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Preface

“Modern Biology is characterized by a number of
ideological prejudices that shape the form of its explanations and
the way its researches are carried out.”

 R.C.
Lewontin[1]

Can the prevailing materialistic/mechanistic
philosophy provide an adequate foundation for an acceptable theory
of the origin of human nature? This question has been the motive
for writing this book. I began asking the question a number of
years ago. A couple of friends were kind enough to invite my wife
and me to ‘house sit’ for a month while they were away on vacation.
It was a beautiful house in the university town of Kingston, one of
the most serene towns in Ontario, bordering on Lake Ontario. The
house had a lovely lawn that stretched down to the lake and, as the
weather was so beautiful that long summer, we were able to sit in
the shade of a tree and spend long, lazy hours reading in
peace.

I had
taken along a number of books with me to read, and among them was
one about evolution — The Blind Watchmaker by Richard
Dawkins.[2] Throughout my life I have been
a student of human nature and have had a life-long interest in
psychology, philosophy, Eastern religion, Western Science in
general and evolution theory in particular.

Many years before I had read Darwin’s two
principle books — The Origin of Species and The Descent
of Man — and was enchanted by them. I had felt a great deal of
sympathy with his theories and much admiration for his courage in
publishing them. But as I read Richard Dawkins’ book, I felt a
mounting dis-ease, a sense of something being awfully wrong.

When I was a fair way through Dawkins’ book
my wife and I decided to take a break from reading and go downtown
to see the Buskers’ Festival, the festival of street entertainers.
Kingston plays host each year to the Buskers of Canada and buskers
from all over Canada attend.

Naturally the buskers attract crowds of
people who go to watch them at work. It was a lovely summer’s
evening, and strolling among the good natured crowds, all of them
out for a pleasant and entertaining evening, with a clear evening
sky above and the sun glinting off the lake forming a back drop to
it all, I felt a deep sense of satisfaction: this was humanity at
its best.

I marveled at the entertainers, most of who
gave amazing displays of inventiveness and dexterity. I remember
one, a young fellow riding a monocycle on a tightrope playing a
mouth organ, and another who, skipping around on the same
tightrope, juggled flaming torches. There were musicians, dancers,
and conjurers, all enjoying the opportunity to display their
artistry, while the crowds applauded and laughed along with them. I
wondered at the dedication of these entertainers: the hours of
practice and their willingness to fail and fail again until they
had reached such perfection that when they performed it all seemed
so simple.

When we got home we sat for a while in the
darkening night watching the sun sink into the lake, and I could
not help wondering more about what we had witnessed. I wondered not
only about the entertainers, but also about the inventiveness and
creativity of human beings generally.

In North America and Europe almost any city
or even town of any size has art galleries overflowing with
paintings and sculpting; each town has libraries full of books on
every imaginable subject. Human beings have built cathedrals and
pyramids, skyscrapers and bridges. Whole civilizations have come
and gone. We have walked on the moon and have explored Mars by
proxy. Symphonies have thrilled millions, and the theatre and films
have given us spectacles to enthrall. Great religions — Christian,
Judaic, Buddhist, Hindu, Muslim — have inspired humankind and
opened up to us a way to the transcendent. With the Internet, cell
phone, and high definition TV we now are one world, thanks to the
genius and creativity of human beings.

I could not help thinking of Dawkins’ book
as a background against all of this. He begins the book by saying,
“This book is written in the conviction that our own existence once
presented the greatest of all mysteries, but that it is a mystery
no longer because it has been solved.” All the time that I had
walked around that evening this phrase had kept drumming in my head
like a mantra, and as I sat there in the growing dusk it came back
to me in full force.

Richard Dawkins is a neo-Darwinian, the name
given to what is the mainstream theory of evolution. As I will show
later, this theory is, in a way, a betrayal of Darwin’s original
idea, but nevertheless it is the theory taught by universities and
schools. Dawkins is one of the chief exponents of the theory and
his book The Blind Watchmaker, according to the blurb on the
back cover, is brilliant and controversial: it “demonstrates that
evolution by natural selection, the unconscious, automatic, blind
yet essentially non-random process discovered by Darwin — is the
only answer to the biggest question of all: why do we exist.” The
Times of London stated, on the same back cover, “His subject is
nothing less than the meaning of life, and he attacks it with the
evangelical fervor of a clergy man and the mind of a scientist.”
His solution to the mystery of life was the neo-Darwinian solution.
The mysteries of life, and therefore of the mind, of human genius,
of love and altruism were mysteries no more, he says, because we
are machines.

