It’s my life – with Terry Christian

Woman:…finding out more about Islam. My parents were a bit more practicing,so it’s kind of the other way around,I found out about Islam,and then it kind of…my parents became a lot more involved with their faith. I could have gone to Christianity or Judaism.I looked at all of them but I found that Islam suited me the best.

[That’s the whole point – it’s not what is true – it’s what a person is “looking for “ personally – truth is not something you choose like a coat that fits-LB]

And out of all of the religions it seemed to make the most sense.

Dawkins: Isn’t it funny the way the one that you’re brought up with is always the one that suits everybody best.

[Yes – it’s a little like politics – one is likely to take on the politics of your parents – or peers – same is true with religion – it’s a meme just as Dawkins says-LB]

Mohammad: It’s not funny…it just seems to be like,it just seems to be maybe something that’s a link. I mean the one thing that you neglect in all of your research,the central thing about religion that you miss,is that people believe what they believe because they have faith.

[And faith is believing something without evidence – and that is the point –there SHOULD BE evidence – it is insane to believe something without evidence FOR it-LB]

I mean every religion,the central pillar and the pillar of Islam,the first pillar of Islam is belief –Imam – faith – without that faith you can’t believe,so that is a central part that you miss out – we can’t tell you…I can’t give you proof,that’s what every religious person will tell you,but neither does science have proof,science is never proof – science is theory until someone else disproves that theory.

[But this is THE BEST way of going about things! It is a lot better than the personal guesswork without evidence and testing that believers use! – LB]

Terry: Okay,okay that’s it.Could we just let…okay go on.

Man: Christianity,started with 120 people in a room – now there’s 2 billion  people,so somewhere along the line something has happened.

[Yes a mind virus has been spread to people devoid of critical faculties – LB]

Terry: Okay,okay –hang on a minute – so professor Dawkins,I mean everyone is saying you know,people like you –members of the  intelligencia,they are trying to consign religion to the history books,where a lot of people think it belongs. Where are you going wrong?

Dawkins: Well,the first thing I would say is that faith is not a good reason to believe in anything – evidence is the reason for believing in something.

Mohammad: Science can never give you evidence either.

Terry: You’ve had your say now let him speak.

Dawkins: Faith means that you believe something in the absence of evidence. You believe something in spite of there being no evidence,you believe it because you just know deep inside “I know it’s true”,and the problem with that is that somebody else deep inside knows that the opposite is true,and you will never sort out that argument because each of you knows you’re right,and you do not subscribe to anything that one could call evidence in order to settle your differences.,

[That’s exactly what makes science a better system – it DOES so subscribe and so there is a level playing field for all scientists – it is the equivalent of manuscript music for truth – LB]

That is why religion is so dangerous and pernicious.

Terry: Okay,well actually Mohammad has his hand up first.

Mohammad: The thing is,you say that but you missed,again you keep neglecting things – you said evolution is fact,it’s not- that’s why it is called the theory of evolution.

Dawkins: Oh come on!

Mohammad: Oh come on that’s the truth.

Terry: Hang on, hang on, hang on.

Mohammad: As the professor says we have religion or we have evolution – the people that choose to believe religion are exactly the same,they’re basing what they believe on the same reasons for why you believe in evolution.

[This is a mistaken argument – the reason why is given at www.geocities.com/templarser/atheism under POINT 1]

Terry: Yeah but hang on there’s actually things which do back up the theory of evolution.

Mohammad: There’s nothing…there’s a missing link.

[Good god – how ancient and uninformed these arguments are – see the article at the bottom of this document-LB]

Man: Terry we haven’t actually denied the existence of dinosaurs.

[I suppose God made those in his image too? –LB]

Terry: Hold on can we let professor Dawkins speak?

Dawkins: It is an insult to intelligent religious people to suggest that they don’t believe in evolution. Of course religious people believe in evolution.

Terry: Mohammad pipe down for a minute and let him speak.

[Mohammad is displaying the typical beligerance and animosity and intolerance his beliefs are known to eschew – LB]

Dawkins: I said intelligent religions people.

Mohammad: Oh and you’re  intelligent

[Well Mohammad he is a professor of biology – the EVIDENCE tends to suggest he is – LB]

Dawkins: The evidence for the fact of evolution is as overwhelming as anything we know in science – there simply is no doubt about it – which is why the pope supports evolution – it’s why the archbishop of Canterbury supports evolution-it’s why educated theologians the world over support evolution (some clapping breaks out).There are many respects where I disagree with religious people,but over evolution we are at one,provided that those religious people are educated,intelligent and knowledgeable.

Terry: Rev Joel. What do you think….do you believe in evolution?

Joel: Well just to back up for a little bit – I think Britain is in shock. We’re having to learn to deal with a diversity of faiths and religions co-existing which we haven’t done till very very recent times,and so I think that’s a starting point from which we come. I think there is diversity professor,doesn’t necessarily therefore disqualify religion and faith as a category of objective existence,and the kind of existence which has actually given a tremendous amount of people a lot to live for,we just heard that from some of the people just a while ago.

[Just because something acts as an emotional crutch does not add weight to its truth value – because people value something – does not make it true- and just because THEY may get benefit from it – doesn’t means others don’t pay for it – religion is like Nazism – some people liked it and others suffered because of it – in this case the perniciousness is that TRUTH suffers because of religion – LB]

Evolution or non-evolution is actually a secondary issue and I think all of us would agree that indeed would sign up to some process of  evolutionary development..which is…there is data for that.

[Yes and the creation story mentions nothing of the sort – no dinosaurs or Homo Erectus – no Burgess Shale creatures – in other words it is at odds with the evidence  -LB]

But I think to therefore say that evolution is the thing that you have to sign up for in the absence of the concept of God,in absence of the concept of faith,is as arrogant as to suggest – otherwise and I think – when  you look – if you are after rational evidence,you only have to look around you across the globe to see  happening,and what is happening is that in spite of rationalism,in spite of materialistic development – faith is on the increase – and it seems rather unscientific to me to actually look at that data and come to a conclusion therefore that faith therefore has no role to play in society. It seems to me to be rather ironic for someone who actually believes in objective proof….

Terry: Okay professor Dawkins

[I cannot believe a so-called educated man cannot see the mistake in his thinking – it is so blatantly obvious that the so called “objective proof” is due to the ignorance in our society and the “spiritual void” that gets automatically filled by the generic religious dogmas plying their wares – and people being unable to be sceptically critical like Moahammad  -fall into one of the religions rather than figuring out what their own spirituality actually is.It IS possible to develop a spirituality that engenders science – as I have done  – LB]

Dawkins: I find it a rather odd thing to suggest that because faith is on the increase – if indeed it is – that somehow makes it right – I mean influenza maybe on the increase but that doesn’t make it right – these things spread..they spread by word of mouth – they spread by propaganda,by advertising. There are all sorts of erroneous beliefs,which have in the past spread around the world.

What we want to know – is not have a kind of vote on what’s true – what we want to know is what’s the evidence –and the evidence in some cases in science is still doubtful – it’s still controversial – in the case of evolution,it’s not doubtful,it’s not controversial.It has become an established fact. There are plenty of other things which are not established fact.

Joel: Well there’s a huge intellectual jump there isn’t there? I think it’s one thing to say that there is scientific evidence to suggest that evolution helps us with an understanding of the way in which the world came about  - to say that evidence disproves categorically and undeniably the concept of God or the need for faith.

[But it DOES – once you see all the evidence from biology and physics – there is absolutely no need for a creator of any kind and what’s more there should be no need FOR disproof – for Occam’s razor means we should accept LACK of God in the first instance and only accept the concept when it becomes necessary – it is NOT necessary and therefore moot – Dawkins quote about teapots – explains later –LB]

Dawkins: I didn’t say that.

Joel: No,but that could be taken from what you’re saying.

Terry: No – what he is saying is there is no evidence for God,there’s evidence for evolution – we’re going to talk more about this subject in part 2,because we’ll be back then to look at our supermarket of faiths more closely and we’ll meet Dr Mohammad Naseem from the Mulsim Council of Britain to have a good look at a faith that has been very much under the spotlight –Islam –has that religion got it right.

