THE FATE OF MAN IN A SCIENTO-TECHNOLOGICAL ERA (A PHILOSOPHICAL EXAMINATION OF THE IDEAS OF ALEXANDER DENIS)

ABSTRACT

This research work followed an intellectual pattern that defends the credibility of science and technology on the one hand and its discomfort on the other hand. For the sake of clarity and perseverance of purpose, this work was primarily analytical and critical. The work is divided into five chapters. From the point of view of Dr. Alexander, one of the reasons for the trend's departure from science is the worldview that elevates science to a divine state in which it becomes the rule of all things. The rapid development of science and technology has led to some complications in the human way of life. Thus, it becomes mandatory for people in various fields (especially those related to science and technology) to closely examine their activities and to be able to provide a viable solution to the difficult situation of mankind, in accordance with general ethical principles. It is an indisputable fact. Science and technology have opened many ways to comfort people in the home of the earth. However, it can also present some difficulties when it is not properly targeted. In the light of this, the objectives and values of the various scientific professions must be critically examined in order to serve good humanity.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Our world is fascinated by so many scientific achievements. Today, almost everything falls under the spell of scientific and technological advancements. And philosophy, which is concerned with the ultimate basis of reality, is not also free from glorifying the activities of science.  

Science and technology have become household names in almost every nook and cranny of our global world. Astronomical discoveries are possible due to what science and technology can offer to man. Transportation and communication are brought to their fastest and simplest level as a result of scientific and technological advancements. There is a boost in equipment for the improvement of human health. All these scientific and technological advancements are geared towards making life easier for man.

However, given this glorification of science and technology, there still remains a lacuna in human life. In the midst of all these scientific and technological advancements, one can still notice an element of fear and anxiety in human life. In spite of all the glories of science, mankind is turning away from it. What can we say is the reason for this man’s reaction that was noticed during the past twenty years? The result of current researches as well as the applications of science in modern warfare poses a threat to man’s security of life. It is becoming obvious that science is not fulfilling the role that it should be playing. It has claimed to be a god and is somehow devouring humanity. As a result of this, man is constantly losing his humanity in the very technological society.

More still, the very rationalism that underlies the rubrics of science is under attack. There seems to be a flight from rational to non-rational way of thinking. Often, it seems man’s reason should be denied in order to re-instate his humanity as in ways of mystical experience.

But can there be an answer to this problem? Can it be really taken that man’s reason has created some powers that are beyond his control? If man has realized the inherent malaise of science, what ways can be followed in resolving the problems? It is obvious that man created these problems. And so its resolution must as well come from man. In battling with these problems, Alexander Denis proposed two outstanding answers. He based his answers on ethics and metaphysics. In other words, since man is endowed with freedom and morality, the general good of man should be considered in every human endeavour. Secondly, man’s recognition of the ‘Being of beings’ and his complete submission to this being from whom other beings take their origin is quite fundamental.

Thus, this long essay is primarily concerned with highlighting the implications of these answers for the main purpose of bringing man back to the real “state of nature.”
 

Purpose of Study

      This research work is aimed at pursuing a thought-pattern that will argue for the credibility of Science and Technology on the one hand and its malaise on the other hand. It will criticize to the core the many assumptions of Science as panacea to man’s quest for meaning. It is hoped that such analysis will be a catalyst that will raise our self-consciousness towards attaining the ultimate end.

Scope of Study

This work does not however pledge to give out all the claims of science in human existence. It will only articulate the rectitude and turpitude of science as well as the need for man’s absolute resort to the eternal and infinite being, in the light of the writings of Alexander Denis.

Method of Study

For the sake of clarity and tenacity of purpose, this work will be mainly analytical and critical.

Division of Work

The work is divided into five chapters. Apart from the general introduction, the first chapter portrays the glorified place of science and technology in human society. Chapters two and three examine the evident limitations of science. Chapter four dwells on man’s inevitable search for meaning. Finally, we shall evaluate the entire work in chapter five. 

BRIEF PROFILE OF DENIS ALEXANDER

Denis Alexander is a Botswana by birth and holds a degree in Economics and Accountancy. His working career spans over the last twenty years. In his early years, he gained experience in the accountancy/finance areas. He was involved in and has been exposed to multi-national operations as he worked for the oil giant (Shell) for twelve years. During this period, he was responsible for having moved the management operations of the company from South Africa to Botswana. He was equally exposed to refinery economics when he worked in the Netherlands for Shell for just over two years.

In 1993, he made a career change and joined the Botswana Medical Aid Society (Bomaid) as their chief executive officer. Currently, he is the president of Bomaid, the largest medical health insurance programme in Botswana.He has contributed in other areas like general health within the country (Botswana) as well as having sometimes been a lonely voice for the physically challenged.

EXISTENTIALIST CRITIQUE OF KARL MARX MATERIALISM

Thesis statement

Down through the ages, there have been various interpretations of the nature of man. Some thinkers view man purely as a materials element without any substantive value. On the contrary, other thinkers place as the ultimate, the substantive value not the material.

In the 18th century, Karl Marx in his materialist philosophy reduced everything to matter. He saw man and his consciousness as a development of a highly organized matter. The essence of man for him was matter. Man became a determined entity. As matter of fact, the way Marx exposed his views on the economy buttresses this fact.

Against this trend arose the existentialist philosophical system who sought to fill a vacuum created in man by Marx. Consequently, it sees man not existential entity whose nature it is to possess freedom, choice and responsibility.

Hence, our main concern here is that is devoid of freedom. To see man as matter alone is a partial view. More still, there is no place for morality in Marx’s materialism. The implication of Marx’s materialism for the modern man is enormous. It endangers the modern man because he often embark on destroying the human person just for economic advantage. In addition, it presents a stereotyped man.

Therefore the major goal of this study is to look critically at Karl Marx’s materialism and its implications on the society. It will also try to establish the relevance of freedom and choice as existentialist virtues which is opposed to Marxian materialism.

THE DOCTRINE OF COMMON GOOD IN THOMAS AQUINAS

Thesis statement


Great progress in the political and economic development of our age from the pre-historic era tends to retardation due to man’s egoism. The state being an edifice with its organic parts of individuals living in families associations and some intermediate groups should be a perfect society endowed with common good where man can best establish and realize his self along with others.


However, the reverse has become the case with a cankerworm of geocentricism reflecting a radical increase in individualism whereby the society is now regarded as contractual than natural, and its ends declared to be determined by self interest rather than by divine ordination thus, relegating our society to an ordinary class oriented state ruined with injustice, marginalization, oppression, class struggle, selfishness, corruption and so on. The obvious result is a destabilization of the perfect nature of the state and its social order.

Hence with the present sad situation of the system, the prevailing conception that political office is an opportunity to enrich oneself with adverse effects of socio-political and economic decay is a reason behind this.

Therefore, our major task in the study is to analyze critically Thomas Aquinas argument that the common good is an end of any state. Our objective then is to point out some useful contributions of Aquinas on common good; not totally as he has formulated, but with suggestion on how best the common good will be realized in the state.

JOHN DEWEY’S SCIENTIFIC NATURALISM (A CRITICAL          ANALYSIS)

Thesis statement

That the world today should be fascinated by the recent scientific inputs and outputs is reasonable enough, at least, not many doubt the fact that ascendance of science as the most tested trajectory of perception is both historical and most deserved. The way science has been taken in recent times makes this impression more glaring. Today, the world is almost couching all her endeavours in the garb of science.

When modern philosophy progressed in scientific garbs, it developed with science, a naturalistic character. By 18th century, philosophers (through science) began to subscribe to a mode of though, which found no meaning in metaphysics. George Santayana, Bertrand Russell, and many logical positivist of the Vienna circle could be remembered in this estimation. From their denigration of the metaphysical subject matter, the impression was gathered that science has finally assuaged the yearnings of the modern man. and the man John Dewey, forms a significant part of this clique.