The neo-Darwinian theory is a
materialistic-mechanistic theory that tells us that matter is the
element from which all is derived, and the evolution of life is no
different to the evolution of matter. Evolution is powered by
random mutations in genes, which modify the organism they produce,
and an unconscious, uncaring, natural selection eliminates the
unfit. The end products are increasingly complex machines. I
realized as I sat there that this theory does not solve the mystery
of life; it ignores it. Thinking over all the immensity of
human nature, and the marvel of the human mind, I could not help
wonder how such a simplistic theory could have received such wide
and authoritative acceptance.

How can anyone, let alone very intelligent
and well-meaning scientists, willingly accept that a series of
accidents accounts for the emergence of human genius: the genius
exemplified by great artists such as Leonardo da Vinci,
Michelangelo, Picasso, the literary genius of Dostoyevsky, Tolstoy,
and Shakespeare, the scientific genius of Einstein, Darwin, and
Neils Bohr, and the musical genius of Bach, Beethoven.

The majority of people, of course, apart from
scientists, do not accept it. According to the 2004 Gallup poll
almost 90 percent of Americans who were polled rejected the
neo-Darwinian solution to the mystery of life. Only 12 percent
agreed with it. Fifty percent believed that God created the earth
and all that lives on earth according to the way described by
Genesis. This too is marvelous in its way: that so many people are
prepared to put aside so much evidence painstakingly accumulated by
the various sciences that points unequivocally to a steady
evolution of life forms, and that so many are willing to rely
simply upon dogma for their understanding.

It may very well be that many of these
people are willing to do this, indeed feel compelled to do this,
because they believe that the only alternative is to accept that
life is a meaningless charade. If we are indeed but complicated
machines, what else can life be other than meaningless? The other
40 percent of the Americans that were polled accept the fact of
evolution, but feel that some creative agency must have had a hand
in the evolutionary process.

Recently Michael Behe, a professor at LeHigh
University, has given voice to some of this 40 percent. He revived
Intelligent Design as a further alternative. Some systems, he
believes, are irreducibly complex and could not have evolved in the
gradual way demanded by Darwin’s theory. He concluded that God must
have been involved in creating them. The flurry of intense debate
that Behe stirred up shows how deeply concerned so many of us are
about our origins.

The question is, how did you and I come to
be? What were the forces that, through the long eons of evolution,
finally made it possible for me to write this book and you to read
it? None of the three — random mutation, Genesis, or Intelligent
Design — gives a satisfactory answer.

Accidents
are the very opposite of creativity, although from an objective
point of view we may sometimes have great difficulty distinguishing
between them. An accident is by its very nature unintentional; yet
creativity is, as I will discuss later, dependent upon intention.
Accident is without direction, while creativity goes in the
direction of greater simplicity[3] and unity. An accident,
being fortuitous, has no history, whereas creativity is the
continuation of a process and is dependent upon what has preceded
it.

The word ‘God’ is loaded, and its meaning
changes according to whoever uses it as well as how it is used. The
God of the Christian and the God of the Hindus are quite different
gods, as the followers of both religions affirm. Furthermore, the
god of a televangelist and the god of someone like Mother Theresa
are different gods, just as the God of the Israelites and the God
of the present-day Catholic are different. The word God is so vague
it means little to say, “Human nature is possible because God
created everything,” or “God designed irreducibly complex
systems.”

But let
us return to the question, “Why has the mechanistic theory been so
widely accepted among scientists as the solution to the mystery of
life?” Dawkins tells us, “Each of us is a machine like an airliner
only more complicated.”[4] When Dawkins and other
like-minded scientists are with their families and friends, when
they conduct their researches and argue with their colleagues, they
do not look upon these people as machines. They see them as human
beings with minds and intentions, with hopes and fears. But then,
when they turn their minds to consider human beings in the abstract
— as elements in a theory — they transform those same members of
their family, their friends, their colleagues and themselves into
machines.

They do not say, “Let us suppose that human
beings are mindless machines and see how far we get with our
understanding.” That would be a perfectly legitimate way for a
scientist to behave. Eliminating the wild variable of consciousness
to see how far we can get without using the concept ‘consciousness’
would be a fruitful way of conducting research. In fact for some
scientists it has been a very fruitful way. But the neo-Darwinians
do not say this. Dawkins says quite flatly, “ Each of us is a
machine”, and he means what he says.