[This is ridiculous – before now it was Christians that had holy wars –today it is Islam that has them – and since it is a supermarket where people can choose what faith suits them – NONE of them can have IT right – because IT is the truth – and it is NOT up to any single person or a voting system to determine what is true –only objective analysis can do that – and that is what science does – LB]

Terry: Welcome back – now I suppose out of all the faiths,Islam is the one that’s had the worse press recently. It is often seen as intolerant and extreme  by crititics,well let’s get the full monty from the Imam at the Birmingham central mosque and a member of the Muslim council of Britain,Dr Mohammad Naseem. Islam – it is seen as intolerant – people who are muslim seem to complain about everything,every time it is mentioned in the press – why is that? Why should a religion attract so much venom from people?

[Two reasons – one it is false – and secondly it tries to spread itself by telling others they cannot live as they wish and impresses that they should live as the religion says – how many times have we seen flag burning muslims shouting what god wants in the streets – A) there is no God – only there ignorance and B) They are intolerant of other people who do not accept their belief  - the young guy on this programme is a case in point –ignorant and intolerant –LB]

Naseem: May I answer this question because I do not believe in debate - I do believe in dialogue and what I would submit is my journey from a state of non-belief to belief.I could not be atheist because I thought that was an illogical position to have because if you deny something you should have evidence to deny what you are denying.

[This is typical – such people INVERT logic and require proof against what OUGHT to be taken up by Occam’s razor –their whole methodology is upside down – you cannot ASSUME EXISTENCE of something – this defies logic. It is the equivalent of assuming guilt in a court of law – it shifts the burden of proof. Anyhow what evidence is there against atheism? All the evidence is in it’s favour! – LB]

I looked at all the religions – there were only variations on a same theme – they all believed in God,the question was did they have divine guidance intact?

[This is the point Dawkins makes though – each religions SAYS that it does –and it is up to the individual to BELIEVE that it does! That is NOT how one discerns truth! – LB]

Terry: So why Islam and not Christianity for instance?

Naseem: And nobody claimed…neither the bible nor the Torah,nor the hindu books or any other book claimed to have the exact word of God which was not adulterated or mixed with human conjecture.

[And even if it has that – who is to say there even IS a God that this word is supposed to come from? You need proof FOR the existence – point being Naseem’s search – like others – searches the religions for something to believe in – it does not cast a critical eye – trying to undermine what is said – but tries to discriminate which faith to believe in – when all of them could be false – it outlaws the possibility of having no faith at all  -LB]

The Koran was the only book that had that claim and I examined that claim on the basis of evidence historically.

[Isn’t it odd –others have done the same and formed a DIFFERENT conclusion – point being that which faith you choose is a matter of your own conviction – whereas scientific conclusion have nothing (in principle) to do with your own conclusions – they are forced on you from without-LB]

Terry: How do you see something  like Christianity which Karen believes?

Naseem: I respect her right to decide for herself. I’m not the lawgiver and I am not going to determine what she should choose.

[No – but in your mind it is up to HER what HER truth is – ie it is SUBJECTIVE – the OBJECTIVE truth however is something else and I is NOT personal – LB]

That is the way I chose and the basis upon which I chose I just explained,that that was the only book which claimed to have the exact knowledge God which was not mixed with human conjecture.

Terry: Karen how do you feel….about what he has just said – well your book is wrong?

Karen: I was just wondering – do you have a personal relationship with God?

Naseem: I don’t need to have a personal relationship – because God is not a person to me –it is a fact of life – it is a reality,I adjust myself to the reality ,the same way I adjust myself to the sun, the moon,the day and the night.It is a reality that exists – it is all pervasive,and I adjust myself to the reality of God.

[Some people believe God is a person – others don’t – that’s the point – he is WHAT THEY BELIEVE – not a  truth about the world  - the reality that Naseem is talking about  - is much the same as the one in TAO of Physics – but even this is a matter of state of mind towards the world – not a truth ABOUT the world – it is NOT a fact  and it is NOT a reality – it is a REACTION of the mind TO the world and the experience of being in it – LB]

Karen: Okay,so that’s the reason I became a Christian in the first place. I found out about  Jesus  who died on the cross for me and that was why I decided to put my life in him – but the reason why I stick with it is because it works,you know I have got a great life.

[And how would you know this is DUE to being a Christian when you have not had a life WITHOUT it – and even if you had  -you cannot attribute cause and effect when there is nothing in the belief itself – only the personal affectation that brings things about – it is an emotional crutch – some people can live without that – because they are stronger people – like me. Dying on a cross is not a reason to put one’s life into someone,it’s just martyrdom – and pity those who fall for it– LB]

I’ve got boundaries to live my life in.

[Yes that’s what beliefs do – narrow one’s conceptions and give you guidelines and rules – when a free mind lives without boundaries – an imaginative existence free to develop it’s OWN thoughts and rules – beliefs cause stagnation of thinking and accede to rule systems – because the person cannot cope with the vagaries of life –they need a direction and something to give them stability – because life is open and indeterminate – and believers need constancy and dependability – it is a psychological drug that fulfils their small minded need to feel safe in a dangerous world – LB]

I feel happy,you know it works.

[Yes it works like a happy drug – relieving you of responsibility and passing the buck to God instead of worrying about REAL life –LB]
And I think without relationship – if I took relationship out of my faith I’d be left with nothing – facts don’t do anything for me.

[No they woudn’t because the fact is God does not exist –and you are fooling yourself into a false sense of security – facts remove what you would like to believe – because it is a self delusion – and your personal belief is undermined by facts – LB]

Terry: Professor Dawkins,these people who have got their relationships with their faiths – I mean Islam in particular,which..

Dawkins: I first of all….I must say – to say you choose a religions because it claims something,I mean any  fool can claim something – the fact is – is that claim true?

And I find it quite monstrous,I mean the mormon’s claim that their book is divinely inspired,other people claim that their book is divinely inspired – nobody has any REASON to think book is divinely inspired.

Naseem:  I did  not say I just accept it on the basis of it’s claim. I said that was the only one that was making a claim,and then…

Dawkins: The only one that is making a claim….

Naseem: …I proceeded further..if you’ll allow me to…

Terry : Yeah,yeah,I mean the truth is you know if we’re going to look at religions – you know whether we believe in God or not – basically there is an awful lot of people disappear into the desert,an angel appears to them and then they come up with a book – whether it is Joseph Smith with Mormonism – whether it’s Mohammad – whether it’s like John the Baptist in Old Testament – so they can’t all be right can they? Let’s face it if you didn’t believe in anything and someone stopped you on the street,and actually said “Oh yeah this guy went into the desert and God came to him,gave him a book and this is the true word of God”…you’d be like “Okay mate see you later.”

Woman: Two points Christian,the first one to do with professor Dawkins about the claim. The claim wasn’t  that it was simply a claim,but that it was an unchanged word of God,it hadn’t been tampered with,it wasn’t adulterated.

[And isn’t it odd that those who accept it –are the most intolerant people? If that is God’s word – then I want nothing to do with it –for it leads to intolerance and bloodshed,as all religions do – because they claim they have absolutes and will not tolerate anything else – LB]

And the fact is you can go to Turkey,go to Germany and look at Korans from hundreds and hundreds of years ago and it will have remained the same and nothing in the Arabic will have changed.

[The Jews say the same about the Torah  - on TV they have shown that it is a mish mash of human stories – there is no reason not to presume that the Koran is not the same.Anyway who the heck wants to live life by a code that is 100s of years out of date – as with the bible – we have things like genetics and morality that are not referenced in the bible or Koran – we need MODERN codes – not legends –LB]

And that was the central claim as….

Terry: So are you saying that Islam is superior to every other religion because it is more recent?

Woman: No,it’s not about being recent – it’s about not changing according to the different times,because God isn’t…like in the central precepts of the faith…the central tenets of the faith – those haven’t changed for the 1400 years.

