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Dare a Scientist Believe in Design?
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Scientiarum, 1986) Seripta Varia 66, o 8 ¢ Pontificia Academia

Owen Gingerich
Harvard University

5. S. J. Gould, Wonderfui Life:

: T '
Reality (New York: i W Not he Burgess Shale ang the Nature of

on and Co., 1989),

6. C. de Duve, Vital Dugy On Cone Snails and Venom

recently /1 ino - )

OxfordyUni{nggi’rw:Si 20%423[€CHZ€S’ Mind, and Meaning (Oxforq: : Conus cedonulli is, literally, the “I yield to none” cone. In the eighteenth
’ ' century this handsomely patterned shell became the most celebrated and

sought-after molluscan rarity. Two specimens were known in Europe in the

early 1700s, one of which became the prize the King of Portugal’s

collection. In 1796 the other was auctioned for 243 guilders at a sale in

which Vermeer’s masterpiece, “Woman in Blue Reading a Letter,” fetched a

mere 43 guilders!
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-

Cone shells, cedonulli among them, are considered among the most
“advanced” molluscs because their anatomy includes a toxic harpoon that
can spring out of the apex end of the shell. In some species the sting can be
deadly even to humans.

- MO
o

Our first reaction upon hearing about the cone shells may well be: what
wonderful design! And we may be even more impressed and probably
puzzled to learn that the exquisite pattern on the shell is, during the animal’s
lifetime, covered by an opaque periostracum, rendering the pattern virtually
invisible and thercfore perplexingly useless either for survival or sexual
attraction. To think in terms of deliberate design is an almost intuitive
response, yet such thoughts have become strangely taboo in contemporary
scientific circles. Conus cedonulli thus becomes a jumping off place for
consideration of the question, “Are there intimations of design in the
universe?” and a related and perhaps more daunting query, “Dare a scientist
believe in design?”

Consider what happened when a report on studies of the mollusc toxins
appeared in Science magazine (along with an illustration of both Conus
cedonulli and the Vermeer painting).! A supplementary news article,
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entitled “Science Digests the Secrets of Voracious Killer
that “the great diversity and specificity of toxins in
snails are due to the intense evolutionar
prey quickly, since they can’t chase it down.”?

Very promptly a letter to the editor obj

that some real pressure was driving the snails to develop the toxins:

The reality is that those snails

immobilized their prey quickly tende
than those possessing slower-acting or no toxins, and thus over
time the population of cone shells became dominated by those

possessing the fast-acting agents. There was no pressure! In the
vernacular, “If it works, it works; if it don’t, it don’t.”?

that produced toxins that
d to obtain food more often

The response shows clearly the current philoso
the non-directed nature of evolution.

view that has occurred over the past
the biological world.

Design and Technology

What is now seen as the zigzag, largely
organisms with astonishing adaptations wa
interpreted as the design of an intelligent Cr

giraffe, which so well adapts the creature to an environment where food is
available high off the ground, would have been seen, in William Paley’s
words, as a “mark of contrivance, in proof of design, and of a designing
Creator.” “Who gave white bears and white wolves to the snowy regions of
the North, and as food for the bears the whale, and for the wolves, birds’
¢ggs?” asked Johannes Kepler two centuries earlier.’ “Great is our Lord and
great his virtue and of his wisdom there is no number!” he exclaims in
answer, “Use every sense for perceiving your Creator.”

accidental path to amazing
s in earlier times routinely
eator. The long neck of the

Even Jean J acques Rousseau, not best known as a theist, declared, “It is
ossible for me to conceive that a system of beings can be so w

imp

isely
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Snails” remarked
the venoms of the cone
¥y pressure on the snails to stop their

ected that this language implied

phical orthodoxy about
It also typifies the enormous change of
century with respect to the wonders of

1 ) f . d g

powerful Will.”®

tl
directed or end-directed process, what can iitpnyVery
Mayr, a leading evolutionist who has writte
philosophy of evolution, WIISfl
t .
ncept of teleology wi . between
gll’il—c;irectlzad processes. There are some kinds of inan

end poin :
Lhz;ttg((i) 1})1'1?:3\; ?)I} mete?l. There are also goal-d1rected processe
e

9
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i ' cts such
the existence of some intelligent cause which affe

clearly on the modc?m
lv remarks that it is futile to attempt to clanf};
; ¢ discriminating between different Lypes o

" e natural processes

tone or the cooling of a
t, for example, the fall ofas e teally

controlled organisms:

i ness, is not directed toward an
b ;ateggrzéa%rtizﬁ t?cl)dt?genvimnment in tl_le widest anrii
e fatdef ; uired during evolution, largely gu1d§d by natu i
o the’ . ’1’"}?::: (}ourth, teleology, the cosmic_one: with a plzrsp?mt
Sdgcuroercll.etermined goal ascribed to everything in nature,
and p

.\ . 7
supported by scientific evidence.