With every arsenal at his reach, he configured into philosophy a scientific method with which he hoped to reconcile the metaphysical dualism inherent in the philosophical system. He thereby rendered science and its methods inevitably and absolutely potent for all philosophical, moral and human problems.

However, it is unfortunate that with over four centuries down in the scientific mud, the modern man has not discovered order amidst his incessant moral, philosophical and environmental crises. Infact, it has become a central question of philosophical concern whether or not modern science can chew all that it has taken into bite.

Our concern I this study is to argue for the credibility of science on the one hand, and the vindication of metaphysics from it most recent repudiation, on the other hand. Taking Dewey’s system as a focal point, this work will criticize every argument for scientific absolutism inorder to dispose science to reality in an open manner. 

CHAPTER ONE

Science In The Seventies

If a reasonable analysis is made of the whole periods in the history of science, the fact that science brought much innovation to mankind cannot be denied. Throughout the history of science, one could see attempts by scientists to exhaust all that are practicable as far as our world of reality is concerned. But these achievements of science have not been without problems.

Alexander Denis sees the problem as a turning point in those advancements of science. He traced back the foundation of scientific evolution and its social impact to the late 19th and early 20th centuries. For instance, in the year 1905, Einstein came up with his theory that mass could be converted into energy. Within the camp of the scientists, some doubts were raised as to the possibility of this theory. But 40 years later, his theory was confirmed when Hiroshima and Nagasaki were destroyed by atomic bomb.

In the 1950s, scientists were bent on constructing nuclear weapons. Weapons of war became more sophisticated with an increasing hope that no one would be foolish enough to use them adversely. But unfortunately, as hopes were rising towards what science could offer as good, there was a corresponding increase in disillusionment. At this point, one stands to ask where mankind was going in the 1970s. This boils down to the fact that one-fifth of the world’s political manpower was (and is still) employed for military purposes. As this was foreseen as something more deadly than life giving, some moves were made to the imminent excesses. Many countries engaged in the formation of groups to arouse social and moral conscience among scientists, one of which was the British society for social responsibility in science. All these groups were put up because of the fact that a single misuse of science anywhere is likely to attract its own heavy repercussions. The extent to which these groups in different countries could go was immediately seen. They could not achieve much, and the reason was quite obvious: a country tries to out do the other in the production of weapons, at least for defence purposes. This situation leads to a kind of dominos effect. Alexander demonstrates this with the production of biological weapons. 

If one country is going to attack the other with biological weapons, one needs to know how to defend oneself. And to defend oneself, one needs to know how the weapons work. And to know how they work, one equally needs to make them. Since the individual has known how to make them, even if he does not stock pile them, he can always make move if he wanted to1
This kind of situation leads to a deep struggle for superiority and a vicious circle is created. 

 What was happening in the production of biological weapons was present in other areas such as in the science of molecular biology. By the 1970s,according to his analysis the chances of begetting life artificially were no longer deemed impossible.                           

1.1
Genes, Sex and Society

“Genes are strings of chemicals that help create the proteins that make up the body”2. Genes are composed of chromosomes, which are responsible for our different characteristics. But these characteristics are summed up in the DNA, deoxyribonucleic acid, which is the sum total of the genetic make up of every living thing.

 DNA is very stable such that “mutations”3 occurring in the germ cells will be passed on to the children. It has been found that some genetic defects are linked with chromosomes that determine sex. For instance colour blindness, webbed toes and muscular dystrophy are caused by chromosomes related to sex chromosomes.

In 1969,the first fertilization of the human ovum which was carried out under laboratory conditions was made. Earlier before this date (1969), human ovary was not accessible and so studies concerning human conception could not yield any positive result. But, this breakthrough has taught man that artificial fertilization of the human ovary is hundred percent possible. As years go by, more discoveries were made. Alexander Denis made allusion to the new discovery about human blastocyst in 1974.He noted the report that “human blastocysts had been grown artificially in the laboratory and re-implanted into women, with subsequent birth of apparently normal several children”4.
 

No doubt, there was some social impact accruing from these discoveries. It became obvious that infertility and other related problems can be stopped. A wife with blocked oviduct or a husband with ineffective sperm can get an aid.

 There was equally a way of determining sex chromosome. In this case, the sperm containing the Y chromosome is identified as male chromosome while the sperm containing X chromosome is identified as female chromosome. Hence Alexander averred that “sex could be determined by separating sperm containing the Y (male) chromosome from those containing the X (female) chromosome”5. He also noted the discovery made by a group of German scientists, that sperm could be made concentrated 85%. This concentration he said, makes the Y sperm to swim more strongly.

  In the past centuries, man submitted to the dictum that children are gifts from God and that their (or children’s) absence is an expression of God’s wrath. It was taken that the sex of one’s children is determined by the mind of God such that one was made to be grateful for what he gets even if it is a girl again (may be for the fourth time). The case of infertility was then seen as the actualisation of God’s will on man. But in this era, not only that infertility has a total cure; man can now choose to have more males than females in as much as he adroitly follows the rubrics of science concerning the modernised form of reproduction.

More still, the developments in science have also led to the discovery of genetic abnormalities. It is true that under normal circumstances, chromosomal donations during the period of human conception do not go beyond or below the usual 23 chromosome pairs from either parent. But sometimes the unusual may happen such that the chromosomal donations may not keep to the usual 23 pairs. According to R.F. Biehler “The unusual number of chromosome may either be 23+24 making an overall number of 47 instead of the usual 46.At other times it may be 23+22 making a combinatory total of only 45 instead of the usual 466.”

Biehler explained that there is bound to be a genetic abnormality when either of these situations occur. The type of abnormality that occurs in this situation is Down’s syndrome. He explained that Down’s syndrome occurs when the cell is produced by 47 (i.e.23+24) chromosomes.

The missing of a sex chromosome or the addition of an extra sex chromosome may lead to a type of genetic abnormality called Turner’s syndrome. This abnormality occurs when a sperm with a missing sex chromosome fertilizes a normal egg or an egg with a missing an X-carrying sperm fertilizes X chromosome. Biehler explained that this lack of a second X chromosome may cause stunted growth in the female child and will eventually lead to a blockage of breast development and menstrual flow in the female child at puberty.

However, in the midst of these genetic discoveries, mankind should not submit to geneticists as those who have the final answer about gene and sex. Sometimes, their projections can really cause more harm than good. In his book, “The Technological Society”, Jacques Ellul argued,  “If the choice as to what type of human is desirable be left to those who are making the choice possible –the geneticists, then the doom of humanity must crop up”7. Under what I may call the magic wand of biology, man is now gradually becoming quite different from what he was. He is changing into a new and paradoxical animal. The very ‘Homo sapiens’ has now become a ‘Homo biologicus’ who attains the level of fertilizing his female at a long distance like the molusks or like the Kangaroo that develops outside his mother’s body. 

Some molecular biologists had much questions to respond to in regard to the manipulation of living things and human beings. The effects of science and technology were also beginning to draw attentions and questions; for instance, population density was much with a corresponding increase in pollution, deaths from war and other social ills were in the steady progression: these situations made the enthusiastic applications of biological discoveries to everyday life to fall down drastically. However, the advancements in science does not only revolve around gene and sex, it equally encompasses the human brain.

1.2
Chemistry of the Brain

The human brain can be described as two handfuls of tissue, which weighs a little more than 1.2kg with colour and pulp-like substance responsible for man’s feeling, speaking, seeing, smelling, remembering, engaging in sexual union and other activities that characterises the daily human life.

The human brain indeed contains about ten thousand million nerve cells. Thus, in comparing the computers to human brain, Denis Alexander avowed that “the biggest computers ever built manage less than a hundred units unlike the human brain that contains ten thousand million cells”8.