Thinking about this question, ‘Why do
intelligent men and women accept such unintelligent answers to
life’s mysteries?” has convinced me that we are all victims of our
assumptions, and the neo-Darwinians are no exception. We make, or
more often accept, assumptions about the way the world is and about
the way others and we are. These become so familiar to us that
later we forget they are assumptions and they become what Harvard
professor Richard Lewontin called ideologies. Then we say
this is the way the world is.

For example, it was once assumed and then
taken for granted that the world was a flat plate, that it was
stationary and was at the center of the universe that revolved
around it. To question this was to be regarded either as mad or as
a servant of the devil. We now know that these were assumptions
turned into dogmas that were taken for granted and, for centuries,
remained unexamined. Another assumption was that human beings were
at the pinnacle of creation and were specially created by God.
Darwin questioned that assumption and said that human beings are
the last in line of a long evolution extending back millions of
years.

Many of us are now prepared to see the idea
that human beings were created by God is indeed simply an
assumption, a way of thinking about the world, and so have either
abandoned it altogether or have kept it simply as the best
explanation about the way things are. But we now have the
assumption that evolution was made possible by random mutation
whose results have been refined by natural selection. Is it not
time that we examined that assumption as well?

As we know many people had great difficulty
accepting that the earth was not the center of the universe. The
problem was not that they had to change their mind about what they
thought. That the world was flat was not, for them, a thought; it
was the way things were. When told that the earth was not the
center of the universe they were not being asked to change one idea
for another; they had to allow their world to be destroyed in order
that another, different world could take its place.

As we see, 50 percent of Americans are also
unable to make the change from humans being the unique creation of
God to humans being the last in the evolutionary chain. They are
unable to abandon a world in which a God creates them individually
and cares for each one, and replace it with a
materialist/mechanical world without sense or meaning; for them to
do so would be spiritual suicide.

Scientists pride themselves on their
objective way of viewing the world, a way undistorted by unexamined
assumptions and wishful thinking. Yet, pondering on why so many
scientists are prepared to put up with a simplistic solution to the
mystery of life, it became obvious that one reason is because they
assume that they are free from assumptions and bias. And so I made
a list of the more influential of their unexamined assumptions. I
do not say that all scientists have all of them, but most have
some. For many, they are not assumptions at all, but the way things
are, the way the world is; just as for Dawkins, that we are
machines is not an assumption but the way we are.

Assumptions of neo-Darwinians:

1. The world is a material world out of which, as it
becomes increasingly complex, life and consciousness arise.

2. Organisms, including human beings, being
complicated matter, can be studied using the same scientific
approach that has been used in studying physical matter.

3. Everything can, in principle, be known.

4. Evolution occurs through accidental mutations
refined by natural selection.

5. To understand the evolution of the species and
human nature one must start at the time of the earliest forms of
life and trace evolution forward from that time.

6. The struggle to survive is essentially passive.
Natural selection can be compared to a winnowing process that
occurs when, for example, one sieves gravel to select only pieces
of a given size.

7. Classical logic is adequate for gaining an
understanding of life processes.

8. Evolution has no direction.

9. The need to survive is the sole life motivator.
For the neo-Darwinian, the need to pass on one’s genes is the sole
motivator.

10. Evolution is a continuous process. No new
elements may be introduced later into the evolutionary process to
explain the appearance of new forms or qualities.

The real difficulty lies in the first two
assumptions. If neo-Darwinian theory were presented as an
explanation of the evolution of the form of organisms, it
would not, perhaps, present quite the same difficulties as it
creates with its claim that it has solved the mystery of life. It
is because it makes this claim that I shall be questioning all of
these assumptions except the last one. Without a doubt what I will
say will either be severely contested or ignored altogether. For
scientists to accept it will mean that they too would have to give
up, not a set of beliefs or assumptions, but the way the world is
for them. It is only fair therefore that I should state, as clearly
and as unequivocally as I can, my own assumptions.

My assumptions

1. The world is a living world and consciousness is
inherent to it.

2. Evolution occurs through a series of discrete
creative moments, evolution is not a mechanical process and cannot
be studied using the same assumptions as are used in the physical
sciences.

3. The knowable is an island within the
unknowable.

4. Evolution occurs through creativity, the results
of which are then refined by natural selection.

5. One must start with what is best and greatest in
human beings and account for its evolution.

6. The struggle for survival is both active and
metaphorical. Two dogs fighting for limited food resources is an
example of active struggle to survive. As intelligence, creativity,
courage and endurance determine the survivor, the same qualities
winnow out the weaker and less fit to survive. These qualities
would then gradually become part of the evolutionary sieve.

7. Classical logic is not adequate for gaining an
understanding of life processes. We need a logic of creativity that
includes classical logic, but goes beyond it.

