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    My Worldview – Part 1




    Since the coherences and manifestations of all sensory percep­tions suggest that there is a uniform law which is inherent in all that exists, we as human beings, who are aware of our existence and think about ourselves and the world, are faced with the question of the nature of this law.




    First we must recognise that all being comes into existence for us only by the information we receive through our sense organs and which becomes conscious in some way in our brain. It follows that everything perceived by people is just a reflection of the original information in the human brain. Humans, for example, perceive colours or tones, but colours and tones are only contents of consciousness of the human per­ception of certain information that can be interpreted in terms of their physical nature, in our example as frequencies of an electro­magnetic quantum current or as an acoustic wave detec­table by the sense organs such as the eye or ear. An animal perceives the same information depending on its physical state in a form that deviates more or less from human perception. Thus, all cog­nition is only fragmentary, and only an aspect of the whole reality is brought to our knowledge. Quantum physics even teaches us that the simultaneous determination of the position and momentum of an elementary particle is subject to an uncertainty principle and that the exact state of an object can never be deter­mined, even with the most accurate methods of measurement. In addition, usually our terminology can only imprecisely describe what is perceptible to the senses and ratio­nally recognisable.




    Thus, if everything that we perceive and recognise is ultimately a subjective reality depending on our own form of existence, what about the real being, the objective reality? The fact that there must be an objective reality, which is independent of our own existence, we can deduce from our sensory perception of emanations from objects that can be noted by other people as existing, even if we do not have such perception ourselves, whether because we have not existed yet or because our own perception is interrupted. But that does not mean that the concerned objects, after perception abi­lity is restored, are no longer perceptible, unless the objects them­selves have meanwhile adopted a new form of existence due to objective changes.




    To approach the objective reality, we need to question our obser­vations with respect to the logic that obviously underlies all being. The physicist and philosopher Werner Heisenberg used the term “central order” for this law inherent in all things (W. Heisenberg, Der Teil und das Ganze). This law also determines the logical thinking of men, which, as we know, on the basis of this law is able to distin­guish between true and false. The truth tolerates no contradiction in itself. If this were not the case, the opposite would be true and so this opposite should be a fundamental truth, in which manner such an assertion refutes itself.




    Although as humans we do not have the possibility to perceive the real being in an objective way or to recognise it in a perfect manner, we can nevertheless, as stated above, check the subjectively perceivable for its true content, i.e. for consistency, and thus enhance our human knowledge about the objective being in the sense of truth.




    Searching for the nature of the law that forms the basis of all being we encounter the concept of truth. It is consubstantial with the logic of “central order”. It is, as far as we can recognise it, chrono­logically not changeable, i.e. of an unalterable nature.




    If everything is subjected to the laws of the truth, from where comes the untruth which stands in unbridgeable contradiction to the truth? The fact that untruth and there­fore contra­diction and discord exist in the world, is just as evident as the truth itself and at least recog­nisable for logically thinking people. When asked about the nature of untruth, we must note that untruth exists as a contradiction to the truth. It does not derive its essence from the truth, but presupposes the truth. Therefore, truth is more original. It is incompatible with untruth, but the truth obviously allows contradiction, not in itself, but in that what is mutable due to freedom. For only where freedom of decision-making exists, contradiction of truth is possible. Thus, we necessarily come to the concept of freedom.




    Although freedom is in contradiction to strict causality, which we initially perceive in the laws of nature, we know due to more exact physical research that this strict causality is not valid everywhere, that in the field of quantum physics various possible states coexist and probability must be applied and that causality, as we know from classical physics, only arises from the overall probability of the sum of many single events in the area of the elementary. Freedom must not be of a purely random nature, but can also mean freedom of choice. This freedom of choice highly determines the subjective feeling of a person who feels in him­self the possibility to be able to decide freely between different options, although this decision may be not unmotivated and not without any reason. This self-experience of man, however, is characterised by several brain researchers and also by many psychologists as self-illusion, and they believe that they have found proof of this. Never­theless, it must be countered that freedom must exist in some form when it comes to contradiction of the truth in what is existentially subjected to the laws of truth. Furthermore, without freedom every demand for ethical action would be an illusion, because no real alternatives would exist. Also any guilt would be unreal, because every event and action would be deter­mined.




