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Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz Holy Protection Cathedral – Melbourne 23 Dec 2013



In the world of academia, in particular within the science community, as well as the general populace, there is widespread misconception that science and theology are mutually exclusive disciplines, which, at best, can coexist separately, but more often than not, they are viewed as enemies, being poles apart. Those with strong spiritual beliefs tend to dismiss science, considering it to be of secondary significance, while the ‘formal’ scientific establishment sees theology as irrelevant in the real world, totally devoid of facts. In part, this is due to a naïve understanding, by both groups, of creation described in the book of Genesis. They see Genesis as the religious description of HOW the universe came into being. This, however, is fundamentally wrong, because the bible is not, and was never considered by the Church to be a technical manual which describes how nature works. Its purpose is spiritual; nothing more, nothing less, and any biblical reference to nature should be seen in that context. The laws of nature were created by God concurrently with the creation of the universe. Nature is another way of God talking to us, meaning that he uses multiple languages, as Christ did; for example, when He spoke in parables. Likewise, iconography is a pictorial version of the gospels. The book of Genesis reveals WHAT happened – what God created chronologically. The laws of nature, on the other hand, describe HOW nature works, like an operating manual. By decoding those laws and writing them down, scientists produce a hard copy of that manual. So the laws of nature complement the book of Genesis. In a nutshell, the bible says “this is what God did,” and science says “this is how he did it.” According to the Orthodox world view, there can be no conflict between science and theology because both refer to God’s creation. Why then do Orthodox and atheists alike believe that there is conflict between science and theology? This perceived conflict, together with other obstacles which we will consider, poses major stumbling blocks for Christians in the twenty first century. We will address this problem by looking at it through the eyes of an intelligent, practising, mature Orthodox teenager, embarking on a good arts degree at university. We will call him Peter. Long before he entered university, Peter ‘knew’ that in the Biblical version of creation, the days are 24 hours long, and that the Church ‘taught’ that the universe was somewhere between 7,000 years old and 10,000 years old. He also knew that, according to science, the real age of the universe was billions of years old. But, if science is right and God is the creator, then we must conclude that God created the universe billions of years ago, not thousands of years ago. In this case, the inescapable conclusion appears to be that the conflict is not so much between science and religion, but rather, between the Church and God. Or worse, maybe the atheists are right, and there is no God. This is a serious hurdle For Peter and anyone else contemplating this question. Most people are inclined to take the word “day” literally as a period of time that is 24 hours long. The 7th day, in which we now live, however, has lasted many millennia, thereby Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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suggesting that the preceding six days of creation lasted much longer than the regular 24 hour days as we know them. The 7th day, in due course, will be succeeded by the 8th day, which will have no end, thus confirming that the term “day” is not of fixed duration. Accordingly, we read in 2 Peter 3:8 “But, beloved, be not ignorant of this one thing, that one day is with the Lord as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day.” Similarly, the expression “the evening and the morning” should be understood figuratively, not literally. The root of the word “evening” in Hebrew is erev; it comes from “chaos” or “disorder.” And the root of the word “morning” in Hebrew is boker, which comes from the word “order.” The words “the evening and the morning,” therefore, should be understood in the context of bringing order to the original chaos. Why then is the age of the universe, according to Genesis, considered to be 7,000 – 10,000 years instead of billions of years? Bishop Alexander (Mileant) explains: The Bible contains no chronological charts. It gives only life-spans of the patriarchs – Adam’s descendants. It is logical to suppose that only the names of the most important ones were mentioned in the Bible. Using those figures for his calculations, a certain pious medieval monk, Dionysius the Lesser, ascertained the years since “the creation of the world,” and that chronology, for reasons of convenience, was accepted in Byzantium; and thence it was adopted for use in Church calendars. However, if we examine the Biblical text more closely, we shall see it does not provide us with a precise chronology. … [The] problem is that the Biblical expression “so-and-so is the son of so-and-so” and “so-and-so begat so-and-so” does not necessarily mean that so-and-so was the immediate son. We read in in the Old Testament about almost every Jewish king: “His deeds were like those of David his father,” or “His deeds were not like those of David his father.” In the same manner, in the New Testament Christ the Savior is named the Son of David – obviously, meaning a descendant of David. Further, in the Lord’s genealogy given by Apostle Matthew, where it says, “And Ozias begat Joatham,” four generations are omitted (cf. Matt. 1:9 and 4 Kings [2 Kings in the King James translation] chapters 11 and 15 and 1 Kings 3:10). Therefore, when we read in the Bible that x is the son of y, we have to understand that he is only a descendant, and we cannot be sure how many generations separate them. Ozias “begat” Joatham; however, there are four generations between them! Christ the Savior is a Son of David, but there are 30 some generations between them. Thus, the reckoning of time is not a concern of the Bible and the numbers of years are not a God-revealed truth. [Bishop Alexander (Mileant), The Origins of the World and Mankind, Missionary Leaflet #E138] Apart from causing Peter and his Christian friends some concern, does the age question have real practical significance? Most definitely; this is a problem because the Genesis interpretation is factually wrong. Note what we are saying: Genesis is not wrong; the interpretation is wrong. Peter, however, does not know this; but, even as a non-scientist, he does know that the universe is billions of years old. The true age of the universe is 13.74 billion years old, plus or minus 7%. In Peter’s mind, the Bible is wrong and science is right. Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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This in turn has a ripple effect: if the Bible is wrong in its description of Genesis, where else could it be wrong? This is one example of why we cannot ignore reality and pretend that all that matters is our faith - that science is fine for those who find it interesting, but not all that important otherwise. Recognising the significance of science is a salvific issue in our time, and in fact has been for the past couple of decades. It would not be an understatement to say that in the 21st century onwards, salvation will depend on faith; good works; and acceptance of God’s revelation through nature, as described in-depth by science. Bishop Alexander recognises that mankind has received two revelations from God: natural and supernatural. He emphasises that: [The] Lord makes Himself known to man either directly, through spiritual enlightenment, or indirectly, through nature. Since the Source of both revelations – internal or supernatural, and external or natural – is one, their contents must be in complete harmony, complementing each other. If “conflicts” between the judgements and theologians sometimes arise, it is always the result of faulty interpretation – whether scientific data or the true meaning of God’s word. [Bishop Alexander, ibid] Before we go down the path of comparing science and theology, we will digress briefly into the realm of psychology; specifically to discuss the human trait of trusting those in authority, and its consequences. Clearly, faith in what others say and teach is a vital part of life. Without trust we simply could not function either as individuals or as a society. Trust, however, can be a two-edged sword; it can just as easily lead us astray, even when we deal with the most trustworthy people. Throughout history, holy fathers often held personal opinions that differed from mainstream beliefs. Sometimes they would make it clear that they were expressing their own views; but, more often than not, this was not evident; they often stated their personal views as if what they were saying was established fact. This is simply human nature, and it applies equally in our time across all professions. Furthermore, and this is fundamental to our discussion, not all knowledge held by the holy fathers was true. Much of what they learned was learnt at school, their equivalent to our schools and universities. Consequently, no saint prior to mid-20th century, no matter how holy, would have any knowledge of nuclear physics, for example. Since it has nothing to do with salvation, such knowledge would not be gained through revelation. To demonstrate our inclination to accept at face-value what we are told based exclusively on the perceived authority of the teacher, we will look at examples, both in religion and in science. To illustrate this, we will first consider two case studies, both involving St Gregory of Nyssa. First is the dialogue composed by St Gregory based on his discussion with his sister, St Macrina, as she lay on her death-bed. The topic was the ‘Immortality of the Soul and the Resurrection.’
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Case 1:    On the Soul and the Resurrection St Gregory was born around 335 AD. He was well educated in philosophy and literature. This dialogue serves as a good example of the positive role secular learning can play in Christian life and thought. Here, we will focus on their use of use scientific knowledge together with theology to explain our future resurrection. St Gregory explains that when a person dies, the soul retains its physical links with all the individual elements (i.e., molecules) of the decomposed body. He states: “Nothing prevents the soul from remaining present with all the natural elements of its former body, regardless of how they are dispersed. So even in death the soul survives in union with the body’s elements. What sadness is there in this? Why then should one fear death?” St Gregory asks St Macrina: “If in life the soul becomes accustomed to the bodily elements what sign will remain once the body is dissolved that will allow the soul to continue to recognise these dispersed elements? With the body being dissolved, what will distinguish the body’s elements from substances which were never associated with the body in question?” In her reply, St Macrina uses analogies with potters knowing their earthen vessels, and artists recognising their works by knowing the paint pigments that they used and how they applied them. She adds: “Likewise the soul knows its own body when it coheres in its living form, but is not deceived as to which elements belong to its body after death because the signs and traces which persist in the remnants.” Concerning the resurrection of the body, St Macrina explains that if anyone should object that it is impossible to re-create the same person, the watchfulness of the soul over the its bodily elements provides an answer. Should not the same elements be rewoven into the form of the original person, it would not be the same person that is resurrected, rather it would be a new one created since the exact same elements were not used. But the soul’s intellectual power enables it to recognise its own. So when God commands the elements to gather once again, then, by the power of the soul, these elements will be drawn together once more. How would our student Peter respond to this dialogue if he was given this as an assignment to analyse at university? He knows that, thanks to modern science, the conclusion drawn by St Gregory and St Macrina cannot be true. The human body replaces its cells many times over throughout its life: skin cells are replaced regularly; brain cells are the most stable but they are also replaced with time. And so it is for the entire body. In the end, we would have recycled our bodies a number of times. So if the soul reconnected to all it bodily cells, it would be linked to multiple bodies. St Gregory’s and St Macrina’s version of the soul/body link, also breaks down with conjoined twins; where for example, twins may have two separate, fully functioning, heads and two hearts, but one torso, with two hands and two legs, and other common internal organs. A classic example is the 23 year old conjoined twins Abigail and Brittney Hansel.