. ' - . G. G,
So much then, for a role for the Creator mogell?h/});gl?vgai o
. gn writing in a more visceral fashion, declare ,S not planned, in an
S;I;P(S)f e;volution which evidently had no goal. He wa
g 3

!,8
operation wholly planless.

The Universe from a Dot of Energy

i i f cosmic teleology by the' leading
tvo d_eSP_ite t? . u‘r:rw.;1 C: I?ttl{?ar: Z?ill?lser?lain enough astonishing detaﬂss Cc;i rtlkgz
el order Zvokg a; powerful feeling of awe. In our ownd::hgg,t saience
B nd 1 t? 1v remarkable vistas. In the microscopic worl c; e 2o
U ?sl 30 stagger the imagination. At th‘e other enc-l 1? e sea E,l
wronon marvle mb the world of the large, deline.atmg our Mil yhl 33/5 e
a§tf0n0mefs plu alaxy containing over 200 billion stars—-—roug11 yS > o
S o meh\;zmin agd child on earth. And beyond our own steliar sy ,
every man, ,
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determined in that opening moment.

ago, and today we know t
Robinson Jeffers’ poem says

invade emptiness. Jeffers’ yo
Lick Observatory,

popular cosmologi
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countless other galaxies are scattered out to
roughly 14 billion light-years away.

These are discoveries of the 20th century,
years old. Yet nothing is quite as astonishing a
has now been outlined for the first moments of ¢
decades, knowledge of the world of the smalle

of particle physics, has been combined with
universe in its opening stages.

cosmologists push their calculat

some of them scarcely fifty
s the scientific scenario that
reation. During the past few
st possible sizes, the domain

astronomy to describe the
The physics ultimately fails as the nucleo-

ions back to Time Zero, but they get pretty
close to the beginning, to 10 second. At that point, at a second split so

fine that no clock could measure it, the entire observable universe is
compressed within the wavelike blur described by the uncertainty principle,
so tiny and compact that it could pass through the eye of a needle. Not just
this room, or the earth, or the solar system, but the entire universe squeezed
into a dense dot of pure energy. And then comes the explosion. “There is
no way to express that explosion” writes the poet Robinson Jeffers:

...All that exists

Roars into flame, the tortured fragments rush away from
each other into all the sky, new universes

Jewel the black breast of night; and far off the outer nebulae
like charging spearmen again
Invade emptiness.’

It's an amazing picture, of
transformed into matter, and lea
astonishing when we realize tha
will expand forever or fall bac

pure and incredibly energetic light being
ving its vestiges behind. It’s even more
t the final fate of the universe, whether it
k on itself to a future Big Crunch, was

Now the paragraphs you’ve just read were written Just over a decade

here are a couple of things wrong with them. First,

that the nebulae like charging spearmen again
unger brother, Hamilton, was an astronomer at
and from his brother he may have learned about the once-
cal theory of an oscillating universe, in which a universe
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. tional evidence
n. Today the observa
rmed over and over agai 1ot el has fallen
could haveiffcérse that will expand forever, so the oscillating mod
favors aun

into disfavor.

he eye of

Second, that dense dot of pure rob] . ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁiﬁfﬁ?iéow when
a ncedle brings up & ¥ eg(;illgaifgsﬁtn (%ai?ot Zf:';/el very far, not even aCI(?ZS iﬂ“
to explode? In N SSS the eye of a needle. There is no way for one si ein
atom, much s acr?len the other side started to expand! An ?glgzlai
ﬂz)?u?i(())tn tt(; ;?sjoxndrum was suggested two d?ca?istiig;) ’Sl?’c?f?semeyto the
S : “inflation” scenario.
Gutl, one ol mver;tr(l)rsi’;sl,ltzntl,njfiz?g: thse gravitational force swgrated;);lé
Big Bang, 8 2\, efches of the universe, for a moment gravitation a of
from the other bAH ace expanded by biilions of billions of b_ﬂhons f
repulsively and the sp ore than this—with the result that t_he entire part ‘1)
times#?aCtuzllgoie\Ifligjle to us was once exceedingly tiny and entirely
the univers

connected at the speed of light.