    We therefore assume that there is one truth which is unchangeable and free of contradiction in itself, according to whose laws, as far as they are of a deterministic nature, all that is changeable happens in accordance with the one truth, but that where freedom is given, the possibility for turning away from and for contradiction of the truth also exists. The cause of the untruth and all its consequences is therefore not the truth itself, but the turning away from the truth, which is possible because of freedom.




    Everything which happens in accordance with the truth is in conflict with that which is false and thus in the sense of truth is bad. As far as what is false happens consciously, freely and willingly, we speak of evil. However, good is what exists and happens in accordance with the truth. While in this case the terms good and evil are clear and definable, there is otherwise a high degree of terminology confusion. In general, as “good” is considered to be what brings the most “benefit” while “bad” or “evil” cause the most “harm”, “benefit” and “harm” in different ways are brought into relation with one’s own person, with parts of the whole or with the whole. Every person has therefore his own idea of values. The result is that everywhere contradictions and discord prevail. This discord is not limited to humans. Generally, every living being aspires to self-preservation, which implies on the one hand the defence against existential threat and on the other hand, as we know, the use of other organisms as a source of food, and so this behaviour leads to conflicts and deadly confrontation even in the plant world and animal kingdom.




    According to the above, the question arises: what is good or bad, what is right or wrong? What can be traced back to the one indivisible truth and what is in contradiction to it? Let us assume for a moment that freedom does not exist. Then there can also be no real contradiction in the above dispute. Then all that happens can be derived from the laws of truth. Consequently, everything happens in accordance with it, no matter whether we regard it as “good” or “bad.” The discord between individuals is then not a real (objective) conflict. Although there is suffering, death and destruction, these are not in contradiction to the laws of truth. However, then the question arises, why do we defend ourselves against what is supposed to be “bad” if everything happens in accordance with the truth. Is not our own (subjective) behaviour then in contradiction to the truth?




    We might get the idea that there can be no freedom and therefore no dissent within the existing order in the area of inanimate nature as well as in the plant and animal world; that freedom and with it the possibility for contradiction only starts with the appearance of man.




    However, we remember that according to today’s physical knowledge even in inanimate nature indefiniteness, i.e. freedom, has to be taken into account.




    In addition, all indications are that also the more highly developed animals are aware, similarly to humans, of the threat to and destruction of their own existence, seeing this as an evil that has to be fought. This, however, suggests that here also at least a subjective contradiction exists.




    Throughout history, people have dealt with the above-mentioned problems. There is no religion which does not recognise the contradictions in the world and which does not derive consequences for the individual’s own ethical action. Also, most philosophers and thinkers recognise at least the human freedom and the derivable human responsibility for right action.




    If there are worldviews which deny any freedom and regard everything that happens as strictly determined, a further discussion of these is not necessary since any view that deviates from these must also be regarded as determined. However, this should not lead to contradictions according to the strict laws of a non-contradictory logic based on an indivisible truth. But if this one indivisible truth and thus the laws of logic based on it and being free of internal contradiction did not exist, all human searching for truth would also be questionable, because a reliable differentiation between what is true or false would not be possible anymore.




    So we hold on to the knowledge that there is one indivisible truth, which tolerates no contradiction within itself, but that freedom exists in what is changeable, although it is existentially subjected to the laws of the truth, and that thus the possibility for turning away from the truth and so for contradiction also exists.




    Therefore, the truth itself is not identical with the things which are subjected to temporal change and which have also the possibility of turning away from the truth, as far as freedom is inherent to them. In contrast to things, truth is of a purely spiritual nature.




    It is recognisable for us humans only to the extent that we have the mental capacity to know the truth. The thing-like, although existentially subjected to the laws of logic and thus to truth, is not truth itself, but is obviously derived from truth. Due to its conformity to the laws of nature and due to its mutability it always has the ability to form new and complex forms, including the human being, who is even able to reflect on the origin of his own exis­tence.