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Both Abigail and Brittney have their own separate souls; when the time comes for their souls to reunite with their bodies it is obvious that the same body molecules cannot be involved. Each soul will have its own separate, fully functioning body – both being united as one entity for all eternity. Similarly, embryos, which have died prematurely through either miscarriage or abortion, have complete souls even though they have never had fully formed bodies. But after Christ’s second coming, they too will become complete persons with bodies and souls no different to anyone else. According to Church tradition, everyone will have the appearance of a 33 year old after the transformation. So once again, St Gregory’s model breaks down entirely. Recognising these anomalies, how do you think Peter will react to finding out that his favourite saints had no idea about biology? And if they did not understand physical reality, how can they be experts about the unseen world? Note also that there is no sign of revelation from God in St Gregory’s dialog with his sister St Macrina. They came to their conclusions purely through rational deduction – logical reasoning. This is serious stuff and doubts about spiritual reality are making their presence felt; Peter is now feeling troubled. He certainly did not expect to encounter spiritual obstacles to salvation, especially emanating from saints, of all people. Soon afterwards, Peter gets another assignment, which again involves St Gregory. Case 2:   On the Making of Man This dissertation by St Gregory was intended to supplement and complete the Hexaemeron of St Basil the Great. St Gregory looks at the nature and creation of the world from many aspects, although we will consider only those extracts that explain in detail how the human body functions. In going through this document we must keep in mind that this was written in the 4th century; at that time, atoms and molecules were not yet discovered. Early scientists and philosophers constructed models of the universe based on the notion that everything was composed of a combination of the four elements: Earth, Water, Fire and Air. Each of these elements arose from the opposing properties of Heat and Cold; and Dry and Wet. What most people fail to understand is that this was fundamental science in that era, not theology per se. The Church fathers accepted the teaching of science at that time just as we do now. Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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But Peter does not know this fact. From his perspective, what St Gregory describes below is what the Church taught, presumably based on some kind of spiritual insight. A Rationale of sleep, of yawning and of dreams St Gregory explains that rest is necessary for the body so that nourishment from food can be dispersed through the passages in the body, without any strain to hinder its progress. When the nutrient (food) consumed by the body is heated up by natural warmth, vapours are given off, which, being like air, have a tendency to rise upward, and accumulate in the region in the head like smoke penetrating the joints of a wall. The vapours are then exhaled to the passages located in the sensory organs. The transit of the vapour causes the senses to become inactive. This acts like a weight pressing on the eyelids pushing them down upon the eyes. And the hearing, being dulled by these same vapours, as though a door were placed upon the acoustic organs, rests from its natural operation. This condition produces sleep which occurs when the senses are at rest in the body and cease to function normally. This allows the digested nutrients to be freely transmitted by the vapours through each of the passages in the body. Sleep allows this to happen. Without sleep the senses would prevent the nutrients from feeding the body. Peter is now getting seriously worried, but continues reading. A brief examination of the construction of our bodies from a medical point of view St Gregory’s explanation of how the human body is constructed and how it works is summarised below. ● St Gregory says that we can learn about the structure of our bodies through our own senses and experiences, and more so by reading books written by medical practitioners. But if any one further seeks that the Church should be his teacher on all these points, we shall address these matters also. ● Our bodily parts were formed for the sake of three things which concern our bodily nature. a. First, some bodily parts were made for basic life to exist; these include the brain, the heart and the liver. b. Second, other parts were made in order to have good life. In order for us to live well, nature bestows on us additional blessings through the organs of sense. These are not vital for life to exist but they make it possible to enjoy the pleasures of life. c. The third aim of nature concerns the future and the succession of life, so it made parts for procreation. ● It is well known that we are made from the same elements as the universe. These elements are heat and cold, and moisture and dryness. ● There are three powers which control life: a. The first is heat, which produces warmth. b. The second power produces moisture, which keeps damp that part of the body which is warmed, thereby allowing an equal balance of forces that are exerted by opposing natures. Thus the moist bodily element is not dried up by excess heat, nor is the hot element quenched by excess moisture. Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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c. The third power holds together the separate members of the body by providing the necessary physical ties (connections). ● Nature has skilfully constructed the body. Solid members, such as bones, have a resistant quality, which prevents our senses from functioning. For this reason it was necessary for nature to provide some kind of wax-like substance which would then enable sensory activity to occur. This process is implemented by nature with a type of stamp which presses this substance into our senses. This is a delicate operation which is not confused by excess moisture (otherwise the impression would not remain in the moist substance), nor is it resisted by parts that are too dry (in which case the unyielding nature of the solid would not receive any mark of the impression). Instead the stamping process is finely balanced in a state between softness and hardness, thereby enabling the living being to experience sensory activity. ● Nature provided bones to carry the weight of the body. The bones, however, had to be divided throughout the whole structure of the body, otherwise if the bone was undivided, man would not be able to move, just like a tree that stands on one spot, which has no legs or hands to move. With divided bones, on the other hand, nature has produced a mechanism which allows the hands to obey our thoughts; the turning of the neck; the bending and raising of the head; the separation of the eyelids that take place with a thought, and the movement of the other joints. ● The primary function of the heart is to provide heat to the body. Evidence of this is when a person dies, the heat that is implanted in our nature is quenched, and the body grows cold. The heart is the fountain-head of the life force. From the heart pipe-like passages branch out everywhere, thus enabling the warmth from the heart to spread out throughout the body. ● The element of heat, however, needs some form of nourishment, for it is not possible that the fire in the heart should last by itself, without