The Universe on a Knife Edge

. the leading

Yet, despite the articulate denials of cosmic teleom-iiifydet;ls o tha

” i ti nlists of our age, there still remain enough astoni osfnologists have

Ielz(t)uraioorder to evoke a feeling of awe—s0 'mu'cl; SO ﬂql“z}lltec iscussion A0Se
. , i ciple. :

i a name: the anthropic prin fati in some
e glllver\lwlin some physicists noticed that even Smau-varlitilc(;lniife could
O tants of nature would have led to a universe m “]/3 ng explosion
of the -CS(EHSFOI example, had the original enecrgy of ﬂ.le Eigglona Eefore ere
pot ex the universe would have fallen back ontq itse £ oduce from
Eeznblgt:, time to build the elements required for 11f¢]33 annd rtx(l)ofe it is quite

a _ . d the energy bee ,

: i t, sentient beings. Ha ; stars and
thembllntetlflllfte?he density would have dropped too swiftly Ifg)il;)n and the
p01531 iei to form. The balance between the eneriggw[)f erﬁicredible ratio.
galax - ol 1 part in —a

o had to be right to 1 partin 11 : th
gfs\’ltatloél ?rlla?lryal:)?;lir details were so extraordinarily right that1t secmed the
se an : i
E‘nieverse had been expressly designed for humankind.
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Today we would say that this incredible balance was not an accident,
or, one might argue, direct evidence of God’s designing hand in the opening
moment of the universe, not what Aristotle might have called a “fact-in-
itself,” but now a “reasoned fact,” a phenomenon with an explanation, for
this balance must inevitably follow as a consequence of that split second of
enormous inflation. Does that mean that this evidence for God’s being and
presence in our universe has gone away? A “fact-in-itself” might call for
God’s fine-tuning hand in the history of the universe, while the march of
science has negated the necessity of such a role. But a “reasoned fact” still
resonates with the magnificence of God’s original designs that have made
such a universe possible. It is the difference between contingent events and
fundamental planning for the nature of the universe itself. Let me return
presently to this idea, and to the anthropic principle, the principle that the

universe is somehow extraordinarily, and in fact necessarily, congenial for
the origin of intelligent life.

On Carbon and Resonance

One of the first scientists to consider how the environment itself made life
possible was the Harvard chemist L. J. Henderson. In 1913, after Darwin’s
emphasis on the fitness of organisms for their various environments,
Henderson wrote a fascinating book entitled The Fitness of the Environment,
which pointed out that the organisms themselves would not exist except for
certain properties of matter. He argued for the uniqueness of carbon as the
chemical basis of life, and everything we have learned since then, from the
nature of the hydrogen bond to the structure of DNA, reinforces his
argument. But today it is possible to go still further and to probe the origin
of carbon itself, through its synthesis deep inside evolving stars.

Carbon 1s the fourth most common atom in our galaxy, after hydrogen,
helium, and oxygen. A carbon nucleus can be made by merging three
helium nuclet, but a triple collision is tolerably rare. It would be easier if
two helium nuclei would stick together to form beryllium, but beryllium is
not very stable. Nevertheless, sometimes before the two helium nuclei can
come unstuck, a third helium nucleus strikes home, and a carbon nucleus
results. And here the details of the internal energy levels of the carbon
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. i ng.

remind you about resonance. You‘\'fe no dou:t
h as Enrico Caruso could shatter a wine glass by
th [ don’t doubt the story,

arvard, about half a dozen
It’s necessary 1o
right

Let me digress @ bit to

t opera singers suc
et tljlt nofe with enough volume.

neing just the rig ' >
lsjlecgausge in the lectures at our Seience Center at

i und waves.
wine glasses are shattered each year using soO

to just the
i the frequency spectruin
fune the audio generator throngh q e resonance e e

: ibrate— .
he glass begins 1O Vi gs vibrates
i Wlt:lir;o‘l;ﬂetwg and then to turn up the volume so that the gla
particu

more and more violently until it flies apart.