[But human beings are dynamic – evolution is dynamic – laws that would have suited a village will not suit a metropolis of a technological age  -NOT changing is what causes Dogma – Rules NEED to change –that is what makes absolutism a force for tyranny – if the law is an ass it needs to change – being written in stone is not an indication of pertinence – but an indication of irrelevance. The Christians make exactly the same point as the above “Our rules are ancient” – so what? Time for a change then isn’t it? Authority is not about longevity – but about wisdom and pertinence. Just see what happens when a government has been in power too long – LB]

The second point I wanted to make was about Karen’s point – the relationship with God – we do have a relationship with God – it governs everything –the fact that we are Muslim – and the fact about  any religion I expect – the fact that God is there and watching you

[How can he watch when he is not a person but spirit  - and watching is a power of eyes and light and God has neither eyes not light with which to see – since he is immaterial and eyes and light are material? LB]

it kind of gives you the incentive to do Good.It gives you the incentive – because you know – you’ve got that….

[You mean-it stops you from doing what the authorities call bad! IE THINKING –it’s like having a controlling mother at your shoulder all the time – it’s mental tyranny –moral control – it’s stops you from being a free human being who would do what they WANT and not what someone else tells them too – it is a yolk – chains – put there by people to control other people – LB]
Terry : Yeah,okay,professor Dawkins,do you feel like you have taken a wrong turn in life then?

Dawkins: (laughing) No I don’t! I mean I understand it is now being claimed that because something hasn’t changed for some hundreds years that makes it good.I mean, the Koran claims all sorts of things,you should stone adulteresses to death – is it a good thing that that hasn’t changed?

How can you claim that a lack of change is a virtue?

Woman: Well you can’t look at it from that perspective,only.

[He can look at it any way he pleases – and it is a perfectly valid point-LB]

Dawkins: Why not?

Woman:  Because there are many things that go round it.Islamic law is not simply stone adulteresses to death, there’s a very very  complex,probably even more complex than the British legal system – so you can’t  just look at it from that point of view. There are many regulations that go with it – there are many conditions that are attached to that.

[Who cares how complex it is or how many conditions – the action is barbaric and in commensurate with the “breach” – and certainly is no law that I would accept was from a God – it is ludicrous arguments about “more complex” that show that these beliefs are human in origin and have no place to be posited as viable ways to live life They are the hearsay opinions of small minded sub-intelligent people who clearly have not interrogated what they DO believe with any major capacity to be self critical– LB]

And the fact is we are not living in an Islamic state that can put those rules forward.

[Thank God for that – LB]

Then it’s a deterrent rather than simply…

(Terry laughs)

Dawkins: Oh great! 

Terry:  A deterrent right! (laughs) can I just throw it open…I mean….Nina sorry..coz you’re not religious are you?

Nina: No, after 3 years of studying theology I have actually come out an atheist,but I just wanted to put it to professor Dawkins – if when we die we simply rot in the Earth,which is fine,why not during your short space of life,why should it be such a problem if people want to believe something which maybe they don’t have any evidence for

[They have just shown you the problem! People think they can say that stoning someone is okay even as a deterrent because their law book is the word of God – and they have no proof whatever there is any such thing as God – let alone that the book is his word! People will try and justify their value systems based on beliefs – not upon truths and the result is what you see here – people wishing it was an Islamic state so they can make people live by their rules – LB]

I don’t see the moral argument against something in which we can’t prove.If it makes people happy and gives them a path for their life…

[And what if that path is to try and enforce stoning rules upon society because you believe it is God’s word? What if their path is intolerant starts to control freewill –as indeed it will do – look at how muslims operate in their own countries  -it’s medieval – and our Western progress – for all it’s ills – has been made because suppression is not a way of life – Christians have held back ( as well as progressed) science by denying that proven truths were so -  because it went against what they thought “God’s universe” was like – the idea is problematic and should be culled – LB]

because personally I don’t..but..

Dawkins: I don’t…you can believe whatever you like – I don’t care what anyone  believes.

Nina: Then why do you spend so long trying to argue against it? 

Dawkins: I care about what’s true. If we’re having an argument about what’s true about the universe – I listen to your point of view – you listen to mine. We’re  having an argument about something on different sides – they can’t both be true – either for example,Jesus had an Earthly father or he didn’t – either there is a god in the universe or not. I don’t want to bully people into my point of view,I simply want to say,this is something…the truth really matters…it’s an important difference. I also think actually that religion does sufficient evil,but that’s a quite separate reason..for wanting to…

[Yes it does – and to those that cite charity work etc – human beings can do those things ANYWAY without believing in God  -we should not need a mythology in order to do good things – merely doing moral philosophy is enough to figure out what is Good – it is easier to figure out what goodness is from Robert Pirsig and “Lila” than it is from the Bible,Koran or Torah – LB]

Nina: I think that people do evil – and I think that evening the absence of religion people would do evil as well.

[What a  cop put – this negates that people do particular evil things BECAUSE of absolute values they think are divinely sourced – ie they oppress people and try to get them to abide by laws that other people who do not go by their intolerant value system don’t have to accept – the reverse is true also – people do good without religion – so logically religion is moot –we do not need it for anything – LB]

I just don’t think that one person’s truth should count out someone else’s truth.I don’t see that there can be a dialogue there.

[Well your brain needs fixing then – something is either true or it is not – as Dawkins said – either there IS a God or there is not – either it is true or it is not – it cannot both be true and false at the same time – this is logically impossible –THAT is why one person’s truth counts out another’s – either the sun goes round the Earth or the Earth goes round the sun – it cannot do both at the same time depending on who is looking –you have to go to Quantum Physics to get that sort of logic! But in our macro world –things do one thing OR the other – not both – you cannot have a dialogue about something that has been pretty much proven beyond a reasonable doubt – the Earth goes around the sun – no dialogue needed – there is no God – no dialogue needed  -what there IS – is something that people perceive as and call “God” which is something else entirely,and if they only read more than their own books they would have discovered that -LB]

Terry: Scientifically speaking though,you could say – I don’t know,a baby is hungry,for some reason there is food there,and instinct of  baby is it feels thirsty- there is water there to drink,and a lot of people do have this sense of like there is something else in life ,so because we have got that sense almost like an instinct,like hunger or thirst,then maybe it does mean that there is a God.

[No – it means that people have a sense of being more than the sum of their parts –and are misperceiving things derived from complexity theory as works of God – they see something in the universe they cannot comprehend and attribute it to a divine intelligence instead of understanding their own brain and it’s relationship to the environment  - there is a Spiritual “vacuum” which they try to fill with off the shelf religions,instead of trying to see how science can show them their ACTUAL relationship with the environment – nature is God  - as Fritjof Capra says – Qphysics is scince with a heart – it shows how humans are placed within the scheme of things – the hunger is a desire for  adialogue with nature that science previously has displaced man from –detached him – as an observer – QP  make shim both observer AND participant – and it is the “participant” that religious people wish to be – having a “relationship” with NATURE – not God  -“God” is just their word for aspects of nature they cannot understand– LB]

Dawkins: Because you want something,it doesn’t make it there.

Terry: But where did it come from in human evolution?

[Oh dear – how can people not understand this – historically science has been reductionist – before that man WAS in touch with nature – people’s such as Aborigines/Red Indians have never lost touch with their relationship with nature – but also they have not understood it properly either – man is uniquely positioned in the West and developed countries to have the best of both worlds – if we’d only throw out all these 1400 year old fairy stories and truly connect with nature with an understanding OF it – we grew from the chemicals that MAKE the environment and in our blood we are still PART of nature – the yearning to re-connect is rather like VEJA in Star Trek – it wishes to make contact with it’s creator – in this case the creator is nature and the environment – it is NOT personified in a creator/person  - this is a mirage man has made in his own image in lieu of understanding what actually happened.See members.fortunecity.com/templarser/natborn.html for whether we are born believers – 

Babara De Angelis in her book on relationships says “Returning to the familiar is a basic instinct that gives our lives a sense of continuity and safety in a chaotic and changing universe.Unfortunately this instinct can work against us” – in her context – she means that we choose love partners that echo what we think we need to get security that we (may) have had in our childhood – similarly we look for ideas that give us the same reward – even if those beliefs are based on misconceptions – if they provide safety and security they will be seized upon as surely as one seeks a lover who one THINKS provides what we need – but as Bab’s says – this instinct can work against us –and with religion it does JUST that – it makes us believe things which are NOT true –just so we can feel safe and comforted in a changing and chaotic universe - LB]

Dawkins: If I want some particular thing,if I want beer – that doesn’t make beer come into existence.