being nourished by its proper food. Nature has done this by using the channels of blood, which originate in the liver, to accompany the warm spirit everywhere in its way throughout the body. ● In addition to the three powers by which the whole body is regulated, nature imports matter from the outside, using different entrances, to supply those powers with suitable nourishment. ● From the food that it imports from time to time, the liver produces blood. ● The back of the heart is attached to the lungs which surround it. The heart compresses and expands, and in so doing, it causes the lungs to inhale and exhale the air. The heart then breaths in the air supplied by the lungs and this in turn fans the fiery element that is in the heart. ● The stomach produces a sort of melting of the food using the heat from the heart. This dissolves the solids and pours them out to neighbouring passages where the coarser material is separated from the pure substance. The fine material is then passed through certain channels to the liver, while the coarser matter is expelled to the wider passages of the bowels. The expelled food then is retained for a time in the intestines which have many windings. Otherwise if there were a straight passage the food would be disposed of quickly, the appetite would be excited again and man would be eating continuously, just like the animals.
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● As mentioned previously, the liver needs heat for the conversion of the fluids into blood. The heat source is the heart. In order for the liver not to suffer injury from the heat-giving substance, it is placed some distance away. A muscular passage known as an artery, receives the heated air from the heart and conveys it to the liver where it warms the moist substance by its heat, and blends with the liquid something that is akin to fire. This makes the blood appear red with the fiery tint it produces. By this stage, Peter, is in a state of shock because, clearly, St Gregory doesn’t know what he is talking about. Peter’s faith in the Saint is severely shaken, and if this is the case with St Gregory, what about the other, lesser, saints? Atheistic activists rely on such examples to ridicule the Church, accusing it of having ‘flat-earth’ mentality, thus being a menace to society. In reality, the opposite is true: everything that St Gregory describes about the body is based entirely on state-of-the-art medical science that existed in his time. None of it is theology; instead, this is science in its prime, and the Church merely believed and paraphrased what science taught. Atheists, therefore, who accuse the Church of being stuck in the dark ages, are in fact revealing their own ignorance, deceit, and hypocrisy. Peter, meanwhile, is not aware that St Gregory was speaking as a ‘scientist,’ and so becomes further disillusioned about the Church’s knowledge of reality. And to make matters worse, Peter also recalls that the Church apparently taught that the Earth was the centre of the universe. Contemporary ‘science,’ meanwhile, in its ongoing crusade against the Church, accuses it of being responsible for society’s long-held belief in the Earth-centred model of the solar system. In actual fact though, Greek philosopher Aristarchus, who was born in 310 BC, not only contributed to measuring the distance to the Sun, but more importantly, produced a stunningly accurate model of the universe, wherein the Earth orbited the Sun. Aristarchus also stated that the Earth spins on its own axis every 24 hours, which explained why each day we face towards the Sun but at night we face away from it. Despite this, philosophers [i.e. scientists not theologians] “completely abandoned this largely accurate vision of the Solar System, and the idea of a Sun-centred world disappeared for the next fifteen hundred years.” [Simon Singh, Big Bang, Harper Perennial, 2005, P 22] The Church accepted the prevailing scientific theories and applied them to its theology. Abuse of the system by ‘theologians’ of the Roman Catholic Church is not relevant to our discussion here. [One reason why astronomers] rejected Aristarchus’ Solar System was its apparent failure to stand up to scientific scrutiny. … Critics pointed to three apparent flaws in Aristarchus’ Sun-centred model. First, the Greeks expected that if the Earth moved then we would feel a constant wind blowing against us, and we would be swept off our feet as the ground raced from under us. However, we feel no such constant wind, and neither is the ground tugged away, so the Greeks concluded that the Earth must be stationary. The second problematic point was that a moving Earth was incompatible with the Greek understanding of gravity. … [The] traditional view was that everything tended to move towards the centre of the universe, and the Earth was already at the centre, Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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so it did not move. This theory made perfect sense, because it explained that apples fell from trees and headed towards the centre of the Earth because they were being attracted to the centre of the universe. But if the Sun were at the centre of the universe, then why would objects fall towards the Earth? Instead, apples should not fall down from trees, but should be sucked up towards the Sun – indeed, everything on Earth should fall towards the Sun. The third reason why philosophers rejected Aristarchus’ Sun-centred universe was the apparent lack of any shift in the positions of the stars [as the Earth travelled around the Sun]. … Once more, the evidence seemed to point to the conclusion that the Earth did not move and was at the centre of the universe. [Singh, ibid, PP 24-27] What we should note here is that theologians played no role in the acceptance or rejection of the Sun-centred model of the universe. The three reasons mentioned above for rejecting Aristarchus’ model were entirely scientific, and had nothing to do with theology or the Church. By arguing otherwise, contemporary atheists demonstrate their own gross ignorance, together with arrogance and duplicity. Social Impact of Science In the social context, grandiose claims made by renowned scientists have the greatest impact both on those who are educated but scientifically naïve, as well as on the intellectually ignorant and uneducated. We have been conditioned to believe that scientists are always objective and deal exclusively with facts. As a consequence, most people will accept as ‘gospel truth’ claims made by the scientific elite that, when it comes to nature, God is an optional extra, and can be dispensed with without sacrificing reality. This is why mere headlines to that effect have such widespread impact and influence on all levels of society: atheists are encouraged, while believers such a Peter struggle as a consequence. A handful of examples show the effectiveness of such ‘scientific’ claims. ●