8. Evolution goes in the direction of increasing
intelligence.

9. The need to survive, the need to procreate, and
the need to create are the motivators of life.

10. Evolution is a continuous, creative process. No
additional elements may be introduced later into the evolutionary
process to explain the appearance of new forms or qualities.

As I thought that summer in Kingston about
the existing theories of evolution –creationism, neo-Darwinian, and
Intelligent Design — I felt that some alternative had to be found.
We do not just want a theory of the evolution of the human
form but a theory of the evolution of human nature,
which would of course include a theory of the evolution of
mind.

To have produced human beings, with their
consciousness, intelligence, and creativity, evolution must in some
way be an intelligent, creative process. If this is so, if
evolution is creative, no additional Creator is necessary.
Certainly, accidents must have had something to do with it, but, if
evolution and creativity are more or less synonymous, and it seems
to me that somehow they are, then accidents cannot be the sole
agent of change.

One of the problems with the way evolution
has normally been studied is that theorists have worked from the
bottom up so to speak. The theory starts at a very uncertain past
and with the simplest of things — inanimate matter. This matter,
the theory says, becomes increasingly complex and finally human
beings appear on the scene. As nothing has been added to the
process than what was initially there — inanimate matter — then
human beings are very complex forms of inanimate matter.

A preferable theory of the evolution of
human nature and the human mind would start with human nature, with
the fact of creativity and intelligence, and work back while asking
ourselves how we have got to where we are. Bach, the great Zen and
Sufi masters, the Christian Saints and Mystics such as Mother
Theresa, St. Therese d’Avila, St Julian of Norwich, all have lived
on earth. This is a fact as solid as any scientific fact. How are
we to account for this? Many people have a strong religious urge,
an urge that comes from the sense of something perfect,
unattainable through the senses, yet nevertheless more real than
the urge for sex or food. How can we account for this urge? How can
we show how the evolution of the best and greatest in human beings
— capacity for love, appreciation of beauty, altruism, creativity
and intelligence — has been possible?

No new properties, by some divine designer,
nor even by an emergent sleight of hand, may be later added to the
process of evolution. Only what is there at the beginning can
participate throughout the whole process. No miraculous
interventions, no special cases, no fudging the books of life may
be allowed. But, instead of starting in the remote and uncertain
past and moving to the present, we should start at the certain and
immediate present and go back to the remote past.

Does all of this matter?

In the Introduction, I will show that the
way we think about others and ourselves, about our origins and
destiny, about the way we relate to each other and the rest of
Nature, does matter, not simply to academics and scientists, but to
each one of us, educated and uneducated alike. If we truly believe
that we are complicated machines living among other complicated
machines, objects living among other objects, we will act
accordingly.

 Racism, anti-Semitism, and racial
profiling generally, which deny others their humanity, are scourges
that need never be except that we look at others through the lens
of prejudice and misinformation. It also matters in another way.
One time senior editor of SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN and writer, John
Horgan,[5] in his book The
Undiscovered Mind leaves his readers in no doubt that the
psychological sciences are in a state of disarray. This may well be
because the life sciences generally have no firm foundation on
which to build. Andrew Brown in The Darwin Wars points out
that the present trend of biological research tells us that beauty
and elegance mean nothing to the universe and that this research
“presents us with a terrible dilemma. We can have truth or ethics
but not both”.[6] I would like to offer a
possible way by which a new foundation for the life sciences may be
constructed; a foundation that has Darwin’s theory of evolution as
its stimulus. This foundation will offer us the possibility of
rediscovering that beauty and elegance do matter to the universe,
as well as offering us a way to side step the terrible dilemma
because, when we build upon this new foundation, we can have both
truth and ethics.

What are my qualifications?

I appreciate that I am like Daniel walking
into the lions’ den. I will challenge some of the conclusions of
well-qualified scientists who are highly respected, and who have
written many widely read and well-received books. So, what are my
qualifications? In one way I have none. None, that is to say, from
the academic point of view. Yet, in this is my greatest asset. Let
us remember that it was a young boy who saw the emperor had no
clothes, not the wise counselors or the high-powered courtiers.
Academic qualifications give status, prestige, authority, which, in
turn, confers creditability. Even so, up to a point, the more
qualifications one has, the less likely one is to risk challenging
current orthodoxy. It is from that orthodoxy that so much that
passes for qualifications and authority draws its power.