. i ike that,
The specific resonances within atomic nuclet are S(Emf;h;g(g;khtl({)eg;ther
in thi the particular energy enables the parts 10 happens to

except in (1S C45° art. In the carbon atom, the resonance ]ugt ! aPPh o
rather (a9 fi)y ae% eﬁergy of the beryllium atom and a collldlnsg i 311 ;
match (h¢ C‘Ort? 1?it there would be relatively few carbon atoms. mnan g’é
nucl-cus. e Ol'lls (;f the oxygen nucleus play a critical role. Oxygen Cnd'mg
the mtcfi:rfg;} (cizztzibining helium and carbon nu;:lei, but t:liocgoll’l(‘)t‘;;p;)m e
orme . s is half a percen
oot 16121stzyt{fggt);lg?as?gc.legad the resonance level in 1thee {:?;bt(;l;
;On:?;n‘;oul(:)r;er there would be essentially no cagbon. Had that ‘e

ec »

d
only half a percent higher, virtually all of the carbon woul
en

oxygen 0¢ gen. Without that carbon abundance, neither you

have been converted to OXy
nor 1 would be here now. .
ho together with Willy Fowier

[ am told that the late Fred Hoyle, who ii et i ook s

t, sa
found this remarkable nuclear arrangemen Ered Hoyle nd 1 sat down

. sionally
; s this discovery. Occasionaily : - had
atheisen g I CH # nother astronomical of historical point, but 1 neve

to discuss one OF AMOEE S had really been shaken by finding the

magazine, where he wrote:
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Would you not say to yourself, “Some supercalculating intellect
must have designed the properties of the carbon atom, otherwise
the chance of my finding such an atom through the blind forces of
nature would be utterly minuscule.” Of course you would.... A
common sense interpretation of the facts suggests that a
superintellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as with
chemistry and biology, and that there are no blind forces worth
speaking about in nature. The numbers one calculates from the

facts seem to me so overwhelming as to put this conclusion almost
beyond question.'®

For me, it is not a matter of proofs and demonstrations, but of making

sensc of the astonishing cosmic order that the sciences repeatedly reveal.

I'red Hoyle and I differed on lots of questions, but on this we agreed: a

common sense and satisfying interpretation of our world suggests the
designing hand of a super-intelligence.

Design and Biology

Impressive as the evidences of design in the astrophysical world may be,
however, I personally find even more remarkable those from the biological
realm. As Walt Whitman proclaimed, “A leaf of grass is no less than the
journey work of the stars.”"' I would go still farther and assert that stellar

evolution is child’s play compared to the complexity of DNA in grass or
mice. Whitman goes on, musing that:

...the tree toad is a chef-d’oeuvre for the highest,

And the running blackberry would adorn the parlors of heaven,
And the narrowest hinge in my hand puts to scorn all machinery,
And the cow crunching with depress’d head surpasses any statue,
And a mouse is miracle enough to stagger sextillions of infidels.

Even Hoyle, by his allusion to the biology, seems to agree that the
formation of, say, DNA, is so improbable as to require a superintelligence.
Such biochemical arguments were popularized about forty years ago by
Lecomte du Noiiy in his book Human Destiny. Du Noiiy estimated the
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But once again [ return to my central question, “Dare a scientist believe
in design?” and I pause to remark on the somewhat curious status of “belief”
within science. Some years ago I conducted a workshop for a rather diverse
group of Christians, and I asked, “Can a theist believe in evolution?” I got a
variety of responses, but it didn’t occur to any of them to challenge what it
might mean to believe in evolution. Does that mean to have faith in
evolution in a religious sense? 1 have heard one leading paleontologist
announce himself as a “devout evolutionist” when asked his faith, and [
guess that is a possibility. But when pressed, most scientists would, I think,
claim only that they accept evolution as a working hypothesis,

In everyday, non-philosophical usage, most people, scientists included,
would say they believe in the results of science and that they believe the
results of science to be true. Yet, and this is the anomalous part, most
scientists would be mildly offended at the thought that their beliefs
constituted an act of faith in a largely unproved but intricate system of
coherencies. Actually, surprisingly little in science itself is accepted by
“proof.” Let’s take Newtonian mechanics as an example. Newton had no
proof that the Earth moved, or that the Sun was the center of the planetary
system. Yet, without that assumption, his system didn’t make much sense.
What he had was an elaborate and highly successful scheme of both
cxplanation and prediction, and most people had no trouble believing it, but
what they were accepting as truth was a grand scheme whose validity rested
on its coherency, not on any proof. Thus, when a convincing stellar parallax
was measured in 1838, or when Foucault swung his famous pendulum at 2
a.m. on Wednesday morning, January 8, 1851, these supposed proofs of the
revolution and of the rotation of the earth did not produce a sudden,
newfound acceptance of the heliocentric cosmology. The battle had long

before been won by a persvasiveness that rested not on proof but on
coherency.