Lawrence Krauss is a renowned cosmologist and Foundations Professor and Director at Arizona State University. His most recent book is ‘A Universe from Nothing.’ Krauss claims that his motivation in writing this book is to describe how the universe could have come into existence from nothing, needing only the laws of nature. Reading the book, however, clearly reveals that his primary objective is to attack God. To bolster Krauss’ credibility, Nobel Laureate Frank Wilczek gives him glowing praise: “A series of brilliant insights and astonishing discoveries have rocked the universe in recent years, and Lawrence Krauss has been in the thick of them,” even though Krauss is not known for having made any notable discoveries. Examples of anti-God sentiments in Krauss’ book include: “As it turns out, everything has a lot to do with nothing – and nothing to do with God.”
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“Forget Jesus,” Krauss exclaims, “the stars died so you can be born.” “The staggeringly beautiful experimental observations and mind-bending new theories … suggest that not only can something arise from nothing, something will always arise from nothing.” To convince the reader that we don’t need God, Krauss explains that the net total energy in the universe is zero. This, according to him, is because the negative energy of gravitational attraction cancels out the positive energy of motion (Kinetic Energy) of each object in the universe, resulting in net zero energy. Krauss then concludes that if the universe really adds up to nothing, then there is no reason to invoke a Creator to explain its cause, since the Creator will have nothing to create. Apart from using a deceptive play on words, Krauss is wrong because there are other sources of energy in the universe, not just gravity and kinetic energy (from motion). ●