Initially, brain research was the major preoccupation of Neuro-physiologists, those who are primarily concerned with the electrical activities of the brain. In 1974, Sir John Eccles of Buffalo University used a microelectrode less than a thousandth of millimetres in diameter to explore the electrical behaviour of individual neurons in living cat brains. However, in not more than ten years of this discovery, it was also discovered that “if the electrical activity of individual neurons varies so much, it is also likely that their chemistry varies as well”9. Thus, among the complex task of biochemistry in the early seventies, was to find out the disparities in chemistry between the ten thousand million nerves contained in the brain.

There has been a tremendous increase in our knowledge of the structure and chemistry of the brain. Our detailed knowledge of the brain chemistry makes it inevitable that new and more sophisticated drugs are produced to exert certain effects on man’s behaviour. The implantation of electrodes in the brain, which was initiated by Dr. Hess in 1928, now serves as a routine procedure. This is a situation where a hole is made in the skull of the animal or man, and a fine metal planted in specific areas of the brain. Through these electrodes, simultaneous electrical recording can be done while the animal or person moves freely to wherever (it) he chooses. Even the cerebral areas related to pain, pleasure, eating, sexual gratification and learning have all been detected through this medium. It was equally ascertained that electrodes could be used not just for picking up electrical activities alone but also to stimulate specific regions of the brain.

Before delving into the interpretive cortex of the brain, it is nice to highlight some diffuse pathways in the human brain. There is what is known as the cholinergic pathways, which regulate attention, learning and memory function. In other words, a projection from the nucleus basalis of Meynert 

 provides the cholinergic input to the cerebral cortex. The medial septum in turn provides cholinergic innervations of the hippocampus.

The Dopamine pathways also regulate movement, cognition, learning and memory function. Hence, a projection from the substantia nigra provides dopamine input to the neostriatum. Then the ventral segmental area supplies dopamine for the cerebral cortex and the limbic system. These activities of the brain are not unconnected with its plasticity. According to Malcolm Jeeves “the most characteristic features of the brain is its plasticity”10. The absence of this plastic nature of the brain will result to inability of the human brain (man) to learn or memorize something. Man’s response or adaptation to his world and its changing circumstances will be impossible.

The Serotonin pathways play important roles in mental health. So it is discovered that projections from the brainstem raphe nuclei innervate a wide variety of brain regions. Therefore, Serotonin is implicated in the etiology of depression and hallucinogenic agents such as LSD, and mescaline equally plays their role.

According to professor Giles Brindley of the Institute of psychiatry in London, “Electrodes are being planted in human brains for very different purposes”11. He explained that a wide range of wires could be planted in the back of the brain, which receives signal from the eyes. He also noted that photo-electric cell devices can be used to convert light waves into electrical impulses which has the feasibility of giving blind people the ability to recognize objects and possibly to read. Enumerating various researchers on the brain will not be complete without some theories on memory. This has been a fascinating thing about the human brain. How do we store information and then recall it in years later? Infact, how do we remember? According to Prof. Penfield, “memory is an area of the brain called interpretive cortex”12. From experiments made, he opined that man has the potential to recall any past experiences. He went on to say that any theory of memory must provide for the storage of a directional, sequential series of events complete with sound, vision and colour. However, this assertion has led to many theories about the memory though we shall not be delving into them now. From the researches made so far, it has also been discovered that the vital region of the brain called hippocampus, is responsible for short-term and long-term memory

It is quite evident that some big steps have been made in brain research but we are not going into details so as to focus on the scope of our study.

In many ways the ethical issues raised by such researches and experiments are similar to those that come from our acclaimed potential to control our own heredity. Just as the genetic content of our cells may be manipulated in the laboratory, in the same way, some specific information will (if not already experimented) be fed into human brains at birth.

Already we can exert enormous power over the mind by the use of drugs and even more by the use of electrodes. And one can attest to it that “never before has man held such power in his hands. And never before has there been such a temptation to misuse it”13.

1.3 How brave the new world

For Alexander Denis, by 1970, matters were coming to its zenith. The richer countries were becoming over-extended. Most of them were becoming over-populated, over industrialized and over-reliant upon cheap imported raw materials. Resources were either becoming less plentiful or were being deliberately withheld by the producing countries, all in the interest of long-term conservation.

The twentieth century has seen the most rapid technological development in human history. As such, people who were born before powered flight saw men walk on the moon. Within five decades, medicine has moved from leeches and cupping to organ transplant. Thus, if the main feature of a god were his power, it might seem that man was more like a god than ever before. “It is man who with his inclination to science and technology has travelled to the space. It is this same man who fits people with new hearts, keeps them alive in machines and even changes their minds or their sex. Mankind has even gone to the realm of trying to produce himself artificially (cloning). There is no doubt that man has benefited much from his own effort of research to gain the potential for healing the minds and bodies of the sick ones”14.

But amidst all this, Alexander believes that one of the outstanding characteristics of this present generation is a U-turn from science. It is no more a hidden fact that the prospect of technical innovation has now become almost a threat to humanity. In his book “chance and Necessity”, Jacques Monod spoke of the apparent frustration, which has brought about the rejection of science and a resultant shift to religion as the only moral approach.

The hope of our filling and ruling the earth is turning sour as it is realized, and the prospective future seems nightmarish. Another effect of the new human situation is that our environment, and the forces which shape our lives, become more and more man-made. Even our basic thoughts about our situation and ourselves are continuously geared towards anthropocentricism. Looking at those countries of the world where science and technology already developed, one notices a total feeling of disillusionment. What can we say is the cause?

The obvious reason is that the glorified science and technology with the peripheral standard of living has not curbed the evil that is rampant in our society. Alexander, in giving credence to the views of M. L. Smith, avows that “collectively we are much more like two-year-olds in a petrol store with a box of matches than we are like gods or even responsible adults”15. We really call it a new world. But how brave is the new world? One can admit the fact that the acutest social and technical problems facing mankind today come not from the so-called under-development’ but from ‘over-development’16. This is why the various applications of modern science will continue to constitute mayhem to peace and human life.

In the face of all these, some proponents of science would still hold it as being neutral. For them, man’s discoveries are neutral, what varies is their application, which involves moral choice. Such views maintained that “when a man discovered fire, he could either warm himself with it or go out to burn the surrounding villages with it. Iron when discovered, could either be used to make cooking-pots or be beaten into spears for killing people. At the same time, drugs may be used to heal the sick minds or to break it. Nuclear power as well may be used to warm a house or set a nation ablaze”17
However, if we should take it in another sense, one can prove it that science is never neutral. Scientific research is only empirical and cannot be said to be wholly rational or objective. Every human activity involves value judgment. Since science is a human activity, it should not be left out. In other words, decisions have to be made concerning projects that are worth undertaking and hypotheses must be evaluated as well.

The paradox of modern science is such that while it gives man a god-like power, it also appears to reduce man to a rather confusing animal in a confusing world. Is man just a mere Heideggerian Dasein who is thrown into existence? Can man be only a bundle of conditioned reflexes predetermined by his genes, chemistry and environment? But science as a god seemed to have reduced its (man) worshippers to nothing.

Obviously, the value of man surpasses whatever science and technology can offer. Therefore, mechanisms, which underlie the application of science, should not be completely upheld at the expense of meaning through which human life excels.

CHAPTER TWO

2.0 Mechanisms and Meaning
In the chapter two of his book ‘Beyond Science’, Alexander Denis alludes that science and its application can in no way say all about (man) human life and nature at large. The mechanistic claim of Galileo that the sun rotates round the earth was refuted when it was discovered that the reverse was the case. Alexander is well convinced that the application of science is mechanical and so is built under a shaky foundation. In other words, the application of science and technology cannot be equalled to the meaning derivable from human life and nature in its entirety. Science and technology cannot really say all about human life. 