Terry: No I am talking about as a baby it feels hungry,or has it’s need for food or a need for drink.

Dawkins: That is of course put into the baby by Darwinian natural selection.

[Actually it was shown on TV the other night that this goes all the way back to the first cells –that survived by engulfing other cells – even at very early stages –predators existed – the cell nucleus requires fuel – just in the same way the whole organism does – humans can be viewed as colonies of specialised cells – working altruistically for the benefit of the whole organism –this is the sort of thing that plagues believers with questions about how this came about of it’s own volition – I would suggest reading “Figments of Reality” or “Frontiers of Complexity” – the former dealing more with biology – and the latter more with consciousness – which is another sticky wicket for believers – they just cannot accept that consciousness is an emergent capacity of cells and has nothing to do with God – LB]

It makes sense for baby’s to feel hungry when they need food.

Terry:  So would a sense of a creator not be put there by Darwnian natural selection?

Dawkins:  It might be –and I have written about that. It is a possibility that belief religion is something that has been put into us by evolution.

[What has happened – is that prior to now – mankind was united with nature by being an animal – as he evolved – he became curious – but lacked the capacity to understand nature and his own self – and so surmised in analogy with his own capacity for creating things – that there was a creator who designed the universe – this was his own mind projecting itself onto nature which APPEARED as though it designed things – what Dawkins calls “designoid” objects – but this is an obvious and erroneous explanation – and many have held onto it – because they have not dug deeper – seen with more detailed eyes what science says – they accept APPEARANCES not actualities –science displaced man from the universe – it held little appeal to those who FELT connected  - as it told them their feelings were invalid – these days that is not true – but the picture that emerges is inconsistent with most religious views –that is why Capra wrote “TAO of Physics” – because eastern mysticism seems most closely annexed with science today – as Danah Zohar points out though in “Quantum Self” – there is a subtle and very important difference – there is only passing similarity between the eastern views – because they are dealing with “oneness” and physics “unification” – and this is why people accept a monotheistic God –it is a “wholism” and a “relationship” that they seek – and bizarrely that is exactly what modern science is saying – but it is not consistent with the images and laws of holy books – it has it’s own OBJECTIVE message – LB]

I think there is something to be said for that,it’s probably a rather complex issue that I wouldn’t want to go into,but the one thing I would say,is that whatever else it shows,it doesn’t show that it is true,it merely shows that we have a need for it.

Terry: A good survival mechanism. Danah You’re a muslim aren’t you?

Danah: Yes,I just wanted to say earlier on,I don’t understand what the issue is with separating science and religion,for me it’s simple.The reason I believe in religion is the whoel reason why we are here,why the world exists.You keep saying that “Oh it’s because of science and because of this”,but what is the thing that starts the very first thing.

[Oh no – not that old chestnut – the cause and effect problem –the prime mover –again this only shows the limited comprehension,imagination and understanding of a religious mind – they see other things going from A to B and presume that the universe has to function the same way –and what is their pathetic explanation? A Big guy in the sky started it! And so who made him and got him going? Why can  they not see that they have solved nothing?! Science ANSWERS that question! Both biologically and physically – if Danah had bothered to read the many lay science publications instead of only one book- perhaps she would not be so ignorant as to ask the question – LB]

 For me it is quite simple – it’s God,you know science….

[God is NOT an explanation – it merely serves to make the questions about God – instead of the universe – we cannot test God – we CAN test the universe – so there is no point in hazarding an explanation that cannot be tested – God is just a cheap cop out for those who need SIMPLE explanations and to stop them getting confused with thoughts that their brains cannot handle. When in doubt –say God did it –rather than switch your brain on and do some REAL thinking – that is another pernicious evil of religion – it provides cheap unworkable non-solutions to questions that deserve more deliberation than religious people are prepared to give – “God did it” is a lame excuse for not thinking any further – LB]
….Science and God works together.

[How can that be true? –when religion posits God as a creator – and science says that via Occam’s razor there is no God – all can be explained with no such concept – and what’s more – if that is true  -the onus is upon us to EJECT such a concept as needless excess – if one sees a car standing on all four wheels  -one does not needlessly invent a fifth wheel that the car does not need to have it’s stability explained – if the car were resting on 3 wheels at 4 corners and still lay horizontal then we would be forced to hypothesise an invisible 4th wheel. God is in the position of a 5th wheel – he is not needed and even if he were in the position of an invisible 4th wheel – we would have no way of testing whether it was there – and it would be an act of faith that it was – there is no such dilemma in the universe –there is no missing wheel that requires God as an explanation – anything that is posited as such is just the ignorance of the religious person as to what the scientific explanation actually is – LB]

I don’t understand why you…make it work against each other?

Naseem: I would like to refer to what professor Dawkins said earlier,because that is based on ignorance of the language of the law,and that will also answer the  question of his from earlier about why there are so many misconceptions about Islam.

Now in the language of law,when you prescribe a punishment,you mention the maxium that ca be give. It is not intended that in every case that punishment should be given. For example, in law,we say – punishment for this crime is life,but that does not mean that you have to give life or you have to take life,on every instance where that crime occurs. So that is the language of the law. The stoning of adulteresses is the maximum on the statute book.

[That does not change the fact that it is a brutal process – and as with foxhunting – the argument that something is viable – when there are less brutal ways of achieving the same end shows the lack of compassion in the person making the advocation and also their lack of respect for life- having seen muslims burning flags – lack of respect is something that seems to come easily –whereas in the West we are necessarily more tolerant by virtue of being taught about the freedoms that we sometimes take for granted and actually use to corrupt ourselves – This is why brutal treatment of animals is an issue – and why the electric chair is seen as an invalid punishment for any crime – stoning anyone for anything went out with the dark ages – but I suppose if you wish to keep 1400 year old laws on the statutes because they are old – you could justify ducking witches on ducking stools or guillotining or anything else that might be the source of a human/animal rights issue  -in this country we would not stone a dog or a cat –let alone a person – and to say that is “God’s way” is a farce of extreme proportions. God’s way is LOVE if it is any way at all –LB]

Dawkins: How long is it since someone in an Islamic country was stoned to death for..?

Naseem: Well what people do out of ignorance is not something that I have to answer.
[Oh come on – give me a break – what a lame excuse.You DO have to answer why people would in a modern age stone someone to death for  a supposed  breach sexual taboo.This is a direct result of what law is on the statutes and thus the belief system – the belief system is not only wrong –it leads to erroneous behaviour– LB]

I’m asking the question as I understood from the law.

Dawkins: What about the death penalty for blasphemy –the death penalty for apostacy?
Naseem : Well that means the maximum…the death penalty for blasphemy is a deduction.

Dawkins: But why can you have a evil maximum penalty for simply saying “I don’t believe in God”?

Joel: I think the issues of penalties and so on is a very interesting discussion

[See www.geocities.com/templarser/logic6.html]

But I think the issue about truth is absolutely fundamental- I think you are right to interrogate all faiths on this issue of truth. At least,I think you ought to give some credence to faiths and religions for their quest for truth,even if at the endof the day there are various versions.

Dawkins: I do.

Joel: And I think as a scientist,unless you can produce the absolute truth that there is no divine being,then at best your position needs to be one of agnosticism,not of militant atheism.

[This is another oft used and false argument – there does not need to be COUNTER evidence AGAINST something -  in a court of law one is assumed innocent –the equivalent of saying “we assume that the case is NOT so” –and this is how we begin – ASSUMING NO GOD – and thence we proceed to find positive evidence FOR the case –no evidence exists that PROVES God – the onus is on those making the claim – the above argument shifts the onus onto the one who has assumed the innocent position required of him by reason -  Occam’s razor dictates that we should accept the circumstances that does not needlessly require extra ancillary and unrequired exaplantions – GOD IS such an ancillary explanation – he is a 5th wheel and so Dawkins is not required to be agnostic – those who believe are in the position of having no evidence to prove their case – and yet asking the opposition to prove them wrong – try and prove science wrong – you cannot –for there is evidence FOR IT  -LB]

That,to me is still something of a conundrum as I read you and hear you.