Now if we understand that science’s great success has been in the
production of a remarkably coherent view of nature rather than in an
intricately dovetailed set of proofs, then I would argue that a belief in design
can also have a legitimate place in human understanding even if it falls short
of proof. What is needed is a consistent and coherent world view, and at
least for some of us, the universe is easier to comprehend if we assume that
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the compelling predictive power that arises from the necessity of gravitation,
or of conservation of angular momentum, Ot of any number of other physical
jaws. What it Jacked in sheer predictive power it achieved in its immense

explanatory pOwWeL, a spectacular new coherency of understanding.

Wwith the secularization of the physical world that followed in the wake
of the scientific revolution of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the
community became divided between the deists, who put God outside the
universe as the Spirit who set it all into motion according to physical 1aws,
and the theists, who still maintained an active role for God within the world.
This was, of course, 2 theological or philosophical option, not a decision
required by any scientific observations of the world itself. After Darwin’s
evolutionary theory was raised to a philosophy, with its inherent denial of
design, the apparent choice swung more sharply from deism/theism tO
atheism/theism. ~ Science remained a neutral way of explaining things,
neither anti-God nor atheistic. Many people were (and are) extremely
uncomfortable with a way of looking at the universe that did not explicitly
require the hand of God. But it did not mean the universe was actually like
that, just that science generally has no other way of working.

Nevertheless, high random opportunism (s opposed to design) has
been raised to such a level of scientific orthodoxy that some of our
contemporaries forget that this is just a tactic of science, an assumption, and
not a guaranteed principle of reality. Few, however, have enunciated the
mechanistic credo sO stridently as the evolutionary biotogist and historian of
science William B. Provine, who has recently written:

When Darwin deduced the theory of natural selection to explain
the adaptations in which he had previously seen the handiwork of
God, he knew that he was committing cultural murder. He
understood  immediately that if natural selection explained
adaptations, and evolution by descent were true, then the argument
from design was dead and all that went with it, namely the
existence of a personal god, free will, life after death, immutable
moral laws, and ultimate meaning in life. The immediate reactions
to Darwin’s On the Origin of Species exhibit, in addition to
favorable and admiring responses from a relatively few scientists,
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an understandable fear and di

Western culture,'” sgust that has never disappeared from

biochemists so muach was that they hadn’t given up. They were still
proposing ingenious avenues whereby catalytic effects in the chemistry
made the events far more likely. “Let us not flee to a supematuralistic

Provine, in defending
explanation,” they said, “let us not refreat from the laboratory.”

. the go .
tl?at if modern evolutionar gospel of meaninglessness,

y biology is true, goes on to say

b then lofty desires such ag
PEICSS.

Now it might be that the chemistry of life’s origins are forever beyond

. . human comprehension, but 1 see no way 10 establish that scientifically.

Christian Biochemistry : Therefore it seems to me to be part of science to keep trying, even if

f ultimately there is no accessible answer. Apparently this reasoning has

some cogency, because the ringleader of the group, Charles Thaxton, at least

I'm not sure wh
¥ Professor Provi ,
aPP-aren_tly, despite the example él;eKhaSI such fear and loathing of design, but partly backed off of this position, and today we don’t hear much about origin
he is still afraid that the argume epler (and of Newton and many oth:ars) science. But meanwhile, a new generation has reclothed some of these same
; Using some of the same

ngﬁ(}?‘i? design may block the march of | ideas under the name “intelligent design.”
ally unfounded. Let me explain. * evidences that impress me, from both the physical and biological realms,
they press the case still further and argue that some of the evolutionary steps

o I participated i
in a rem ) )
remarkable conference of theists make sense only when taken in a large bundle, a form of macroevolution

science. Such a view is perhaps

Several years ag

and atheists in Dal]
as. One session consi
e . : nside o : TP . :
o‘f Christian biochemists argued that the hisrt?)d-the origin of life, and a group that demands the explicit involvement of both a designing mind and a
ible to perform Scienélf(;il Zecord was non-scientific designeyrl’s- handl.]' My tht?fol-ogicakl) presuppc.)siti'onsl do inclineh ncllelto'bei
sympathetic 10 this point Ol View, ut as a scientist I accept methodologica

paturalism as a research strategy.