Is the value of man based simply on the fact of observed data? Can the objective and mechanistic description of man offer a total explanation of man’s behaviour? Our commonsense can easily dictate it that man (life) is more than the given scientific models. The common adage that “life is larger than logic” is a good pointer to this fact.

According to one behavioural psychologist, B. Skinner, “objective and mechanistic description of man gives credence to a total explanation of man’s behaviour”1. We are yet to see whether this assertion is true or not. One way of understanding the scientific method is to picture it as building models of observed data. But still, there are facts, which cannot be tested by the scientific methods. What we are saying in essence is that all explanatory models should not be pigeonholed as ‘scientific’ or ‘non-scientific’. If all about man should be scientifically explained, then life is made more mechanistic at the expense of meaning. In other words, science as purely objective knowledge does not exist because there must always be one to observe the phenomena, suggest a hypothesis and even gather and make some interpretation of data.

In the words of Michael Polanyi “the personal participation of the knower of that which he knows is both pervasive and inescapable. There are no such things as hard facts”2 For the past decades, our scientists were busy propounding theories to consolidate their claim on complete objectivity of science. The likes of Einstein and his theory of relativity and that of Heisenberg’s principle of uncertainty were a good example to this.

However, today’s view of science is quite different from the rigidly mechanistic view of the nineteenth century. In that era, science was seen much more as the completely objective discovery of “hard facts” which would eventually reveal the immutable ‘laws of nature’. It was believed that science offered every description of an objective world. The very scientific laws of nature (like the physical law of gravity etc) were used in such a way that it almost seemed as if nature herself must compulsorily follow them (the laws) in blind obedience.

But this was simply naïve realism, which is no longer tenable. One can easily realize the fact that the models we suggest is not the thing itself, nor does it make the thing do what it does. Thus, the assertion that all natural phenomena are explainable through the laws of nature is just a false claim. Alexander in citing the words of Ludwig Wittgenstein has put it well that, “at the basis of the whole modern view of the world lies the illusion that the so-called laws of nature are the explanations of natural phenomena”3. Scientific proof can never be the final about the models we suggest because it is not the same with pure mathematics or logic, which operates under a closed system.

Science, in as much as it remains a science, should not be accorded any air of finality. The reason is that our methods or techniques of investigation are always an open-ended one. 

Hence, there is the possibility that some new facts will emerge thereby making the model to be changed. Moreover, the fact that we observe something many times does not mean that such thing is more certain. Let us cite one example here. A scientist may laboriously observe the lives of Seminarians. He looks at how they pray regularly, humbly doing the works of charity and being always in white garment. He may conclude that all seminarians are holy and therefore do not commit fornication. However, the whole theory will be faulted by the observation of one seminarian that had just indulged in fornication. And this implies that the model we suggest is not the thing itself, nor does it make the thing do what it does. The thing itself is that seminarians are just like the rest of human beings who are naturally fallible. The fact that they make effort to abstain from fornication does not mean that they are angels who are not prone to the sin of fornication.

Stretching further on this, when a conscious human being begins to study another human being in a scientific way, he studies him as an object. But the fact still remains that he is not just an object. He is also a human being. Therefore, the scientist may study the person’s heart or his brain or his blood pressure, or even the various things about the way he behaves. But if the scientist must know him, he must have to understand him. In other words, he must do more than observe him. The reason is very obvious because every person is a conscious, choosing human being.

It is obvious that mankind is one. But this can only be attributed to the fact of man as a conscious being endowed with free will. The mere observance of man does not in any way substantiate our full knowledge of him. The character or behaviour of one man can be quite different from the character or behaviour of another man irrespective of the fact that both of them answers a single and unifying name- human being.

This is not to say that scientific description is valueless. It simply means that scientific description gives only one aspect of the ‘whole truth’, which could be deduced from the person. The whole truth must incorporate the individual’s subjective self-awareness of his environment. Even his rational thought, feelings, emotion and decision-making is not left out. Hence, “every personal experience could be described both objectively in terms of brain chemistry and subjectively in terms of awe and wonder”4.

The air of hope in the nineteenth century was the feeling that science was offering the “real truth”. But this has turned out to be an illusion. A careful look at the above given instances will confirm that science, by the definition of its own method, can never offer more than one aspect of the ‘whole truth’ concerning a given reality.

Meaning and mechanism are just two aspects of one and the same reality. Every utterance made is comprised of both the physical sound waves of the words and also the subjective effects of the words on the conscious will of the hearer. Therefore scientific description, which is mechanistic in nature, should not be upheld at the expense of meaning. Mechanism is only a system or method of achieving something. It cannot be compared with the meaning that we derive from life. Hence, holding mechanism higher than meaning will tantamount to throwing mankind back into the confines of determinism in which the fate of man (endowed with mind and free will) is disillusioned

2.1 Determinism And Free Will      

 The basic problem stemming from the previous discussion is that application of science tends to subject man towards the confines of determinism. Man who is endowed with conscience and free will is being likened to a mere robot without any substantial provenance. Despite the fact that certain factors in man as well as those outside him (environment) determine his life, the basic truth remains that man is born in freedom.

Whenever we talk of human life, freedom is always fundamental. The fact that man has freedom of action equally makes him to be responsible for all his actions. But this is not to say that man is free to do anything. A young man who jumps out of an up stair hoping to fly away cannot fly even if he wanted to. This implies that man’s freedom is limited by his physical situatedness. His freedom of action is restricted to those actions that are within his capacity.

But when we come to a scientific, mechanistic description of man, there seems to be a thorny problem. If we would follow the principles involved in the scientific description of man, including his exact brain-state and the positions of all the molecules in his body at any given time, it would seem that human freedom is illusory. One can logically say that his actions are completely determined. This has been the cause of agony to many who have taken the idea that their feelings of freedom is just mere illusion. But has man completely fallen prey to determinism? 

The apparent difficulty posed by science is based on explaining why the falsity of determinism is any better than the truth of determinism when it comes to establishing our free agency and moral responsibility. We shall explain this is detail.

In his book, ‘Fate, Logic and Time’, Steven Cahn averred that if theories on determinism are true, then we are really confronted with a “sorry picture of human life”5 According to Denis Alexander;

 It is difficult to see how any consistent claim to complete determinism could logically be upheld. If I am completely determined, and therefore not truly responsible for my thoughts, theories or actions my coming to a conclusion about something must also presumably be determined. But if I come to the conclusion that I am determined, then this conclusion must also have been determined. There is no particular reason therefore why I should value it as a conclusion more than any other conclusion. Thus, I have sawn off the branch on which I was sitting.6 

 Our feelings of freedom are so deep that we cannot avoid being answerable to our actions. Freedom of action is quite necessary for moral responsibility. Hence, formulation of determinism in terms of causation and predictability are unsatisfactory.

The proponents of determinism also upheld that our lives are predetermined by our early experiences between the ages of naught and three. If this is taken as true, it means that the theory itself was presumably determined by the person’s early experiences between the ages of naught and three. Therefore, there is no particular reason to suppose that it is more valid than other views, which the person might hold were also determined by his early experiences. Hence such theory is nothing but a mirage.

This problematic theory has led some to adopt a mechanical life in which intellectually they believe they are determined but in practice they behave according to their experience of feeling free. The fact that a super-scientist could in principle give a complete scientific description of the state of our brain, does not present our experience of free will as illusory. Alexander in affirming the view of professor Mackay alludes that “to demonstrate that my free will was illusory, it would be necessary to show only one thing, that a prediction existed about a decision that I was about to make, which was binding on me whether I liked it or not. And if such a prediction existed, then in no sense could I call myself free, because I would be limited strictly to that one predicted decision”7 But it is also absurd in the sense that no such prediction has existed which is universally true.