[I cannot believe I live on a planet full of such dumb oxes who are so unable to think clearly – thank God (not) for Dawkins,they already said that their own views were a matter of faith – so it doesn’t matter what he says they will carry on believing erroenous things anyway  - LB]

Man: I think what people have said,it’s like you know they have an individual relationship when it comes to faith and their belief,but all the major religions have shown there’s been attempts to force that faith on other people- the unwilling…

Terry: Can I just being it back a minute, I mean militant atheism,that’s quite a tough break isn’t it? Militant atheism? Stamp them out…

Dawkins: I don’t know of any militant atheists that try to stamp it out.There is absolutely no convention in the history of atheism that says we have to kill or otherwise persecute people who don’t share our point of view.That is a monopoly of religions of various kinds.

[That must be true – we have no belief system TO protect! Which does not mean I have no morals or ideas –I suspect mine are far more complex than the average believer–LB]

Now on the point about why isn’t agnosticism a reasonable position.Technically speaking…strictly speaking…it is,however Bertrand Russell rather neatly lampooned this view by saying that there is a theory that there is a large china teapot in orbit around the sun. You can’t disprove it – so we all have to be agnostic about the teapot.,and of course we all are – we can’t disprove it –but nobody actually thinks there is a teapot. So the question is not is there proof against it or is there proof for it,the question is what is the likelihood- there is NO likelihood that there is a teapot – and in my opinion – though I haven’t the time to go into it- there is also no likelihood that there’s God either.

Terry: We’ll talk more about this in part3,and we’ll also hear from a young man who transformed his life thanks to…well you’ll find out after the break.

And welcome vback to “It’s my life” on religion. Now let’s meet somebody who’s been a bad lad.Mark what were you like?

[I think it is pathetic and lame to say that because people have undergone transformations of character that somehow the religion is an elixir – such people have had no direction in life and then been put on a path that suits someone else- and even if it suits the person in question – the fact is –the religion is pernicious – it advertises itself as an antidote to life’s ills –when really it is a happy drug that stops one from thinking too hard about hard questions –ie “God did it” is an easy quick solution for those who cannot handle the REAL answers – people say that atheists are often negative and miserable – that is because we live on a planet with so many gullible fools who will readily drink in pernicious lies that offers quick fix morality and over simplified explanations – it wears on the spirit having to explain OVER AND OVER to people why their silly views don’t work and many of the questions asked here are those put by believers over and over because they have not bothered to find out for themselves what the real answers are – they are lazy-minded and want solutions-to-go –like fast food –they cannot be bothered cooking a proper meal – and what they end up with is a vacuous spiritual life which fools them into believing that they have something substantial – just like a McNugget – and also cuts them off from criticising what they believe –that is why it is a mind virus – LB]

Mark: Well I suppose I mean I grew up having no church affiliation, a broken home – witnessed domestic violence as an early teenager,took to drugs as a crutch some kind of escapism, and couldn’t really sustain relationships,broke my mother’s heart.

[Then you got religion!  And now you have ANOTHER crutch and another form of escapism! Well done Mark – your transformation from one drug to another is complete! Religion is the port of call for all the socially dysfunctional –they find others of their kind there and are validated.people should be able to break the cycle of behaviour that they dislike without being brainwashed with someone else’s dogma–LB]

Just you know,generally bad lad I suppose. A product of my environment or my response to my environment anyway. Btt I was kind of hell bent on distruction,you know I liked to have a part-ee (pronounces party in stressed Mancunian accent),you know I thought I was enjoying myself and this kind of thing.

And my life kind of was becoming very very unmanageable,and I was ./…and my dad who had recently had a spiritual experience and become a Christian…

[This is the perniciousness in action – one can see how Mark catches Christianity like picking up the flu from his dad –just as Dawkins says-LB]

..he just basically said to me “Listen son,if you live by the truth – you can’t go wrong”,and he kind of painted a picture of how my life would turn out,and he kind of explained to me you know faith in Jesus Christ like you know what Karen’s talking about.

Terry: So has it changed your life? Are you a good lad now?

Mark: It’s certainly……d’you know what a lot of people say that Christianity’s a crutch – I think God gave me wings you know.

I became an angel sort of thing,you know? No,it really did turn my life around,it was like…it’s kind of ….they call the bible “The Manufacturers Handbook”..you know if you buy a washing machine,you don’t just chuck the instructions away and think “I’ll figure this out for myself.”

[Most people do-and they also say “Children don’t come with a user guide” – the idea that the bible is an instruction book for life is abhorrent- there are much better lessons in relationships guidance and philosophy books – LB]

So basically,I put my faith in Jesus and started living life according to you know what the book said,and it basically like the old gospel songs say,he washed away my sins and and made my life brand new.

Terry: Okay,professor Dawkins,I mean there you go,at the end of the day,whether you believe in God or not you’d have  to say “Well there’s some good stuff in the bible” isn’t there?

[Yes,but not so much that you’d live your life by one book – there are plenty of other better and more up to date sources – LB]

Dawkins: Yeah,that’s a very charming story,and there is some good stuff in the bible.There’s some bad stuff in the bible as well.

(People try to interject)
Terry: No,no,no,hang on give him chance,I mean you’ve got to remember….

Dawkins:  There’s some good stuff in the bible,there’s some bad stuff in the bible,you pick and choose which bits you live by,we’ve all learned through centuries of education,which are the good bits to choose,so we choose the Sermon the Mount and we don’t choose the book of Leviticus.

[Personally, I’d choose to live my life by Revelations – NOT! – LB]

But,you have had a transformation in your life – I applaud you for it –it’s wonderful that that’s happened,but of course,it doesn’t for one moment make true the truth claims of the religion that you follow.It has absolutely nothing to do with the truth claims,it does show that there is some psychological benefit of following the kind of discipline that you now follow.

Mark: Can I I respond to that?

Terry: Yeah of course yeah.

Mark : I mean you do mention it as a religion. Personally, I don’t think Christianity is a religion. Jesus just didn’t come along and invent a religion called Christianity. Having said that though,the established church since Jesus’s death have been trying to turn Christianity back into a religion,and it gets down to kind of what Karen was saying,that it is a relationship, there is a real living relationship involved,and I think with regards..I certainly think that the whole bible…the biblical account of creation…

[What? Is true? Don’t be absurd – all the EVIDENCE is against it – LB]

Terry: When people have these revelations like you,I mean what is it – voices in your head or what?
Mark: Well…

Terry: The loony bins and prisons are full of people like that aren’t they?

Mark:  Well that’s it I mean…some people say that Jesus you know….he was either  a lunatic and you dismiss him as just being some loony or he spoke the truth. You can’t just say he was a good man,he was a teacher ,he was a prophet,he was either nuts,or he spoke the truth.

[Yes you can – because that’s exactly what he was and I can BELIEVE whatever I want – regardless of evidence – just like believers do – if we look at the evidence – there isn’t any that supports him being divine – because there is nothing in principle that can have such status – the onus is on believers to show that it can- they never have – LB]

Man: The bottom line is that this story is just a great example of where religion can do great things. Now I know personally as a Jewish person I do moral things,really positive things that I just wouldn’t do if I wasn’t religious.

[Then you are a poor human being that cannot discern for himself what are the right and proper things to do – if you cannot figure that out for yourself without help – then there is something wrong with you. It is pitiful to claim that you need an excuse to do right- you should do that ANYWAY – LB]

Now I think that all sorts of people,there’s no real motive to be a good person.

[Yes there is – it has good survival value in a social structure – it is why apes groom each other – it is lamentable to say that people would be immoral if it were not for religion – I have no religion – and yet count myself as moral  -I do not need an instruction book on what is right –my own principles are mine – not someone elses that I have purloined because I have been unable to discern for myself how to behave.Moreover –instruction books on how to behave were created for people with  a sheep-like mentality so they could be controlled by authorities – and that is exactly why the bible exists.Obviously this Jew has not done any social psychology or moral philosophy – LB]

Dawkins: I am shocked that anybody would say that the only reason that they do good is because they are religious.