I say
that in one way I have none, because in another way I am
highly qualified to undertake the task that I have set myself: to
open up a new way to answer the question, “How is it possible that
human nature has evolved?” I have spent my life with the question,
“What is a human being?” enquiring into it from the perspective of
Zen Buddhism, as well as from the perspective of Western
philosophy, psychology and evolutionary science. Zen Buddhism is a
way, a practice. It has no dogmas or beliefs; it prescribes no
rituals or ceremonies[7].

Buddha likened his teaching to a raft that
one uses to ‘cross over’ or awaken beyond experience. He asked his
disciples, “After you have crossed a river on a raft, do you then
carry the raft on your heads?” To help them get beyond dogmas and
beliefs and so ‘cross over’, a Zen master told his disciples to
“Think the unthinkable!” When someone asked him how to do this he
replied, “Without assumptions, theories, concepts or dogmas.” Long
practice of ‘thinking the unthinkable’, of thinking beyond
experience in this way, is to think differently. One awakens to an
entirely new way of looking at the world and at our place in
it.

In what follows I try to show what this
means by looking at the origin and evolution of human nature. At
one time I thought of using a sub-title for this book “Meditations
on what it means to be human.” The question, “What am I?” and by
extension, “What is a human being?” are central issues of Zen
practice. So I am not going to tell of ‘what Zen thinks about
evolution’, or give the Zen philosophy of life, because ultimately
there is no Zen to think or to philosophize.

I have added copious notes, both from the
sayings of Zen masters and from Western teaching, because I want to
show that although what I say comes out of meditation, it
nevertheless has universal value. I have not looked at any of this
Zen or Western teaching as sources for what I am saying; I quote
them simply to show that what I say is not without precedent.

I have
worked throughout the last fifty years within the Zen Rinzai
tradition whose roots are the same as the roots of human
creativity,[8] and whose province is the
transcendent aspects of the mind. For the first twenty of these
fifty years I worked under the guidance of a qualified Zen Master,
spent two to three hours a day in meditation and, in addition,
attended frequent weeklong retreats, all with this single question
in focus: “What is a human being?” (What am I?). For the last
thirty five years I have taught students, among whom have been
university professors, doctors, psychiatrists, psychologists,
lawyers, Jesuit priests and nuns. In 2003 I was awarded an Honorary
Doctorate of Laws from Queen’s University, a prestigious Canadian
University, for academic attainment and community service.

I draw on
some of what I have labored over during these last fifty years in
order to write what follows. I do not pretend to be able to say the
last word on evolution. On the contrary, what I wish to do by
writing this book is open up a new way to think about life,
evolution and above all what has made possible the evolution of
human nature. My earlier book, Creating Consciousness[9]
takes off where this book ends, and deals with many of the aspects
that just cannot be dealt with in this introductory book.

But even together the two books only form a
prolegomena to what might one day be a much more productive
understanding of the evolution of life and of human beings than we
have at the moment. Psychologists, sociologists, philosophers and
students of spirituality all could contribute to such an
understanding. Possibly, as I shall emphasize, we have no greater
intellectual need at the moment than a reality based understanding
of the origins and development of the human being; an understanding
that could revitalize the humanities and the life sciences.

An unavoidable problem, which creates
difficulties for the reader, will accompany what I will be saying.
I will often refer to a transcendent reality that lies beyond the
range of our language and logical thought processes. By this I do
not mean some mystical reality accessible only to spiritual adepts,
but a reality, which, though immediate and ever present to us all,
just cannot be grasped in words and thoughts. I will have to rely
on the good faith of the reader to be willing to follow me through
a few dark and difficult (although, I hope fascinating)
passages.

Chapter 3 may present some initial
difficulties. It is an important chapter as it shows how we can
talk about consciousness in very primitive organisms, but it is not
‘easy’ reading. Please do not worry if at first you do not
completely follow the argument about ‘knowing’ and ‘being’ that I
am making. The essential message of the chapter is presented in its
opening paragraphs, and concluding summary paragraph. Throughout
the book I refer back to these paragraphs repeatedly as they give
one of the main themes of the book. Once you have read to the end
of the book, the argument presented in this chapter will become
easier to understand in the light of all that has been said.

Chapter 12 may also present some
difficulties but it is an essential chapter and opens the way to
understanding the origin of anxiety, anger and depression, as well
as love, creativity and the religious. In short it is the entrance
to an understanding of human nature and gives an entirely original
view of it. Because of this novelty I have had to create new words
or use one or two words in new ways. Anyone who is blazing a trail
has the same difficulty. The flurry of new words and expressions in
computer science is an example of what I mean. I will demonstrate
the truth of several of the basic concepts that I shall be using by
some very simple experiments, which anyone can repeat.