One peculiar thing about prediction is the fact that it has no universal validity.  In other words, One’s future decision is indeterminate which implies that he is free. Hence, scientists’ prediction cannot subject man to a fixed or closed system such that believing in it will be considered right where a disbelief of it is seen as wrong. It should not be binding on any one. 

However complete the mechanistic description of human being may be, it cannot in any way offer a prediction about human behaviour, which can be universally valid. Being a human being is somehow a mystery, which cannot be totally unravelled through scientific description. Human free will is not just located in some particular part of the brain. It is just a reality, which can only be derived through experience. There is no amount of mechanistic brain science that can deny the fact of free will since it is experiential. Therefore, taking determinism and free will to be compatible is just a ‘wretched subterfuge’ or a petty ‘word-jugglery’. It is not brains but people that choose and in so doing freely determine their goals. In human beings, this experience of choice gives rise to a conviction of absolute responsibility, which is untouched by philosophical arguments. And this personal conviction is the deep and inexhaustible source of the free will.

Man: A Human Being Or A Naked Ape?

Scientists’ insistence on determinism as the centrepiece to human life can only make man a naked ape with no conscience and free will. In this section, Alexander is of the view that man is endowed with free will and rationality, and should not be likened to mere animals. Man is characterized by self-awareness and rationality. He is conscious of his language and creativity unlike mere animals that act on instinct.

From the mid seventies till early eighties, many books highlighting certain extrapolations from animals to man filled the market. It then appeared that man’s behaviour was being compared with that of animals. Infact, it was so. At that moment, scientific model of explanation assumed almost a god-like quality such that there were clear similarities between man and animals, ranging from their physiology, biochemistry and anatomy. Thus, the whole of medical research was based on animal experiments.

However, the problem began when scientists started to make behavioural comparisons. Darwin’s theory of evolution and its likes should not be blindly followed. Otherwise, the whole nature and activities of man will be absurd. In as much as there are similarities between man and animals, we should not hold firm to it thereby losing sight of the many differences between the two.

Let us take one example. The utterance ‘I am a man’ is one of the deeper things one can say. This assertion involves the power to conceptualize an idea and hold it long enough and equally to think about it. According to Denis Alexander, “It involves conscious self-awareness, the ability to look outside myself and realize what I am”8. He went on to say that this also involves the use of language as that influenced by thousands of years of human activity.

Moreover, the linguistic consciousness of man means that he can be genuinely creative. He can dream up ideas, create works of art and even make thoughts, which are new, which have never been created exactly the same way as before. Man is endowed with an incredible capacity for learning and memory, which is far-fetched from what the animal can do. Man can also read his fellow man’s learned experiences written decades ago, which can still be of relevance to his own present day.

An animal could never “imagine, calculate, predict or make a moral choice, because it could not conceptualize the ideas needed to carry out these activities”9. In a bid to concretize his argument, Alexander went on to explain that when an electrode is placed on someone’s head, that the various kinds of electrical waves that occur while the subject eats, sleeps and works out problems could be monitored. Certain wave patterns are characteristic of man’s ‘higher’ functions such as conceptualized thought. Of course such experiments cannot work out in the same way in animals. In the view of professor Grey Walter, as cited by Alexander, “the mechanisms of the brain reveal a deep physiological division between man and ape, deeper than the superficial physical differences of most distant origin”10.

Given these fundamental differences between animal and man, the fallacy of making literalistic interpretations of human behaviour in line with animal behaviour is quite clear now.

Yet as if the given evidences were not sufficient, the likes of Dr. Desmond Morris argued that: “The fundamental patterns of behaviour laid down in our early days as hunting apes still shine through all our affairs, no matter how lofty they may be”11. Morris makes the claim that at the beginning of man’s history there was an organization similar to that seen today in other species of apes and monkeys. He cited the case of pair bond as an example. He went as far as comparing it with human marriage.

But looking at this from another perspective, we find a great variety of organizations among men. Some societies practice polygamy, some practice the single pair and others even prefer single life. Hence, there is a great complexity involved in human societies. And so picking out a few animal species, which form pair bonds, and extending it to the idea of marriage does not fit well.

Therefore, these loopholes or inconsistencies being discovered from science and its application shows that science does not have the total truth about man. Initially, it appeared to be a god that has all the answers about man and nature, but is found wanting.
CHAPTER THREE

3.0
The God That Failed

One of the unspoken assumptions of the late nineteenth century was that science was inevitably going to make the world a better place to live in.  After quite some tides in the affairs of men, some checks and balances could be made. Science indeed, has a great power to help us in interpreting and controlling our environment. Yet as Denis Alexander would put it, “man’s natural tendency is to become so dazzled with the new toys that these scientific models give him to play with, such that he begins to forget their limitations”1.

At such moment, man has become drugged with the success of so many scientific applications to the extent that such mechanistic descriptions have dominated his thinking. And some were lured to think that scientific description was the ‘all in all’. Let us take some examples. Due to some advancements made in the 1870s, science was held with an optimistic view. From thence, there were many progresses recorded. Aircrafts were manufactured with which people were transported to the space. There were so many scientific discoveries, all geared towards uplifting the human life.

Given the inductive method of science, many uncritical assumptions were equally upheld. Scientists tend to forget that what is good for the goose may not be good for the cat. The prime factor in the damage is the mass media. Whatever that is portrayed by the mass media is known by all, at least all intelligent people know it. And since everybody knows it, it is presupposed to be good for consumption irrespective of the stuff. The case of the Internet, which is open to all categories of people, is only a tip of the iceberg.

Since we tend to absorb these presuppositions, human life becomes so filled that there is not very much time for thinking. Hence if the modern man is not in his office consulting his files, he may be working at the computer. The next moment he is inside his car battling his way to home through the ever-busy road. At home he is equally busy with the electrical gadgets under the garb of relaxation. The next moment, he sleeps off only to wake up the next day and keep on with the struggle. Often, it appears that the modern life as proposed by science has kept us from using our heads. Everything is uncritically absorbed, whether there is any good reason for believing it or not.

Oftentimes, some of these unreflective assumptions will come to clash with some basic facts of life. The latter is then gradually dropped. This goes a long way to indicate that the naive optimism underlying the assumptions could not withstand the test of time and the possible accumulation of hard realities, which contradicted it.

One miserable thing about scientific models of explanation is that they tend to get blown up out of proportion. Many exaggerations are involved such that the modern man no longer feels fulfilled but rather feels his humanity being taken away.

Some scientific assumptions have not only been realized as false, but have also influenced a whole range of philosophies, political systems, ideas about language and more painfully the religious ideas. Some times, a single idea in a scientific model is extrapolated and made into a philosophical absolute which is blindly accepted by thousands of people as a basic assumption of their daily lives.

In this case, scientific descriptions in general have not only been blown up out of proportion, but specific scientific models have been extrapolated to include all kinds of non-scientific data and ideas. The acceptance of the validity of these assumptions and extrapolations is quite uncritical. It is at this point that many are finding it that science is not fulfilling the role that has been given it. The various applications of modern science, instead of preserving and promoting human life, have posed a big problem to peace and human life in its entirety. It is at this point of greatest exaltation that science definitely becomes a god that fails.

3.1
The Illusion of a Future

 The basic goal of science was to give man a better life. The scientific advancements were aimed at promoting human life thereby alleviating pains and suffering and other vagaries of life. Thus, with the progresses in science, the future world of man was perceived to be problem free. But as man continually finds out the incompetence of science to fulfil this goal, man’s future world of excellence and perfection becomes illusory.