against them, Professor CLft

Chi ord Matthews f .
1cago, conceded that thei rom the University of Illinois at On Amish and Six-Fingered Dwarfs

. I critici .
their book on The Mys: ery ofLI;;‘:f?S(IQm: hadlgconsldel'able validity. Calling
arguments wi rigins” brilliant - :
saying, (1 )“?htz gsfgsgzet?s the standard picture of &Zﬁﬁ?ﬁiﬁ? their Let me digress for a moment to describe a particular case that has been
whole thing is impossible ,}%/ea(l)(, (2) the premises are wrone. and (130)11 gs intriguing me recently. As an introductory footnote, I should say that all |
conclusion that a new kind (;f : f course, he did not aCCeID):f their _f.t ¢ four of my paternal great great grandfathers werc Amish ministers, which ;l
science was required. inal - enhances my fascination with this situation among the highly inbred
I'soon found myself in the som b population of Amish in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. Among this group ik
ts’ -approach was much mof: at anomalous position that to me, the there is the occasional appearance of a rare pathology known as six-finger i
particular group St interesting  th oo dwarfism. Th imately 75 k bout half of which gl
: of Christian bj ) an the theists’. That wartism. ere are approximately nown cases, about of whic
science didn’t work in such a hlsto(;ch;nn-sts bad concluded that ordinar were still-born, and the remarkable circumstance is that in every instance LZ
o hcel. Situation, that is, with respect to thg both parents could trace their ancestry to a single Amish couple who M
meate an alternative ° ; : immigrated to P lvania around 1750. In other w d h nt
origin science” _ immigrated to Pennsylvania arou . In other words, each pare |
n ce : : ) : : :
: d O'If“hGOd could make possible what wasg carried the mutant recessive gene inherited from either the mother or the '
y ¢ real reason 1 admired the atheist father in that original couple—there is no way, of course, to know which one ‘ :
carried it to America. Two years ago the single altered nucleic acid in the il
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and unknown pathways 10
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challenge of scienc
evidence of design
such as Provine do no
calculates puts the matter

some New kind o
“intelligent design,” 1 do think
nto a blank wall. And this br
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Gince we do have proteins, and since a
hly successful, the overwhelming reaction
bviously wrong. But is he?
for us to postulate catalysts

make the formation of life from inert matter
d it is of course precisely such pathways that are the
stence of such pathways aiso

e to find. Butis not the exi
7 And are they not inevitable? That is what materialists
Hoyle says, the numbers one

t want to hear, but as
beyond question.

So, while I worry about from those Christian biochemists who postalate
or their successors who argue for

f “origin science,”
a science totally devoid of the idea of design
ings me to ask

o, perhaps

protein molecule.

hanistic science has been hig
gnore du Notly, since he 18 80 0
me the odds, it is necessary

nger of running 1

dea of design a threat to sC
necessary ingredient in science.

may be in da
ience? and I answer I

again, is the !

design might even be a
I have attempted, in 2 somewhat

gn both in the world of science and
d of astrology, the stars impel,
here, but no proof. However,
modern mythologies of the

In reflecting on these questions
guarded way, t0 delineate a place for desi

in the world of theology. As Kepler once sai
but they do not compcl.20 There is persuasion
even in the hands of secular philosophers the
heavens, the beginnings and endings implied in the Big Bang, give hints of
Jlimate realities beyond the universe itself, Milion Munitz, in his closely

argued book, Cosmic Unalem*a‘.cm‘ciz’ng,21 declares that our cosmology leads
logically to the idea of a transcendence beyond time and space, giving lie to

he cosmos 18 all there is, Or was, Or ever will be.

the notion that
f transcendence, describes it as

Munitz, in coming to the concept ©
unknowable, which is somewhat paradoxical, since if the iranscendence is
unknowable then we cannot know that it is unknowable. Could the
unknowable have revealed itself? Logic is defied by the idea that the
unknowable might have communicated to us, but coherence 18 not. For me,

the transcendence, the

it makes sense to SUpposc that the superintelligence,
s formulation, has revealed itself through

ground of being in Paul Tillich’
prophets in all ages, and supremely in the life of Jesus Christ.
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