Darwin’s theory is incomplete, as it does
not show how the evolution of human nature has been possible. I
will not question the facts that genetics, paleontology, and
evolutionary research generally have discovered. But I will
question the context within which these discoveries are evaluated,
and within which conclusions have been drawn. This context is
restricting, too confining to contain all that we need to
understand about life and its processes. Working from the top down
(form the present to the past) enables us to develop a wider
context and to draw different conclusions.

There will be no QED, no final punch line in
conclusion. The theory of evolution does not lend itself to any
final proof, such as one finds in the theories in physics and
chemistry. Instead I will offer a step-by-step, cumulative
argument, each chapter taking from and building on previous
chapters. I will moreover present some of the key points in such a
way that the reader may verify the validity of these points for
himself or herself.

An apology and an explanation

I must add a word of apology and explanation
to women who will read this book. I refer throughout to ‘he’ and
‘him’. When talking about a scientist in general I will say, “he
says this or he thinks that”. I understand that this may well grate
on some women’s nerves. No doubt they will ask themselves, “Does he
not think that women scientists can say and think things too?” I
must assure whoever asks this that I certainly agree that women
scientists are as scientifically astute as men: my wife, daughter
and granddaughters would dare me to think otherwise. However, I
feel that the question of style is as important as being
politically correct. To say on each occasion ‘he or she’, or ‘him
or her’ can become tedious; to alternate between he and she seems
pedantic. I have therefore decided throughout this book to use ‘he’
as it has been used for centuries without any inference that women
are to be excluded from what is being said.


Introduction

“If cause succeed not cause from
everlasting,

Whence this free will for creatures o’er the
lands,

Whence is it wrested from the fates,– this will

Whereby we step right forward where desire

Leads each man on?”

 Lucretius On
the Nature of things[10]

“How, therefore, we must ask, is it
possible for us to distinguish the living from the lifeless if we
can describe both conceptually by the motion of inorganic
corpuscles?”

 Karl Pearson
[11]

Let me set the stage for what is to follow
by putting Darwin’s theory in the context of the new vision of the
world that has been emerging over the last one hundred and fifty
years, and with which Neo-Darwinism is quite out of step. I will
then say why a new logic, a new way of thinking, must be found that
is appropriate to this new way of seeing the world, a logic that I
shall develop in chapter 5. This logic, the logic of life and
creativity, will incorporate yet go beyond what is generally known
as classical or Aristotelian logic. I shall use, both as a
justification and as a starting point for this logic, the principle
of complementarity proposed by the quantum physicist Neils
Bohr.

The main thrust of what I have to say is
that neo-Darwinism is too limited to account for the evolution of
human nature, and its claim to be able to do so is probably the
main reason so many people either reject it outright, or only
accept it with considerable reservations. I am not alone in seeking
an entirely new way to understand how we, with all our loves and
hates, wisdom and foolishness, creativity and destructiveness, have
come to be, and I will be drawing on the writings of many others in
support of what I have to say.

Darwin and a new view of the world

Darwin did not simply introduce a theory of
species evolution. The clash between Christian fundamentalism and
Darwinism is not simply a clash between a religious and a
scientific view. Darwin broke from a static, space oriented,
monolithic worldview to a dynamic, time oriented, and diverse
worldview. He saw life as a dynamic flow, a continuous creation
with species coming into and going out of existence. By contrast
Creationists maintain a static, monolithic, reactionary view of
life, in which species are God given absolutes, isolated from each
other, fixed and unchangeable. In their view God is absolute, a
supreme being, a Supreme entity.

Darwin’s theory arose as part of a general awakening
to a new view of the world that has been emerging since the mid
nineteenth century and is still making itself known.[12]
Freud gave us a dynamic view of the personality in place of a
static soul; Marx saw history as a flow arising out of a dialectic
process rather than the maintenance of the myth of the monarchy.
This same movement from static to dynamic was evident in Maxwell’s
field theory, Einstein’s theory of relativity, and in the
recognition that mass can also be energy. This same trend away from
static absolutes was carried on in sub-atomic physics and
eventually into quantum physics where the fixed ‘atom’ became a
probability wave, and where indeterminacy and uncertainty are the
rule and no longer unwelcome exceptions. Systems, chaos, and
complexity theories continued the trend. This awakening saw what
Oswald Spengler in his Decline of the West called the
transition from Apollonian man to Faustian man.