The thought about the human progress can be traced as far back as the origin of man. The philosophical postulations of Anaximander and Empedocles and even down to the evolutionists were also a veritable sign of growth and human development. In addition, the impression made by the biological theory of evolution appeared to equip man with the scientific basis for the philosophy of progress. This air of optimism reigned from the later part of the nineteenth century to the early part of the twentieth century. The situation was very promising that man seemed to be going somewhere. As Alexander Denis would put it:

Somehow, it seemed as if man was going somewhere. He was not only evolving biologically, but there seemed great scope for realizing his full potential and for building a better society through a moral and ethical evolution2.

Alexander in borrowing a leaf from the work of H.J Muller in his book “The Humanist Frame” suggested that “man will find one horizon after another coming into view on his triumphant marches of conquest over the interminable reaches of external nature and the similarly inexhaustible immensities lying concealed within his very own being”3.

Do all the advancements made in biological theory of evolution with its genetic principles present to man a future devoid of pain and suffering? An answer to this will come later.

There is no doubt that the past few centuries have recorded a vast increase in knowledge. Counting down to the past fifty or hundred years, one can attest to the fact that the number of active scientists and the published works on science and technology has been doubled. Till date, many scientists spend most of their time trying to keep abreast of new findings, not to talk of making new discoveries themselves. All this boils down to the fact that knowledge is rapidly on the increase.

But in spite of this ‘knowledge explosion’, it does seem that man has not made a substantial headway when it comes to real human assessments of progress. Are man’s moral qualities any greater? Can we really find an increased happiness or greater cohesion in society? Does man now easily get on well with his neighbours, such that selfishness and suffering is alleviated?

By these criteria, it is certainly difficult to establish any convincing progress, which is commensurate with the startling increase in man’s knowledge. As thousands of people are feeding well, the corresponding thousands are down with malnutrition. Amidst all the publicity and the pricking of consciences, the hard truth remains that the gap between the ‘haves and have-nots’ is growing wider.

On the medical achievements, Dr. John Bryant has observed that the medical situation is in many countries worse than it was fifty years ago. In other words, the medicine of the affluent countries continues to be more complex and expensive, so that the most basic preventive medicine is continuously lacked from the vast part of the third world. Counting one or two of these instances, does it not seem that the future is bleak and illusory?

In his book, ‘The Science of War and Peace’, Robin Clarke estimated that the number of people who were killed in war throughout the last two centuries were up to 400 million. According to Alexander, Bertrand Russell in his autobiography wrote: “I had discovered an important political fact that is often overlooked, as it had been by me: people do not care so much for their own survival or indeed that of the human race-as for the extermination of their enemies”4. Taking a look at these observations, one would rightly agree to the fact that the quantity of human resources is not what makes the difference, but rather the consciousness to apply those resources to human needs.

It is expected that those countries that have the wherewithal as regards their standards of living, level of education, medical care and occasions of leisure should have her citizens more fulfilled with greater development of their capabilities. Regrettably, it is not so. Unfortunately, the improved education and standard of living seem to bring more harm than good. Instead of adding new quality to people’s lives, the crime rate is escalated. The modern technological society is thus replete with victims of suicide, family instability, psychological trauma and addiction to alcohol and drugs.

Therefore, it is an outright illusion of a future to believe that man’s nature in the future will be fundamentally different from what it has been in the past. “Kingdoms come and go even as Empires rise and fall. Ideologies continue to wax stronger but man continuously plods on the same terrain of hopes, joys, fears, sadness, aggression, love, selfishness and despair which characterize the laws, lives and literature of men of every civilizations”5. There is nothing new under the sun.

3.2
The Origin of Religion                                                                          The question of the origin of religion is itself problematic. In attempt to elaborate on the question of the origin of religion, scholars had tended to understand the subject of origin in different ways and so have fashioned different theories according to their views. 

In the sociological theory, there is what J.E carpenter called the theory of inventionism. For him, “religion is a mere social invention of man to help him in the organization and structuring of society”6. He thus believes in the classical dictum of “Vox populi vox Dei”-the voice of the people (society) is the voice of God. In the anthropological theory, L.A Feuerbach asserts that religion is an extension of man. For him, “man rids himself of his ideal qualities and projects these qualities into a reality he calls God”7. The Chief proponent of the psychological theory is Sigmund Freud. His own theory of the origin of religion is based on ‘totemism”. Totemism is the belief in spirits, gods or deities on which sacrifices are made. He therefore linked this totemic sacrifice to the relation of son to the father. Freud maintained that religion is as a result of man’s helplessness in the face of formidable odds of life and his effort to find help outside himself to overcome those odds.

Freud asserts that God is an illusion. He remarked that a child would one day become an intellectual man who will outgrow the childish things of life such that religion becomes illusory.

According to Karl Marx, religion is just an opium of the masses. For him, this opium keeps the exploited masses sedated to the factual situation of exploitation, which they suffer. Going by his theory, Religion and God are therefore the answer to the economic exploitation perpetrated by the capitalist class.

A critical look at these proposed theories will show that they are little more than plausible guesses, which are of little or no scientific value. At the tail end of it, we find out that any attempt to apply the biological idea of evolution to the realm of ethics and religion will end up as an illusion. The idea of religion, in as much as it can be speculated upon, is suitably met at the province of faith. And this marks the autonomy of faith from reason.

 Marxian theory on the origin of religion and Freud’s theory are mere allegorical speculations such that there was no concrete evidence to support such contentions. Adhering to such contentions can only lead mankind to chagrin since there was no evidence to support such beliefs. According to Alexander, “it is fascinating the way that certain pseudo-scientific myths become so established in the mind of man that their reappearance in various forms in every generation may be predicted with near certainty”8.     

There is no how we can take it that a certain kind of religion is attributable to a certain type of social structure. Following from this, the general idea that belief in God is traceable to a projected need for a father figure is also illusory. For to take such theory as true will imply a varied conception of God since the father plays different roles in the family in different types of society. In the final analysis, Alexander wants us to understand that any attempt to remove the idea of evolution from its biological context and apply it to the realms of religion will lead to meaninglessness. 

3.3
The Flight from Reason

The analysis made so far has dwelt much on portraying various attempts made by science. In whichever case, all the attempts to justify beliefs by using scientific models were done outside the original scientific context. Many extrapolations were made with little or no concrete evidence. Consequently, science which has been made a god is found wanting. People have then come to realize the limitations of science. As Denis Alexander noted:

Scientific method depends on the basic premise of classical logic. If A is A then it cannot be non-A…. something cannot be red and at the same time be blue9.

The early scientists had conceived a world in which physical and moral absolutes abide. And the yardstick to these absolutes was God himself. Ranging from the medieval era, science and rationality have always gone hand in hand. Yet as science became more and more successful, its roots in the Christian world-view began to be forgotten. Science then claimed the competence to give full satisfactory mechanistic explanations to all phenomena. The rationality derived from a world-view where belief in God was universal was upheld. But still, the God himself who is the maker of this very rationality was discarded. The result of this was pure rationalism.

Man’s unaided reason was presumed to offer solutions to all man’s problems without any recourse to outside help. Denis Alexander in citing professor Rookmaaker’s phrase averred that man automatically became “man in the box and the world became a closed system where science could give a complete mechanistic description of all phenomena”10. As the mechanisms of life inheritance and the very workings of our brains were being unfolded to man, he became more aware of his plight as being in a tightly fisted box. The seeds of reaction against rationality stem from the moment when man was put in the box.

However, it was Kierkegaard in the nineteenth century who realized fully the limitations of human reason and chose to have a strong belief in God. He opined that “the way out of the box’ was by a gigantic ‘leap of faith”11, not in itself rational, whereby true knowledge of God could be found. This was what actually presented him as a key figure in the growth of modern existentialism.