Man: I am not saying that.

Dawkins: That’s exactly what you said – that’s exactly what you said.

Man: I am not saying that there is no motive….that religion is the only reason to do good,,but I am saying that because there is religion – there are people in the world that do good that wouldn’t do otherwise.So why go on a crusade against religion?

[Dear God – why does everything have to spelled out in black and white to these people? Hannibal Lecter did good – according to the Silence of the Lambs – and it may well have been due to the nature of the person he was –that he was able to – this does not mean the foundation of his behaviour is correct – similarly – if there are side consequences of an illness that have beneficial effects – maybe a flu virus keeps you in bed and decreases the risk of you getting skin cancer – this does not make the flu virus a good thing – people smoke cigarettes to cope with stress – and it may well relax them- but this does not mean cigarettes are a good thing for one’s health – religion is like smoking – it fools you into thinking the benefits outweigh the detriments – indeed many cannot see the detriments – and they do not see how it acts as a mind virus – because once taken over by it –part of the process is to defend it’s positive attributes and ignore the ill effects – which s why it is so insidious – it is like the AIDS virus – it kills off the mental immune system – the critical sceptical filter that would normally deny access to such ideas – LB]

Terry: He’s not on a crusade – he’s just saying…questioning the truth of it.

[One might ask why so many people get upset and defensive when you try to look objectively at their belief system – it is because they feel threatened – worried that you may find a weakness in their crutch-like value system –and thus undermine their whole approach to life – for myself I have no such worries –because my values are not based on anything that has a latent dubiousness –my own values are dynamic and evolve – I am not dogmatic – religion breeds stoicism and resistance to change – because it facilitates that comfort of the familiar –certainty –rather than uncertainty –but this is an uncertain universe – characterised by Heisenberg’s principle – and I am comfortable with the uncertainty – how the universe REALLY is –whereas the religious seek comfort in a process that allows them certainty – when the real world is not like that –they cannot deal with the real world.Any attempt to remove their crutch fills them with fear – because without it – they’d have to deal with reality  and that is too scary – LB]

Man: The vast majority of non-religious people find it patronising that the idea that people with religion have a monopoly on morals and values which is just not true.

[Well said – LB]

(Tumult breaks out)

Terry : hang on.Wait,wait…let me just pull you up on that one then. How many leper colonies are run by the socialist workers party?

[That is not the point –I could go out tomorrow and do what many people would see as “good things” – like helping lepers – and thence say that this validates my philosophy as “good” –whereas something that I might call good myself – in my values –like eradicating religion and getting people to think for themselves might be seen as “bad” by a large number of people and thence I could not use it to say my philosophy was grounded in “good actions” – this is why the pompous allusions of Christians that they are DO gooders incenses me – for it assumes that the actions that they do ARE good in the first place – whether I would agree or not is not the issue – they assume that their idea of goodness is a universal truth – and that is what is wrong with absolutism – it fails to see that other people judge things in other ways as being good –this is why  Dawkins says that religion is a pernicious evil and others say it is a force for good – they have different value systems – and the religious cannot assume that because they would judge their own actions as good –that other people have to see it the same way – even though other value systems may coincide with their views on some points –I myself MIGHT help others – or I might not –if I don’t  - this is not a bad thing – and yet a religious person who can only see in the blinkered light of the mass-thought – sees society as something they have to be beholden too –whereas I as a free mind – am free to say I will deal with society or not depending on what the circumstances are – I do not owe anyone anything – and whilst I maybe judged as selfish by others – one cannot help anyone until one helps oneself – and if I personally feel attacked by other humans – I am not forced to turn the other cheek – I owe society as a whole nothing –whether I choose to add to it is up to me- I would say that I AM adding to it –by trying to get people to see how they are duped by religion – they may not see it that way – and may see me as an anti-social radical misfit – but then most people who try to be a force for change are seen that way.Perhaps JC was one of them – LB]

Mohammad: We keep going back to the professor – he keeps answering the same thing – he is shocked-he is surprised – he is appalled.

[Who would not be? – the comments of the religious people are outrageous and sad –and uninformed- I would not count them as well-informed good human beings – their attitudes are judgmental and lamentable – LB]

The thing with muslims is we are a tolerant religion- you asked the doctor before why is muslim have such a bad image? One of the reasons is that people just think you are ignorant and they don’t understand what we believe.

[From what you and he have said  - you are ignorant –Western philosophy far outstrips your beliefs and ways of thinking – LB]

And the thing that muslims do – the one thing that muslims have which we can keep to ourself is that we don’t discriminate against other people.

[That is a farcical comment –there mere fact that you are a group called “muslim” means you are already discriminating against other people – you questioned Dawkins intelligence –he has not done that to you – it is your doctrine that is intolerant and judgmental – Dawkins is right – atheists have no agenda – because they have no belief by definition to protect – we are not feared of losing anything – we have no book to stand by – only our own free minds – it is pitiable to see other human minds in chains of doctrines and ways of thought that they accept because they cannot think for themselves – LB]

And we have..we do respect other people’s beliefs and faiths.

[Yes that was why I saw on TV that muslims in a village protested at a woman’s collection of pot pigs in her window because it was “offensive to their religion” – give me a break – stop talking rubbish – LB]

And there is a verse in the Koran which is called Sura al’Gar Feroun (Spelling?) which means “the Disbelievers” – I would apply this to the doctor professor…the professor and it goes “Oh ye who disbelieve,we believe in what we believe,you believe in what you believe.We will never believe what you believe,and you will never believe what we believe,therefore unto your religion be you,and unto me mine.

[Mohammad seems to be one of those people who think science is just another belief system – see Figments of Reality at the bottom of this doc – I would also add that the use of the word “never” implies a lack of dynamic and unbending unyielding stoicism and dogma which is exactly what religion does – it asks for conviction and immovability – it does not like change – and this is at odds with how the world is –it is an unhealthy attitude  - for when others who are different come along – your attitude is one of “You cannot teach me anything – I will continue to believe this whatever you say” – and that is what is wrong with the religious mindset – it says “we’ll agree to differ” – it is not bothered about what is TRUE – just about being left alone to believe what it wants – LB]

Woman: Yeah but you…. (indistinct)..start talking….

Mohammad: I didn’t, I didn’t.

Terry: That was worth writing down wannit? (laughter) What’s the name of that book again?! No,I mean basically the thing is…

Man: Terry,we shouldn’t be arguing…

Man: Just a question I have got for professor Dawkins – nothing personal- you talk about there is no evidence that God exists,but what evidence do you have that God doesn’t exist?

[This is lame and pathetic – Dawkins DOES NOT NEED counter evidence to disprove something – the onus is on those making the claim – when confronted by an attack – and shown not to be able to support heir point of view – they merely attack the other way – rather than provide the evidence requested – they have no arguments – and they fall foul of basic logic – these are uninformed sub-intelligent people – LB]

Dawkins:  I’ve answered that with the teapot.

Mark: He did – be fair.

[At least one mind can assimilate data.It’s not much to ask to have a memory that lasts longer than 5 minutes. – LB]

Man : And secondly when talking about the theory of evolution- you are saying there is evidence that evolution came about,scientifically,naturally – as a Hindu a fundamental principle of Hinduism is that God is an all-doer…I believe that the evolution came about due to the will of God.

[Evolution DOES NOT REQUIRE GOD and what you personally believe about it is ACADEMIC – you cannot PROVE that God had anything to do with it –whereas IT CAN be proved that God is unnecessary and a priori should not be required – if you read more than one book perhaps you would understand why God CANNOT be part of the picture – resorting to accepting evolution and then claiming IT was God’s will is pathetic – it is both accepting that science has shown that evolution is correct and undermined the creationist story and then still trying to hold onto a concept that has lost footing on other grounds – ie that God did not create man – it is a retreat from saying God created man  to saying “God created man by evolution” – why oh why can they just not accept that God has nothing whatsoever to do with it –and it is their own brainwashed ideas that are out of date and wrong? The WILL of God is just another way of saying “latent uncertainty in sub-atomic particles”- if believers just actually read the REAL story instead of believing fairy – tale notions maybe they’d see that they have counched that story in other terms and framed the picture erroneously – LB]

It’s more into faith than into science.