Darwin was one of the more celebrated
prophets of this movement, from a static, hierarchic worldview
anchored in a past Eden and given credibility and authority by
Christian scripture, to a worldview based on progress, looking
forward to a Utopian future, and given authority and credibility by
empirical truths. This shift from structure orientation to a
process orientation is still going on, and even the Utopias have
given way to a more uncertain and open-ended future.

Dennett
called Darwin’s theory a ‘dangerous idea’[13] because, like
a universal acid, nothing can contain it, and it will eventually
eat its way through all structures, all containers. He seems to be
justified in saying this because theorists have used evolution as
an explanatory idea for evolutionary epistemology, economics,
anthropology and sociology, and for many other disciplines.
Scientists even say that the universe is evolving. I will show how
evolution itself is evolving.

A new way of thinking

It is ironic that classical logic still
holds sway even though the static world view has been displaced by
a dynamic world view. The irony is that the monolithic, static
worldview was not only justified by classical logic, but was a
direct result of it. The keystone of this logic is the principle of
identity. This principle is normally stated as A=A. Everything is
what it is. According to this principle the world is filled with
things that have their own self-identity, their own self-being or
eternal, unchanging essence. A chair is a chair; it is not a table.
One can easily see how this principle could lead to the view that a
specie is a specie, and to the belief that a specie has its own
self-identity, its own essence — and so it could not have evolved:
it had to have been created by God.

The new view sees change as basic and
things, including species, as temporary outcomes. From this view,
that change is basic, the question, “How do things change?” cannot
arise because as Henri Bergson said, “Things are change.” Although
those who cling to classical logic admit that change is possible,
they find it difficult to explain logically how one thing turns
into another. The Greek philosopher Zeno first showed the
difficulty when he pointed out that an arrow could never get to its
target. To do so it would have to pass through half the distance to
the target. To reach the point halfway to the target, it has to
pass through half the distance to that point.

The principle of causation, another offshoot
of classical logic, presents similar difficulties. Some of these
have long since been dealt with. Newton and Leibniz have shown with
calculus how we can think logically, or at least mathematically,
about change through time, and modern logic has critiqued and
refined our understanding of cause.

Nevertheless neo-Darwinism, the prevailing
theory of evolution, still works from the belief that classical
logic and the principle of causation are not simply ways of seeing
and thinking about the world, but that they portray the way the
world actually is. Neo-Darwinism is based on the notion of
‘things’, and the basic ‘thing’ in life is now thought to be the
gene. Mutations in the gene, according to theory, cause changes to
occur in the structure of an organism, which is another
‘thing’.

Science, as well as the logic on which it
has been based, has been made by human beings and can be changed by
human beings. What we know as science came into being in the
seventeenth century to help us understand the workings of the
material world. At that time the human questions — of human destiny
and worth, of meaning and values, even of our origin and
composition — were already taken care of by the Church, and could
be conveniently left to the Church. Science was at that time under
the thrall of Descartes, the scion of logical reasoning and the
clear and distinct idea. He separated out the subject from the
object, gave over the subject to the care of the Church, leaving
science, and classical logic to rule over the objective world.

The world has changed since then, and we
live in a world of constant change, a dynamic world in which time
dominates, and the importance of space is fast declining. In this
world absolutes are rare. To live in this world of time and change,
and have life sciences, including a psychology, which are still
dominated by classical logic in which absolutes are the rule, is
similar to driving a car with the hand brake on. The car goes
along, but the stress on the system is enormous. Is it not time for
another look at this logic?

Limitations of neo-Darwinian theory

Darwin’s theory is immensely valuable
because of its heuristic value. By this I mean that by using the
idea of evolution we can integrate many other ideas, which, before,
were separate and even in conflict. Our understanding of nature, of
how life has evolved, and of the place of human beings in the
scheme of things has been enhanced immeasurably by this theory.
Even so, to look upon it simply as a ‘scientific’ theory is a
mistake. The ongoing debate it has generated — not only between
Creationists and neo-Darwinians, but also between interested lay
people, within the Church and other religious organizations, within
and between University disciplines — shows that the theory is more
than just an explanation of the evolution of the species. It calls
into question the very meaning of life, the place of human beings
in the ecology of Being, the role of God, the possibility of a
spiritual life and much more.