One fact about the flight from rationality is that it touches all kinds of people in all walks of life. This often occurs when they least expect it. In line with this, many held that some kind of moral absolutes as derived from science and rationality could help to bring improvement and cohesion to the society. Unfortunately, the events of the twentieth century (with the outcome of genetic engineering inclusive) became the ‘final straw that broke the camel’s back’. It became clear to man that there is no sufficient reason to believe that science and technology alone can lead man to a greener pasture. What D. Alexander called the only way out is “an irrational affirmation that man does have meaning and purpose because he feels that way, rather than there being a particular reason for having them”12.

In the midst of all these, quest for mystical experiences, drug or sex experience continued unabated. But do all these really solve the problem of getting man out of the box?

The problem with trying to get out of the box by mystical, drug or sex experience does not last very long. At the end of it all, there is the same sense of hollowness13.

Having heard the march of Science, who shall beat the drums of its retreat? The rationalism of science and Technology has brought about the creation of a counter-culture. Man longs to reinstate his humanity in the midst of apparent world of absurdities.

CHAPTER FOUR

4.0
Back To Square one

Is man condemned forever to a schizophrenic existence under the garb of science and rationalism? Or is man discarded to a utopic world of restored humanity devoid of purpose and meaning? Is there really another way out?

Science is just like the bouncer game. The more you hit the ball, the more vicious will be the rebound. And this rebounce is not unconnected with the various scientific experiments described in chapter one. In order words, scientific models being out of context are just like ‘fish out of water’. The agonizing result becomes a total alteration of man’s very physical structure. Even the modern drift towards mysticism seems not to solve the problem.

One of the unfortunate signs to this state of confusion is that the super-thinkers are fed up with mediating on certain themes as Beings, Reality, Meaning and Morals. By way of escape, the quest for pleasure was upheld as the lasting antidote to the meaningless life. As D. Alexander noted,

The central thrust of the mass media seems to be the overwhelming message that man was made for pleasure and pleasure made for man1
He went on to remark that some have resorted to taking cigarettes, alcohol and other addictions. Some leave their televisions and record player blaring, so as to stop the mind from thinking.

But amidst this entire quest for pleasure, man still ends up in boredom.  There are still many people who are eager to think and ask questions, though they fall under the guise of “conceptual illiterates”, some are confronted with the question of the ultimate power that animates the universe. Some are more concerned with the life, origin and destiny of man. People live, eat, drink, suffer, have children and even die. What is actually the place of man in the universe? How do man wriggle himself out of these questions on hard realities of life?

The Surge of Models?
It does seem that a rush is made on the methods of science itself. The role of scientific models has been to link up different phenomena. Whether the models really fit the observed facts is another thing. In an analogous way, one might stand to test the various models, which are being shown today to offer solutions to some of the dilemmas in which man has found himself. However, the available fact cannot be said to be restricted to scientific data alone, rather it covers every aspect of human experience.

In as much as these efforts are made, one thing still lingers on: does the proffered solution fit in to the available facts? This-not-withstanding let us see some of the suggested models. There was the idea that since scientists are better placed to study the problems they have created more power should be given to them. Those who dwelt on this argued that science is the same. The scientists believed that they speak the same language and accept the same mode of thought, unlike in culture, in religion or in heritage.

Dr. Paul Ehrlich has also suggested what he called a “Department of Population and Environment” in which scientists will be given broad powers to maintain the quality of life. Whatever might be the achievements of the scientists when given the power, one thing still remains. “Who will in turn manipulate the manipulators?”2. When it comes to moral issues, one can see that there is little or no agreement among scientists. If the scientific models should be applied to every day life, then mankind will remain no less than a ‘ghost in the machine’. 

The reason is quite obvious. Any line of current research is followed by successive attacks from different scientists. There is not much unity or agreement among our top scientists. As such, there is no real evidence that scientists would make any less of a mess of “world leadership”3 than have politicians. However, this is not to deny the fact that scientists being human have some elements of morality in them.

4.2
The Problematic of the idea of Man in the Box

It has dawned on man that he is trapped in the gloomy box of science. For Monod,

 Man knows now that he is like a gypsy camping on the edge of the universe where he must live. The universe is deaf to his music, indifferent to his  hopes, as to his sufferings or his crimes4.

The assumption of ‘man in the box’ is the analysis of the precarious situation in which man has placed himself. The consequence is that man is totally faced with boredom such that being despairing all the time equally becomes boring to him. If societies have accepted the fruits of science without the ethics of knowledge upon which it is based, the result will be a collapse of the human nature.

If man really wants to express the humanity that he most decidedly feels, then the basic presuppositions that underline the philosophy of rationalism must be shattered. Since it has been discovered that the scientific models do not often survive the tests of reason, time and human experience, it does seem that the very life of man is continuously threatened.

Therefore, the only way out of the box is reverting to square one, which implies an acknowledgement of the power of the Supreme Being from whom all creations derive their origin. It involves a drift to non- mystical and anti-rational ways.

However, this does not mean that man should not face realities with his reason. The order of creation depicts the rationality of God. Man ought to use his reason. What should be eschewed is the dogmatism of the rationalists. Therefore, the interplay of science, reason and nature at large is of paramount importance.

4.3
The True Radical

What does it take to be a true radical? One of the big problems facing the modern man (i.e. Christians) in this era is our misconceptions of the life and work of Jesus Christ. The modern man is not willing to part with the outdated crust of dim memories, and be ready to face up to the real Jesus Christ. The world of Jesus Christ was (is) as real as ours. The New Testament is all about “the world of historical people, of Mary, Peter, Paul and Pontius Pilate. It is a world of rough fishermen, fussy bureaucratic tax-men and smooth rich officials”5. By every indication, it is a world dominated by the presence of a totalitarian state, politics, and by a constant threat of armed revolution. This is the world of Jesus Christ, which is not different from ours.

Jesus came to us a real person. He is very human, likes people and enjoys constant proximity with them. He is upset where a closed friend dies. He even gets hungry. Despite these, Jesus did not choose to submit to the social pattern of his day. He was disgusted with the dull and boring professionalism of the then religious leaders. Consequently, he used to call them “blind guides, hypocrites, brood of vipers”6. Infact, he preferred to mix with the down trodden and cast offs in the society. 

As we read through the life of Christ afresh, we find one who was passionately committed; what Denis Alexander called “a life-long revolution”7. Denis Alexander explained it as “a revolution of love in which he (Christ) died to his own feelings and needs for the sake of others”8. This reflects his constant focus on others. And so, his world was clearly not a closed-system universe. God was fully in action and miracles did happen.

It is very obvious that the so-called ‘laws of science’ cannot take the place of miracles. No scientific attitude will allow approaching evidence with no preconceived notions. The willingness to follow an evidence wherever it might lead, given the fact that it is convincing enough cannot be attributed to science. As outlined by D. Alexander, 

Many approach the New Testament with a mind already completely soaked in the basic presupposition of rationalism, such that the universe is a closed system9.


The miracles of the New Testament are supernatural in character. But this does not mean that it is more or less an activity of God. “The whole of nature is a continual expression of God’s active creativity, the natural as much as the supernatural”10. What makes it to be supernatural is the unusualness of the event. The scientist, through his methods of scientific research must be an agnostic when it comes to questions of miracles and the existence of God. This is why David Hume asserts that “a miracle is a violation of the laws of nature”11. No doubt, a closed system universe must automatically lead to a closed mind on such issues as miracles.

From the stance of theistic scientists, the miracles of Christ are just the expressions of his compassion and love. Hence, it is the meaning of miracles not just the fact that it took place was significant. When we talk of miracles, what is important is the context of thought and not just the abstract fact that it happened.

The claim of science as the true radical is only an illusion. No scientific approach is devoid of presuppositions and prejudices. 

Christ is upheld as the only true radical both by philosophers and theologians. The reason is that all the ethical principles are embedded in his life activities. He stood out as a model because no presuppositions or prejudices were seen throughout the events of his life. His own revolution was genuine - a revolution of love whereby all the internal vices in his nature were destroyed for the good of others. What then is really the responsibility of man? What can be assessed of man’s real problems?