Terry: Why did he make dinosaurs for 65 million years?

[Don’t ask them questions their lame ideas can’t deal with Terry –LB]

Jai,you’re a Hare Krishna that’s kind of Hinduism isn’t it? Yeah..I mean what’s your take on all of this?

Jai: Well,I was just going to point out we were mentioning science earlier,and our philosophy teaches that actually there’s matter and spirit.

[Oh God – this is 300 years out of date – spirit – if it is anything is the meta processes that arise emergenetly out of the interaction of subsystems- things like “emotions” – cannot be found as a material thing –but this does not mean there is an immaterial reality –it means that those name terms have been applied to a process that is the product of the interaction of many parts.  A “traffic jam” is not spirit – but it cannot be localised to any piece of machinery either –it is an “effect” of the interactions of many parts – and mystics get confused at this point – they think there is a real immaterial reality – there is not – it is just their confused minds unable to handle complex phenomena and concepts – which is why they simplisticly label all of nature and it’s processes “God” – it puts it all into one simple manageable box that does not need any further explanation – God is a cop out for simple minds –LB]

And in matter there are material sciences…scientists who dig into the material nature,and they have discoveries and realisations. Spiritual science is much subtler,it’s experienced different than with the material senses,but it’s still an experience,and anyone here who experiences something in their spirituality or their religion –they have a real experience.

[Okay – stop right there – no one denies “experiences” – I can experience FEAR –this is not a material commodity – but owes it’s life TO material processes – it is a meta-description of a process – fear is the consolidated response of ALL the cells in my body to a stimulus  - but it is still a material reaction – if anything is EXPERIENCED at all – it is happening to the “me” that is the mind – and thus is material again – experiences can fool us – they are not the ultimate validation of reality – those who think they have had an “Alien abduction experience” can have actually witnessed sleep paralysis – a physical process in the body that can fool the mind into thinking aliens have taken you body – many people do not realise how powerful the mind is at creating the reality we DO experience – but this does not mean there is a plane of existence upon which spirit lives – it means people with a poor scientific understanding of the world – try and shoehorn what bits of science they do know into their beliefs systems – rather than change what they believe – because doing that would undermine who they are and their entire value system – and that is too scary to contemplate – LB]

Terry: Are you talking about Yoga,and various..I don’t know….

Jai: Not just Yoga..states of meditation…even someone from Islam …Mohammad…

[So do those Indians that take Peyote and claim it takes them to the real reality –having had  a drug induced experience I can say first hand – that if you alter your brain state – your reality will alter – however this does not make it TRUER –it changes the balance of chemistry in the brain and upsets your reality –rather like detuning a TV set off station – you get Unreality – whether meditation tunes in to something else is debateable – what we do know from psychology is the religious seem to have trouble handling THIS reality and so seek some form of escapism believing in angels or God or anything which offers certainty or direction – which is why Mark needed something  - he needn’t have replaced one drug with another – LB]

He has an experience of God –that experience of God cannot be taken away from him.

[No – but it can be explained as what it really is – the feeling of being unified with nature – it has nothing to do with a divine being – it is something that happens to the mind – LB]

It’s as real as someone’s experience of Quantum Physics.

[That is where you are wrong – QP is a theory developed by many minds and TESTED against reality – Mohammads experience is a SINGLE UNTESTED subjective experience –  QP has been OBJECTIFIED – Mohammad’s has not –we have only his hearsay evidence for what happened to HIM – QP has evidence for it –regardless of what any scientists happens to believe – Einstein for one did not like QP – for it undermined what he preferred to believe – just like a religious person – he claimed God did not play dice – but the EVIDENCE has shown that God DOES play dice – and as a scientist Einstein was suffering from the dogma of old age – even today – QP is finding applications in Cryptography and Computing – where are the applications of Mohammad’s experience? They only have meaning TO HIM  -and that is how there is a big difference and why the religious do not know what they are talking about – LB]

And I would like to ask the professor, what is the origin of consciousness – where is this…because we talked about morals..

[Jesus – these people are so dumb –do they not know anything? Consciousness is an emergent process arising from the interaction of all the cells of the body – in particular those of the brain – morality is created when  “self aware” minds are able to interact – so for instance ape and dolphin societies seem to have morals and codes of conduct – and I might even suggest that in their own way all collections of multicelled creatures would have some form of what they should and shouldn’t do – even if some may not be aware of it – from my “experience” of this programme – religious people are not very intelligent –are un- or mis-informed and have not bothered to instruct themselves even with the answers to conundrums that seem to puzzle them  - they should thank the Lord there are others of their kind capable of helping them understand life –they are called “scientists”  - it is notable everyone looks to Dawkins for the explanation – he has not asked them questions – because there is nothing in their philosophy he does not understand! –LB]

…and understandings but where does this ultimately come from? What is the origin of consciousness?

[It is sad that people need to ask this – presuming that it is a realm of God or spirit – that is so out with the ark –we have good ideas about this – one only needs to go to www.sciam.com or www.newscientist.com and nominally they have a “consciousness” section which charts the latest research – for myself – having read “Frontiers of Complexity “ and Roger Penrose’s books – I think we can say with some certainty – consciousness is not a conundrum and is part way to being reproduced in a machine – which the advent of Qphysics it could only be a matter of time before we see a thinking machine – I suggest reading “The Emperor’s New Mind” or “Shadows of the Mind” for those who think consciousness is a realm put there by God –it is just as much a product of natural selection as everything else – believers used to use the eye as a counter example –these days it is the mind – they never know when to stop – their  day in court is over  - their ideas are backward and outdated – cells make a brain – the brain’s processes are called “mind” – mind is “conscious” when it is sufficiently complex to be self aware – if there are seeming conundrums about what is capable of what – ie flies being able to navigate – or dogs recognising themselves in mirrors – we know from experiments with computer neural nets (see www.geocities.com/Omegaman_UK/taylor.html) that only a few computing elements can yield surprisingly complex behaviour – and there is no enigma about flies being able to navigate – even simple molecules can have what seems like conscious behaviour – eg Slime Moulds (see www.geocities.com/templarser/complexity.html)

No one should doubt that our innermost thoughts,our emotions of love and       hate,are more than a rush of individual hormones,or the firing of individual       neurons in the brain. The study of complexity,through its emphasis on emergent       properties,goes some way to restoring the balance between the spiritual and       materalistic sides of our nature.[p330-331] – LB]
Dawkins: Nobody knows where consciousness came from.neither  science nor religion knows where it came from.

Jai: I would like to disagree with that.

Dawkins: As for spiritual reality being valid – everybody’s spiritual reality is internal and private and cannot be demonstrated to anybody else – the beauty of scientific truth is it can be demonstrated publically,you can show the evidence,you can share the evidence,you can publish the evidence – you don’t just say “privately inside me I know that X is the case” who cares what I know is the case inside me? What I can say is that Y is the case,and I can show you the evidence- I can show you all  the evidence and it’s up to you whether you choose to follow that evidence or not. Private internal revelation has no public validity – it has no more validity than a lunatic that I have private conviction..

(A man appears to disagree – Lord knows WHAT there is to disagree with!)

Terry:  Hang on – we’ll give you the final word Joel Edwards- but I mean I’d still like to say why doesn’t God just come in the sky and let us all know – put us out of our misery!

[Yes Terry – it might be a good idea mightn’t it- but God does not seem to know what is good for human beings- perhaps it is because he does not exist and is just a figment of believers deluded ignorance? –LB]

Joel: Well when I see him –that’s one of the first questions I shall ask! Because that would certainly help wouldn’t it – in many ways? But I think you cannot jump from assertions – and then call those assertions facts in the name of science which is what I think the professor is doing – so I think you can’t say that  because we cannot prove God in entirely rational terms he therefore probably does not exist…therefore atheism rules okay.