This
criticism of the modern version of Darwin’s theory, the
neo-Darwinian theory, is particularly apt when we consider
Evolutionary Psychology. Psychology, presumably, is the study of
the psyche. The meaning of the original Greek word psyche was
‘breath’, then ‘life principle’, and then ‘soul’. More recently we
have come to see the psyche as ‘mind’ and ‘personality’.
Evolutionary psychology “is an approach to psychology, in which
knowledge and principles from evolutionary biology are put to use
in research on the structure of the human mind.… In this view, the
mind is a set of information-processing machines that were designed
by natural selection to solve adaptive problems faced by our
hunter-gatherer ancestors. This way of thinking about the brain,
mind, and behaviour is changing how scientists approach old topics,
and opening up new ones.”[14]

Thus Evolutionary Psychology, based as it is
upon the limitations of the neo-Darwinist, effectively banishes
mind, consciousness, intention and allied subjects from
consideration. This psychology is simply following in the steps of
Behaviourism, its intellectual predecessor. It would makes more
sense to change the name from Evolutionary Psychology to The
Science of Some Aspects of Human Behavior, and so leave the field
open for a genuine Evolutionary Psychology.

Seeing the human mind, as well as the body,
as having evolved from more primitive states, has great
intellectual value. Indeed, I shall show, during the course of this
book, how it has been possible for the mind to have evolved, and so
lay the foundation for a true Evolutionary Psychology. But those
primitive states must, in some primitive way, have included
mind.

I showed an earlier version of this
manuscript to the editor of a respected scientific publishing
house. He refused it saying that he doubted whether scientists
interested in the theory of evolution would be persuaded by
philosophical or religious arguments. However, the wish to say,
“this is scientific”, “that is not scientific”, comes from the same
kind of thinking that I have just been criticizing. It suggests
that science is something, that it has its own being, its own
essence. Our thinking is segmented, fragmented, divided into
territories upon which trespassers stray at their peril. Classical
logic is the chief culprit in this process by which scientists are
becoming alienated from other scientists, from philosophers and
religious thinkers. While it is true that many universities and
Think Tanks encourage inter-disciplinary dialogue, nevertheless
this dialogue has only cosmetic value as long as the discussions
are based upon an either/or way of thinking in which we have “this
or that”, “this is this and cannot be that”.

Rather than worry about whether an idea is
scientific or not, and into which intellectual niche it should be
put, should we not look into the value of the idea? Some ideas are
valuable because they can be proven, that is communicated in such a
way that others can reproduce the results of the idea in their own
laboratories. We can call them scientific, but why bother? Others
are valuable because of their heuristic value. In pure mathematics
heuristic value is a criterion by which a new theory is judged. New
ideas can only enter an open mind; classical logic has the tendency
to close the mind, it tends to set up artificial boundaries, and
closures.

When the neo-Darwinian barricades are broken
down, when we acknowledge that we cannot wall the theory of
evolution into a biological ivory tower, that we must bring it out
into the streets to answer to the needs of human beings in general,
and not simply human beings acting within a very limited role as
scientists, then we must admit that the neo-Darwinian theory is
very limited, and even dangerous in a way not conceived of by
Dennett.

Neo-Darwinism debases human beings

The last hundred years have been a hundred
years of death. In the 1939–45 conflicts alone, more than forty
million people were killed. Add to that some ten million killed in
the 1914 war, as well as the toll from the many conflicts since,
and the cost of human folly becomes staggering. Not only armies
clashing with armies has been responsible for this carnage — the
studied, deliberate and, in some cases, bureaucratic slaughter of
human beings has added even more bloodshed. By bureaucratic
slaughter I mean the systematic and ‘legal’ murders committed to
clean the world of unnecessary objects: yids, wogs, slopes, nips,
kulaks, among others.

A well-known maxim states, “How one thinks,
so one acts.” How we think about others and ourselves will
determine how we behave towards them. This was starkly emphasized
in the early part of the twentieth century when Social Darwinism
and its offspring, eugenics, held sway and justified the excesses
of Fascism, Nazism and their attendant atrocities. To change the
behaviour of others one must change their perception, and
perception is not just a question of what is seen with the eyes, it
also involves the judgments and choices that we make, and the logic
that we use in making those judgments and choices.

The horrible assaults on Jews in Nazi
Germany were made possible by years of anti-Semitic propaganda,
years of educating one part of a nation to see the other part as
sub-human. In South Africa, during the 1950s and 60s, the white
population took for granted that their black compatriots were
little more than animals, and for years the same outlook pervaded
the southern United States.

Why mention this at the beginning of a book
on evolution? Because some scientists, and they are the most
vociferous, are perpetrating the same dehumanizing process this
very moment. Scientists, nurtured and developed in the walls of the
illustrious universities, of the world including Harvard University
in America and Oxford and Cambridge Universities in Great Britain,
preach anti-humanism; these individuals are not political
ideologues, they are not crackpots seeking to poison our minds, but
scientists
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