Various answers have been proposed to solve man’s dilemmas. For the Humanists, what were needed were a better environment, better education and more social services. The biological answer has it that man has not evolved enough or that man has evolved wrongly such that mankind   has ended up with a split brain. The politicians suggested that more power be handed over to the groups of scientists who could control the result of their experiments. In all these, Jesus is saying that our problem is not an unimproved environment. It is something rooted in the nature of man. And this can only be destroyed through a major internal revolution that stems from the mind. Our innermost being is morally warped. The idea or plan to kill, rob, covet or commit adultery come from the passion of our heart.

4.4
The Real Humanity

If we examine carefully, the nature of man, we can easily understand that mankind contains the possibilities of the earth’s immense future. And we can realize more and more of them only on one condition. The condition is that we continually increase our knowledge and our love. But this cannot be attained without adequate emulation of our model. It was clear that Christ came to explain, not just his ethical teaching, but who he was and why he had come. And so, the deep humanness was clearly portrayed in the life of Jesus Christ.

unlike other great teachers of life, Jesus was constantly pointing towards himself as the answer to man’s problems rather than towards his teaching. He said “I am the way, I am the truth, I am the life; no one goes to the father except by me”12. The key to life was in himself and not just in his teaching. He did not say ‘my teaching is the life’ instead he said ‘I am the life’. The apostle John has declared that Jesus is the ‘Word’. And this ‘WORD’ has been the language of humanity. It is the medium through which an infinite God chose to communicate with finite minds. In other words, Jesus was saying that his was the real humanity. And this is the way that God had made real human beings not to be held in the shackles of their own selfishness.

Moreover, Paul says that ‘God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself’. As outlined by Denis Alexander:

Christ was undergoing the punishment and rejection that we deserve. At the cross, all the evil which man is responsible for, and which is rooted in his very nature was flowing over Jesus in a great tide of mental, physical and spiritual anguish13
Jesus’ great cry of dereliction was as a result of man’s sinfulness. This is what love is. God loved us and sent his son to be the avenue through which our sins are forgiven.

Now, this very God seems far away to the modern man. Again, the resurrection of Christ has established the fact that a new humanity is possible.  This is humanity that is “not shackled by the problems of its own selfishness”14. Jesus having fulfilled the law through his life and teaching was the only truly human being who had ever lived. 

It is a sorry situation that our culture is most often soaked with non-Christian presuppositions. And we know that wading against a strong cultural current is never an easy task. For those who find the new, real humanity in Christ, they have greater chances of having their lives touched.

CHAPTER FIVE

5.0
Critical Evaluation


In the view of D. Alexander, one of the reasons for the current drifting away from science is the world –view that elevates science to a god-like status whereby it is made the arbiter of all things. Of course, the result becomes a “closed-system mechanistic universe, with no ultimate meaning in which man appears to be reduced to nothing”1.

The advanced countries of Europe and America have fought great wars more than the so-called barbarians of history. And those wars were fought with equipments from science. Initially, man has thought that arms and ammunitions were enough to give him peace and security only to turn them into instruments of global suicide. Mankind has come to realize that the more science and technology develop, the greater the number of suicides and crimes. But human heart needs something more than science and technology.

The ethics of human conduct (or life) hinges on that which is morally correct and acceptable. If this is the case, man’s creativity ought to be channelled towards a greater good. Hence, any sciento-technological invention that is built towards greater good of man remains so if it is well appropriated. It is morally wrong when ammunitions that are meant for the protection of life are converted into instruments for robbery and vandalisation of human lives and properties.

Today, there seems to be a full-scale revolution in human reproduction such that a baby’s sex can be selected in advance, an embryo transplanted to surrogate uterus, even as surgery can be performed within the womb. A woman can now have children that are biologically her own without going through the pains of pregnancy. Ours is an era where “science has provided man with the technology to become his own maker”2, which is evident in his creative prowess. However, there is the need for bigger adjustments in man’s (scientist’s) thinking, else he becomes the cause of his own peril.

Moreover, an unreflective glorification of this creative prowess in man can only land him into the belief that God and man are the same, or that God does not exist actually. David Rorvik rightly puts it that

 When man assumes powers that are previous held to be the exclusive province of God and nature, society will be forced, at the very least, to provide new definitions of God and man, perhaps to conclude, in a flash of irresistible hubris, that they are one and the same or even that the latter (man) has eclipsed the former (God)3.    

If man should be brutally honest to himself, he can affirm that not much peace and tranquillity have been attained in clinging to science and technology. Peace to the human mind and to society at large and the preservation of human values are impossible without peace with the natural and spiritual orders and respect for the immutable supra-human realities, which are the source of all that is called ‘human values’. D. Alexander tries to let us understand that science without God- oriented reason is of not much help to the human nature.

Furthermore, man has an absolute value because he was made by God. In the same way the Christian has a real basis for judgment when it comes to a whole range of ethical questions concerning experiments on human beings with reference to such things as artificial reproduction and the control of the mind and genetic inheritance. Dr. C. Scorer explained that a situation might occur when new human life will be produced artificially without human love or human tears or human laughter. But it may well mean that man as he climbs to higher and higher achievement over himself has so distorted his own humanity that he ceased to be human. When man is fed up with the universe, the next line of action will be a “metaphysical rebellion”4. The humanists can only say that a human being is what is and there is no more to be said than that.

Any family control system, which would involve genetic engineering, can only lead to mechanism devoid of meaning. The narrowly biological goals of higher 1Q, reproductive capacity and work output which are the genetic goals of science can in no way do better than the human values of creativity, capacity for relationships, emotional competence and freedom of choice.

It is becoming clearer that the fate of man in this sciento-technological era is really in jeopardy. What is the real solution to this plight of modern man? Denis Alexander gave what he called ‘one and ultimate solution’. And that is a personal knowledge of the Christian God. He avowed that our knowledge of God satiates our deepest subjective longing for the transcendent and the ‘ beyond’ which God has created us to experience, and get fulfilled in him.

Although science is legitimate in itself, the role and function of science and its application have become illegitimate and even dangerous due to the lack of a higher form of knowledge into which science could be integrated and the destruction of the sacred and spiritual value of nature.

5.1
Conclusion:

The rapid development in science and technology has resulted to some complexities in the life-style of human persons. Consequently, it becomes obligatory for people in various fields (especially those concerned with science and technology) to examine their activities closely and be able to proffer a workable solution to the plight of humanity in consonance with the general moral principles.

It is an undeniable fact that science and technology have thrown open very many avenues for the comfort of man in the habitation of the earth. But still, it can equally pose some difficulties when not properly directed. In view of this, the goals and values of the various scientific professions should be critically examined for the good service of mankind.

The basic moral norms ought to be recognized in every scientific invention. This does not in any way put a stop to productions in science and technology. Instead, what is essential is a proper direction or channelling of those productions towards a greater good in the service of humanity. Otherwise, mankind is going to be perpetually enslaved by its own invention, which will be a kind of self-elimination through one’s own technological invention.

It is our hope that as the crisis created by man’s forgetfulness of who he really is grows and that as the idols of his own making crumble one by one before his eyes, he will begin a true reform of himself. This means a spiritual rebirth through which he attains a new harmony with the world of nature around him. Man ought to live in harmony with that grand theophany which is virgin nature.

Man by nature is called to fulfil his role as God’s ‘vicegerent’43 on earth. He is called to be the protector of the natural order, and to witness to the truth that ‘Omnis natura Deo lognitur’44
Finally, may these conclusive pages be a humble aid in creating awareness of the roots of the problems of which so many discern the outward signs. The roots lie deep in the hardened heart and forgetful mind of the modern man
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