsensical (philosophically speaking). So cosmology leads us to the reasonable and inescapable conclusion that there is an infinite cause behind and beyond the universe and philosophically this cause is called the Uncaused or First or Primary cause behind all the other causes and effects. This compelling cosmological evidence is forcing even atheistic and agnostic scientists to admit that the First Cause Model of the Origin of the Universe is far superior to and more plausible than the No-Cause or Evolutionary or Atheistic model. Robert Jastrow, a famous astrophysicist and an agnostic says that the scientific pursuit of the past ends in the moment of creation.
  Cosmologists are also admitting and are often positively giving accounts of he evidences that indicate that the primary cause behind the cosmos is not only infinite but also intelligent.

B. Biogenesis: Is there a Personal Cause? When we investigate the question of the origin of life and new forms of life also we are confronted by very powerful evidences that negate the theory of evolution and support the idea of an Intelligent Cause behind the cosmos, particularly the world of living organisms. The universe as a whole is very delicately balanced or fine-tuned or designed. Design is proof of a designer, because design never comes from chance happenings or an accident. John Barrow and Joseph Silk, astronomers and not theists, say that the universe is “unexpectedly hospitable to life.”
 They also say that it is “a surprisingly complex place”
 and that it is “tailor-made for life.”
 They go on to admit, like many other eminent scientists that our new picture of the universe “is more akin to the traditional metaphysical picture of creation out of nothing.”
 This recognition of the amazing fine-tuning (design) led to the formulation of the anthropic principle – everything about the universe tends towards man, towards making human life possible and sustaining it in the universe. 

The world of life is replete with specified complex information as opposed to random information. Richard Dawkins, a famous molecular biologist and evolutionist says that a single cell contains a digitally coded database of larger information content than all 30 volumes of Encyclopedia Britannica. Information in the effect is a sure proof of intelligence in the cause, Creator-God and hence evolution fails as an explanatory model. Intelligence is a property of persons and not of principles or powers or forces and hence the Creator must be a personal being. All the evidence in cosmology and biology is forcing us to the conclusion that the Intelligent First Cause or Creation Model is a far superior model to explain reality than the Evolutionary Model. The evidence is so powerful that some one said that those who do not believe in creation do so in spite of 

and not on account of the testimony of science.
 We have looked briefly at the question of biogenesis and seen that the intelligent first cause model is the best bet. But what about the origin of humans, you and me? Let us consider some more evidences in biology to see what the best answer to this question is.

C. Anthropogenesis: Are Humans just Naked Apes? The evolutionary model teaches that humans are produced through the natural process of gradual change with hydrogen as the starting point and thus evolution is the process of change from hydrogen to humans. There was some ‘primordial soup’ that was formed in nature and out of it came the first living cell and then unicellular organisms. Then over millions upon millions of years of time living beings moved from one level of complexity to another, all through mutations and natural selection and finally humans evolved from their immediate ancestors in the animal kingdom, the monkeys and apes. So on this naturalistic macro-evolutionary scheme (as opposed to micro-evolution which gives room for changes within the species and not speciation and fits perfectly within the creation model) of things biogenesis, speciation, and anthropogenesis are all caused by blind and unintelligent ‘chance’.  But how much credibility does this view possess? Can we maintain scientific integrity and still accept this view? I am afraid the answer has to be a definite ‘no’, because this kind thinking undermines the whole scientific enterprise. Dembski says, “Chance and necessity have proven too thin an explanatory soup on which to nourish a robust science. In fact, by dogmatically excluding design from science, scientists are themselves stifling scientific enquiry.”
 ‘Chance’ lacks real explanatory power as the Nobel Prize winner and atheist Sir Francis Crick acknowledged saying that any honest person, armed with all the knowledge available to us now, could only state that in some sense, the origin of life appears at the moment to be almost a miracle, because so may are the conditions which would have had to have been satisfied to get it going.
 The Darwinian concept of evolution where ‘chance’ is the most important factor has no capacity to deal with real complexity and hence is being rejected by more and more scientists on scientific grounds rather than on religious grounds. Behe comments that some defenders of Darwinism are satisfied with offering a story to account for peripheral features instead of dealing with the real complexity of a system (such as a retina or a watch). He gives an analogy that a Darwinian ‘explanation’ for a watch with a cover would start by assuming that a factory already was making a watch without a cover and then would go on to show what an improvement a cover would be.
 

Now when we apply the forgone analysis to the question of human origin it becomes obvious to any person with a scientific temperament that a superintellect must have been involved in bringing about the highly fine-tuned nuclear ground state energies and conditions that are necessary for any kind of life to exist. The esteemed scientist and atheist, late Carl Sagan and other prominent scientists have estimated that the chance of man evolving is roughly 1 chance in 10200000000. This is a figure with two billion zeros after it and would require about 200 books to write out.
  This makes perfect sense because even at the physical and physiological level each human body is an amazingly complex and mind-boggling reality that could not be looked at merely as a product of naturalistic and mechanistic evolutionary process.
 

Moreover, when we look at ourselves at another level we know that we are uniquely personal (having personality) and possess certain unique traits like spirituality, rationality, relationality, morality, volitional capacity, ability to communicate through speech and writing, creativity, etc., that are totally absent in the animal kingdom, even at the top of the ‘evolutionary phylogenetic tree,’ of course with all the gaps that cannot be bridged. Philosophically what is not there in the cause cannot be there in the effect. Therefore, the one who created us must be a personal being. So the creator is not just a power or principle or force, but an infinite person. It makes sense to believe that we are not just ‘naked apes’ and that we are created uniquely by God. This is what exactly the Bible says: God created humans in His image and likeness and indicates that humans are the most God-like creatures (Genesis 1: 26-27 and Psalm 8: 3-5). This perhaps is why we do not hear of or see monkeys and apes being concerned about and writing on history, morality, justice, spirituality, discussion and debate, mathematics, and so on and they do not have courts of law, libraries, places of worship, works of art and art exhibitions, etc. We humans are unique, because we are created uniquely by the Creator-God as the Judeo-Christian Scriptures and the Trinitarian-Incarnational-Theistic (i.e. Christian) Worldview teach. In fact, biblically humans are the crown of God’s creative activity.

Conclusion

Both theologically and existentially it makes better sense to believe that it is our Creator alone who can answer all our existential, ethical, and other questions and can meet all our needs in the ultimate analysis. Logically considered, the materialistic-evolutionary view does not offer us any hope of finding significance and meaning, because men and women are, in the ultimate sense, little more than ephemeral 70 year conglomerates of atoms coalescing for one brief second in eternity.
 On the contrary, as persons with personal problems and questions we can relate to and find solutions and answers in that relationship with God who is infinite and personal. Otherwise we have to live without meaning and die without hope. Let me say in conclusion that the Creation model not only has the capacity to answer the question of origins and explain the reality but it also gives us a frame work to find answers to all the other questions that are important to us or close to our hearts.
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