Speakers at the SETICon 2 conference contemplated the question: ‘Did the Big Bang Require a Divine Spark?’



With physics, you can get universes: There is no need for a God to cause the Big Bang, says scientist By EDDIE WRENN PUBLISHED: 09:33 GMT, 26 June 2012 | UPDATED: 10:46 GMT, 26 June 2012



● Alex Flippenko, from the University of California, stated: “The Big Bang could’ve occurred as a result of just the laws of physics being there. That isn’t to say there is no God, simply that the universe is explainable without the need for a divine being to bring something out of nothing.” Another panelist at the same conference, senior astronomer Seth Shostak, stated: “Quantum mechanical fluctuations can produce the cosmos.” He added: “I don’t know how that affects your theological leanings, but it is something to consider.” ● Sean Caroll, from California Institute of Technology, in his essay: ‘Does the Universe Need God?’ (The Blackwell Companion to Science and Christianity), concludes: “Over the past five hundred years, the progress of science has worked to strip away God’s roles in the world. He isn’t needed to keep things moving, or to develop the complexity of living creatures, or to account for the existence of the universe.” ● Stephen Hawking is Lucasian Professor at the University of Cambridge. He has Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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co-authored a new book with Leonard Mlodinow: ‘The Grand Design.’ Despite Hawking’s god-like status among scientists, many reviewers rightly criticised his book as second rate, not worthy of his scientific achievements. But that criticism was largely dismissed by the media. Instead major newspapers and media outlets across the globe announced that Stephen Hawking had now come out against belief in God.