[If we were to use Joel’s criteria – then science would not have proceeded as it did – the reason why we accept the Earth orbits the sun is because of exactly the process of reasoning that Dawkins is using and as he alluded –the same process of thought that Mathematician and philosopher – Bertrand Russell was using – WE CAN jump from assertions to facts based on EVIDENCE and TESTING – and that is exactly what has happened with everything science calls a fact – I would ask Joel what he would NOT contest was a fact – the fact that gravity is an attractive force? The fact that sound is air molecules contracting? What else would he not call a fact? –LB]

The best scientific position you can adopt must be one of  agnostisicm,not rabid atheism,because that in itself is an unscientific position.

[Dawkins and myself have already dealt with this point – Occam’s razor forces one to say “God does not exist until we receive proof beyond a reasonable doubt” – it is the same stratagem that is used for every other accepted fact – and no evidence has been shown in God’s favour – in fact  most of it is against – anyone who continues to believe in an age that has so much counter evidence is a fool.If anyone doubts that atheism can be scientific – then see www.geocities.com/templarser/atheism.html – LB]

And I think it is one thing to say that religions have abused people – absolutely right – all religions are also socially constructed and constrained – so they do carry with them the baggage of human frailty,but I think if we say to ourselves,nobody should go to the NHS because Dr West existed,it’s a bit like saying close down the health service because some doctors abuse people.

[No it is not – it’s like saying – there is institutional racism in the police force so we should take a magnifying glass to who it is who is let in – because the process of selection seems to be collecting a group of people together with a latently similar and negative point of view – LB]

Terry: Okay……

Joel:  There’s good in religion that has something to contribute,and I think your considerable intellect would do better to actually look at the facts – religion is on the increase…

[It is on the increase because of a spiritual vacuum – because people are actually anti-science –they do not see who they can re-connect with nature VIA science and so fall for one of the off-the-shelf mind numbing religions – if they actually had enquiring minds instead of being a load of simple minded sheep who cannot cope with complexity and uncertainty then maybe religion would not be so full of ignoramuses and illogical faith reliant unthinking numbskulls – LB]

How can it best serve community would be a far better use of time…

[Community! HA Yes – the religious are interested in the communal – not the self – sometimes maybe something is better for the one not the many – As Captain Kirk pointed out too Spock after his moment of self- sacrifice – the needs of the one can outweigh the needs of the many – community is not everything- that is why Ayn Rand wrote about the individual – and going off the above people – if they are in my community – I would be better of serving myself – or indeed – going back to my own planet where I belong –LB]

Terry: Okay,listen thanks that’s all we’ve got time for,thanks very much for coming in.
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The Fossil Fallacy  

Creationists' demand for fossils that represent "missing links" reveals a deep misunderstanding of science  

By Michael Shermer  

Nineteenth-century English social scientist Herbert Spencer made this prescient observation: "Those who cavalierly reject the Theory of Evolution, as not adequately supported by facts, seem quite to forget that their own theory is supported by no facts at all." Well over a century later nothing has changed. When I debate creationists, they present not one fact in favor of creation and instead demand "just one transitional fossil" that proves evolution. When I do offer evidence (for example, Ambulocetus natans, a transitional fossil between ancient land mammals and modern whales), they respond that there are now two gaps in the fossil record. 

This is a clever debate retort, but it reveals a profound error that I call the Fossil Fallacy: the belief that a "single fossil"--one bit of data--constitutes proof of a multifarious process or historical sequence. In fact, proof is derived through a convergence of evidence from numerous lines of inquiry--multiple, independent inductions, all of which point to an unmistakable conclusion. 

We know evolution happened not because of transitional fossils such as A. natans but because of the convergence of evidence from such diverse fields as geology, paleontology, biogeography, comparative anatomy and physiology, molecular biology, genetics, and many more. No single discovery from any of these fields denotes proof of evolution, but together they reveal that life evolved in a certain sequence by a particular process. 

One of the finest compilations of evolutionary data and theory since Charles Darwin's On the Origin of Species is Richard Dawkins's magnum opus, The Ancestor's Tale: A Pilgrimage to the Dawn of Evolution (Houghton Mifflin, 2004)--688 pages of convergent science recounted with literary elegance. Dawkins traces numerous transitional fossils (what he calls "concestors," the last common ancestor shared by a set of species) from Homo sapiens back four billion years to the origin of heredity and the emergence of evolution. No single concestor proves that evolution happened, but together they reveal a majestic story of process over time. 

We know evolution happened because of a convergence of evidence.

Consider the tale of the dog. With so many breeds of dogs popular for so many thousands of years, one would think there would be an abundance of transitional fossils providing paleontologists with copious data from which to reconstruct their evolutionary ancestry. In fact, according to Jennifer A. Leonard, an evolutionary biologist then at the Smithsonian Institution's National Museum of Natural History, "the fossil record from wolves to dogs is pretty sparse." Then how do we know whence dogs evolved? In the November 22, 2002, Science, Leonard and her colleagues report that mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) data from early dog remains "strongly support the hypothesis that ancient American and Eurasian domestic dogs share a common origin from Old World gray wolves." 

In the same issue, molecular biologist Peter Savolainen of the Royal Institute of Technology in Stockholm and his colleagues note that even though the fossil record is problematic, their study of mtDNA sequence variation among 654 domestic dogs from around the world "points to an origin of the domestic dog in East Asia" about 15,000 years before the present from a single gene pool of wolves. 

Finally, anthropologist Brian Hare of Harvard University and his colleagues describe in this same issue the results of a study showing that domestic dogs are more skillful than wolves at using human signals to indicate the location of hidden food. Yet "dogs and wolves do not perform differently in a nonsocial memory task, ruling out the possibility that dogs outperform wolves in all human-guided tasks," they write. Therefore, "dogs' social-communicative skills with humans were acquired during the process of domestication."

No single fossil proves that dogs came from wolves, but archaeological, morphological, genetic and behavioral "fossils" converge to reveal the concestor of all dogs to be the East Asian wolf. The tale of human evolution is divulged in a similar manner (although here we do have an abundance of fossils), as it is for all concestors in the history of life. We know evolution happened because innumerable bits of data from myriad fields of science conjoin to paint a rich portrait of life's pilgrimage. 

Michael Shermer is publisher of Skeptic (www.skeptic.com) and author of The Science of Good and Evil.
Figments of Reality

[www.geocities.com/templarser/figments.html]

The realisation that most scientific observations are context dependent,has       led some philosophers to argue that science is a social construct which has       nothing to do with reality and is solely a matter of human convention. This       argument stems from the entirely sensible modern perception that scientific  'truth' is not absolute, but depends upon having some agreed common conceptual  framework. However, the belief that science is solely a construct, which  by implication could be whatever scientists decided to agree upon, is really   very silly - however elegantly it may be phrased - because it ignores    a very important aspect of these conceptual frameworks. They are not    arbitrary: they are the outcome of a previous scientific process. For    example, scientists cannot make objects float skywards merely by agreeing       among themselves that the force of gravity acts up rather than down.

      There has to be a reality check.

      Science has more stringent reality checks than any other area of human       activity, and applies them more frequently. Religion hinges upon faith,       politics hinges upon who can tell the most convincing lies or maybe just       shout the loudest, but science hinges upon whether its conclusions resemble       what actually happens. Not so long ago we might have said 'whether its       conclusions are true', but the idea of science as absolute truth has gone       the way of the dodo. Because human beings experience reality indirectly,       through the medium of their senses, there is room for genuine and reasonable       disagreement about the nature of reality.

      Even a reality check must have a contextual element.

      At any rate, the role of science is not to establish some kind of factual       data-bank about nature, but to help us understand nature. There are many       different degrees of understanding, and many different kinds of understanding.       Some aspect of nature may be not understood, or slightly understood, or fairly       well understood - although it is unlikely that it will be fully understood.       More subtly, it may be well understood from one point of view but an impenetrable       mystery from another. Thus we may understand that a flower petal is red because       it contains a particular pigment, but fail to understand why the flower uses       that pigment and not a different one.[p36]
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