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FAITH & TWO WORLD VIEWS :    
Faith:

Now ‘faith’ is an every day word which means -- ‘having reliance and trust’ and always raises the question of evidence. However, it is now common for us to refer to someone as a ‘person of faith,’ meaning a follower of a religion, but this is unwise, because  Secularists and Atheists have attempted to redefine ‘faith’ as believing something where there is no evidence for it at all. That kind of faith is blind faith and not all faith is blind. 

We all have faith that the sun will set this evening and rise tomorrow, but it cannot be proved that this will happen. The best evidence we have gives us strong faith that this will happen, but science can’t prove that it will! Our Christian faith is such an evidence based belief 

Atheism, whilst not a religion is still a faith based belief-system in the same sense that the worlds religions are.  However, Dawkins and Co; would have us understand that Atheism is not a faith based belief but is instead an understanding based upon scientific evidence, which in their view says that, Science and the notion of God are incompatible. Let me state here that I along with many contemporaries totally disagree with this and believe science when not clouded by the Atheist’s faith and dogma and allowed to speak for itself points strongly, powerfully and clearly towards a creator!

Many Atheists now demand that that the existence of God must be  scientifically proven and that we should only believe when there is scientific proof,   otherwise there is no reason to believe. These Atheists forget that our scientific method cannot prove or disprove the existence of God. Also that their use of the word ‘proof’ is a misnomer to start with, because ‘absolute proof’ only applies in mathematics and certain logic. We can only (repeat only) look at the evidence and draw the best inference for an explanation. 


This applies to all of science, because in science, the inductive (experimental) method is used to draw conclusions, however, for many subjects we cannot use this method to reach a conclusion, it’s just not possible. Take for example a crime scene, history, philosophy and questions such as ‘Did the universe have a beginning?’ We can’t run an experiment here to determine a conclusion, we have to gather evidence and deduce the best  inference.


This is why the question of God is not a strictly scientific one, we have to apply the proper method for reaching a conclusion to our claim.


 For things that are by definition outside of the natural world, we can’t provide empirical proof within our ‘space-time’ for something that exists outside of ‘space-time;’ this would be a nonsense. It would be as C S Lewis commented – “Like, Hamlet going into the castle attic to look for Shakespeare.”


To find answers for things that are outside of our natural world, we can only study the evidence left in the natural world and reach the best inference as to why things are the way they are. Like evidence for claims that – ‘the universe had a beginning’ – ‘the universe is finely-tuned for our existence’– the universe acts like a quantum computer – the existence of ‘moral-realism’ and  above all the phenomenon of ‘consciousness’ itself! 


These all point to an inference of something outside of our universe yet which contains it, which Atheism can’t logically deny.


.


All religions are belief-systems that purport to give us answers to life’s biggest questions like – Who are we? Why are we here? What are we to do? Where are we going? Is there any purpose and meaning to our existence?


 For Atheists to claim that no one who understands science should be a Theist flies in the face of many world famous scientists of the past like – Galileo, Kepler, Newton, Maxwell and many of the present like John Polkinghorn, Rupert Sheldrake and John Collins who are theists and who see the hand of a supreme creative intelligence, a God, behind the universe thereby giving it purpose and meaning. 


Their argument also falls apart because there are many present day leading scientists who are committed Christians. 

Now Bill Phillips and Peter Higgs are world renowned scientists, both have in recent years won the Nobel Prize for Physics. One is a Christian the other is an Atheist. 


In all this, it quickly becomes obvious that there is no real conflict between Science and God, but between their world views.
What we can deduce from all this is that what really separates them is not their Science, it is their own world-views of either Atheism or Theism. 


Along side this we have to agree with Dawkins that we should not believe anything until we have seen the evidence. But unlike Dawkins, we should also agree with Anthony Flew and Socrates that we should always follow the evidence wherever it leads and not exclude any good evidence because it does not fit into the present atheistic, materialistic paradigm, something which science has not always done. So often they have first imagined the direction that they should be going and then cut the path later before checking to see if they were going the right way. In doing this our steps have been guided down false trails, ignoring all the indicators that might have suggested some middle ground or that might have compromised its secular bias.

It is on the alternatives of  Atheism and Theism that we must choose and decide, as there are brilliant scientists on both sides!

Two World Views:


There is no real conflict between that of Science and God, the real conflict is between the two world views of Atheism and Theism.


Many people here in the UK want to bring into public discussion these very matters, but the problem is that we don’t have an even playing field, because since the presumption of Atheism with its dogma has now become so dominant in our culture, it is usually falsely considered to be the default position by the media.


That often means that those who hold this view fail to realise that Atheism is a faith based belief just as much as Christianity or any other major religion.


 This can be seen in the way people criticise the teaching of religion in our schools, failing to realise that Atheism is now often taught or inferred in many of our state schools.


If teaching Christianity is considered bad, what about teaching just Atheism? Teaching that there is no ultimate meaning or purpose for the universe or for our lives and that there is no ultimate moral-law? 

Cynics will ask- ‘Why should we bother about what is true’?
 The answer has to be that ideas have enormous consequences for our society. This can be illustrated by the following statements from two of our world’s most famous Atheists:-

· The 19th century Atheist Friedrich Nietzsche who warned us of the consequences of jettisoning Christianity with terrifying results:-  “Jettisoning Christianity will mean abandoning Christian morality and the rule of loving your neighbour as yourself. Instead, the rule of power and the law of nature with the strong dominating or eliminating the weak will prevail.”

· The present day leading thinker (and atheist) Jurgen Habermas  has said that --  “Universalistic- Egalitarianism from which sprung the ideals of freedom,  the existence of individual morality, responsibility of conscience, human rights and democracy is the direct legacy of the Judaic ethic of justice and the Christian ethic of love. To this very day there is no alternative to it. Every thing else is just idle post modern talk.” 
 Examples of this abound in the involvement throughout the years by Christians in the formation of universities, schools, hospitals, hospices, factory reform, abolition of slavery and our British institutions.”

To this we might add in its own small way our very own - Ablewell Advice Services here in Walsall, which is a clear case of Christianity in action. 

Now Christianity is an evidence based belief, we have the cumulative evidence from the New Testament as well as from the evidence from our experience in life and from the experience of those from past generations. 

Finally, On top of this I believe as do a host of others, that our  science now shows  Materialistic, Reductionist, Darwinian Atheism as being totally inadequate to explain the world we now see in the 21st century. This belief/faith system is now more or less bankrupt, but you would be hard to find any of this in our general media!

When the evidence we have amassed from our science is followed wherever it leads and is not limited to just an atheistic, materialistic, interpretation, it is found to point more powerfully and directly than ever before towards a Creator.
 
It is not science and God that are in conflict, it is science and Atheism that are incompatible!
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