Stephen Hawking: God was not needed to create the Universe The Big Bang was the result of the inevitable laws of physics and did not need God to spark the creation of the Universe, Stephen Hawking has concluded



By Laura Roberts 6:15 AM BST 02 Sep 2010



●



Scientific American [Apr 27, 2012] published in the article: “Much Ado about Nothing.” “Even if God is hypothesized as the creator of the laws of nature that caused the universe to pop into existence out of nothing – if such laws are deterministic – then God had no choice in the creation of the universe and thus was not needed.”



Had these views been expressed by lesser known people, they would have been ignored and the public would have been none the wiser. But this is precisely the point. People pay attention to the status and popularity of the speaker. And this has wide spread ramifications, from affecting the beliefs of individuals to influencing public policy beyond the scientific arena, irrespective of the scientific validity of the claims made. Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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What is not obvious about all of these claims is that, by definition, they are not scientific statements; rather, they are personal philosophical beliefs held by scientists. Furthermore, all of these statements, which are based on the Big Bang model, are factually wrong! This is quite astounding, seeing as they come from elite scientists. In practice, the authority and status of an eminent ‘authority’ is sufficient to transform their assertions into fact. Putting aside science for the moment, to claim that something (the universe) can create itself is circular reasoning; it is a logical absurdity because, in order to create itself, it must already exist. According to the Big Bang model, both space and time came into existence with the Big Bang. The whole universe, together with the laws of nature, exists in space and time. The laws which describe nature could not have existed before the Big Bang, because, according to the Big Bang model, there was no before! Time was produced by the Big Bang. Also, prior to the Big Bang there was nowhere for the laws of nature to exist – there was no space either. So if the laws themselves could not exist anywhere, they could not create the universe. Stephen Hawking claims that it was pre-existing gravity which produced the big bang. But this runs into a scientific brick wall because, according to Einstein’s theory of general relativity, gravity is caused by the curvature of space-time, and space-time was produced by the Big Bang; but there was no space-time before the Big Bang. The other aspect concerning pre-existing laws of nature is that, if those laws did in fact exist prior to the Big Bang, then, by definition, they existed outside of nature, since nature only came into existence with the Big Bang. Hence, the status of pre-existing laws would be extra-natural, or supernatural. Think about it: pre-existing laws actually favour God. The New York Times (18 Dec 2007) summarises this conflict within science thus: “Since cosmologists don’t know how the universe came into being, or even have a convincing theory, they have no way of addressing the conundrum of where the laws of nature come from or whether those laws are unique and inevitable or flaky as a leaf in the wind.” Speculative claims masquerading as science are both devious and unethical, pretending to be what they are not, as well as being scientifically wrong. With St Gregory, on the other hand, there was no pretence; his writing accurately reflected scientific knowledge as it was in his era. As these developments unfold, Peter becomes more confused than ever about the role and significance of theology in the modern world. Now he faces another obstacle: he has to deal with miracles, which are denied venomously by modern science, as evidenced by the following quote. The evolutionary geneticist Richard Lewontin puts it clearly and bluntly: ‘We cannot live simultaneously in a world of natural causation and of miracles, for if one miracle can occur, there is no limit.’ His point is well-taken. If the scientific community concedes even one miraculous event, then how can it credibly contest the view that the world (and its fossilized relics) was created in one instant just 6,000 years ago? Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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So much for objectivity in science. In another lecture we will argue that events which are called miracles are in fact another facet of nature, and not violations of the laws of nature, as claimed by atheists. Some examples are provided below. Parthenogenesis Atheists ridicule the notion of Christ’s virgin birth, claiming that it is fanciful thinking, invented to prove that God is a real being, unlike the mythical Greek gods. Once it can be established that Christ is divine, miracles which violate the laws of nature, including Christ’s own virgin birth, become plausible. Nature, however, disagrees. New Scientist [2 March 2013] published an article titled: ‘Look, no dad!’ It gave numerous examples of virgin births occurring in the animal kingdom. This process is called parthenogenesis, and demonstrates that the concept of virgin birth is not foreign to nature. Examples provided by New Scientist include: “Just over a decade ago a baby hammerhead shark slipped silently from its mother’s belly into the welcoming waters of the aquarium at the Henry Dorly Zoo in Nebraska, creating ripples that are still spreading around the world. The mother had no contact with male sharks for at least three years, and DNA tests confirmed that the pup had no father. It was the first virgin birth ever confirmed in a shark.” The list of vertebrates known to be able to reproduce parthenogenetically as well as sexually now includes several shark species, boa constrictors, turkeys and Komodo dragons. Altogether, around 90 female-only species of fish, amphibians and reptiles have been discovered. In the 1950s, researchers discovered Beltsville Small White turkeys sometimes produced male offspring by parthenogenesis. Regenerating Limbs “And He entered again into a synagogue; and a man was there with a withered hand. He said to the man, “Stretch out your hand.” And he stretched it out, and his hand was restored.” [Mark 3:1-5] Tell this to an atheist and he will scoff at the miracle: such things do not happen in the real world. ABC Science [18 April 2008] reports: ●



The Iraq war has triggered a massive injection of US government funds to fast-track efforts to grow replacement ears, noses, limbs, skin, muscles and other body tissues.



●



Stem cell therapies will be used for facial reconstruction and limb reconstruction or regeneration.



●



Salamanders are able to repair their hearts, tails, spinal cord and brain, and even regrow whole limbs during adult life.
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SUMMARY  COMMENTS Atheists have claimed for many years now that modern science has killed off God, or at the very least, has made him irrelevant. However, despite their best efforts, they have failed dismally to substantiate their assertions. Every attempt to negate God turns out to be nothing more than fanciful thinking disguised as scientific fact. The real fact, however, is that Christian theology is entirely compatible with all aspects of science – there is no conflict whatever between them. Perceived threats to Orthodoxy posed by scientific atheism are illusions without substance. The problem is, however, that this message does not get through to Peter, because he, together with everyone else, accepts at face value the relentless stream of lies and misinformation that saturates society. In the end, we go with the flow, without stopping to analyse and compare ‘politically correct dogma’ (initially preached by a vocal minority of godless heathens), with the norms and values of Orthodox Christianity. We become conditioned into accepting diametrically opposed values without even giving a second thought about the impact that these double standards will have on future generations of Orthodox children born into a world that despises God. A classic example is the sudden world-wide emergence of gay-rights. Many Orthodox happen to agree with the gay-rights mantra, seeing it as an equal rights issue. The possibility that homosexual behaviour (as distinct from homosexual orientation) is sinful in the eyes of God, is irrelevant. There is greater satisfaction in seeing oneself as an enlightened intellectual, a member of the social elite. Other Orthodox might disagree with gay-rights but fail to recognise that by voting for political parties whose policies are pro-homosexual, they contribute to that agenda. How significant is acceptance of gay-rights for Orthodox Christians? Leviticus 20:13 states: If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination; they shall be put to death, their blood upon them. There are two separate issues here: the actual sin, and the prescribed punishment. Unlike fallen man, God does not follow fashionable trends; his laws are absolute – they do not change; therefore if something was an abomination in the past, it remains an abomination now. Punishment, on the other hand, is variable; it depends on circumstances and prevailing social norms and values. People who lived in the time of Moses, were, relatively primitive and lived by the sword. This was the mode of life that they understood, and administered severe punishment when laws were violated. Christ changed that, teaching us instead to love our enemies and to pray for them; stoning people to death consequently no longer applies. Thus the first part of Leviticus is equally relevant today: the act of a male lying with a male remains an abomination, but it is no longer punished by stoning. The Church rather prescribes a penance for someone who commits this sin and repents. In the Orthodox Church penance is not a form of punishment; it is spiritual medicine. Obstacles to salvation in the twenty-first century are not all external; they can be very much home-grown. Orthodoxy requires vigilance and responsibility, more so now than ever Obstacles to Salvation in the 21st Century - Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz
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before in the history of Christianity. Together with self-discipline, an active spiritual life these days, will bring rewards that were reserved for saints in the past. Archpriest Nicholas Dalinkiewicz Holy Protection Cathedral – Melbourne 23 Dec 2013
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