    What are the reasons now, resulting from the previous insights, to take a further step and show how what we have re­cognised as the one indivisible truth is related to the concept of God, which we encounter in the religions, though in different notions, but as the one original creative authority? What brought the atheist and truth-seeker Edith Stein to become a convinced Christian and to say “The search for truth is the search for God”?




    Although we have the help of our intellectual knowledge, without the further element of faith, access to such a personal relationship with God will presumably remain blocked to us forever. Nevertheless, important reasons speak for the fact that the original creative authority is more than a “blind natural law”.




    There is the question: Must the development of all creaturely life up to the human being with all his abilities not be “pre-thought”? And if all that we experience as existential is “pre-thought” by the original creative authority‚ did this authority then not have in itself at least the idea of all this?




    This idea, which was also put forward by Plato, is quite consistent with theology, the doctrine of God. If this idea is correct, which is not provable, but is just what we think is right, it is only a short step to a personal image of God.




    However, one must be careful not to humanise such an image of God. Not surprisingly it is forbidden in Judaism and Islam to make an image of God. Rightly, the early heralds of one single Creator God recognised that the faith in the gods of their neighbouring nations was a misbelief. These gods were “supernatural beings with human characteristics”, far from being in line with the recog­nisable truth of an unitary higher reasonable being, which is the basis of everything and is beyond any human measure. But also the monotheist is in danger of aligning his image of God not with recognisable truth, but of adapting it too much to human images, whereas Buddhism in its theory of the cycle of things largely lacks the view that there must be a goal-directed creative authority, which is the basis of everything.




    The Enlightenment looked for new ways to get closer to the aim of finding the truth with the help of the human mind. The natural sciences in particu­lar have achieved significant progress up to the present. However, they have also demonstrated for the first time the fundamental impossibility of finding out the whole truth with the help of scientific methods. So we are in a dilemma. On the one hand we know that there is an objective reality and therefore also a truth and that everything that contradicts this truth leads to discord and with it to harm, but on the other hand we must realise that our human mind is not sufficient to recognise the full truth.




    How should we deal with this situation? Should we confine ourselves to accepting as true only that which we can prove scientifically and irrefutably? The mathematical-scientific approach adheres large­ly to this strict requirement and it has been highly successful in its scientific field up to now. However, unfortunately, this science method is not sufficient to give answers to all the questions which determine our exis­tence, thinking and action.




    So we search as human beings beyond the rationally recognisable for answers, which do not exclude the possibility of error. This is especially true for the question of the right doing. In this case the mathematical-scientific way of thinking leaves us com­pletely in the lurch. It deals not with that which should be, but with that which is, what was and what will be on the basis of logical laws. What should be is a matter of ethics and related subjects. Thus, we come back to the points made at the beginning that there are many different value systems due to the different human worldviews, and presumably those prevail which use personal well-being as a criterion and that of the associated social group. Such a system of values is usually oriented only as far on the public welfare as this has con­sequences on the personal well-being and that of the own group. In contrast, the view that our activities should be guided by what serves the whole is rather a minority position. However, this position is the only one that gives hope that the conflicts and contradictions in the world can be overcome. The truth which tolerates no internal con­tradiction is by its nature, as far as the changeable is concerned, only then fully in line with this, if also all things that are changeable are in accordance with each other.




    Seen in such a way, the search for truth is more than a question of knowledge. By searching for what truly should be the truth acquires an ethical dimension. Edith Stein, in her search for truth, considered philosophy, religion and finally arrived at Christianity. The Christian conventions were not what con­vinced her. Religious conventions she knew from her Jewish origin. It was the search for the really good that she had found above all in Christ and in those who were true followers of Christ. It was taking the step of faith from the intellectual knowledge of the true and good towards a personal relationship with God. What we concede to Edith Stein, of course, we must also admit to those who come to other convictions. If we recognise freedom of choice as a prerequi­site for ethical action – pure epistemology gives us, as shown, not the final answer to the question of what is real, and certainly not the answer to the question of what should be – we must also accept religious freedom as part of the personal decision-making process, although we know that there can be no different truths and that contradictory views of what is and should be allow the conclusion that contradictions exist with respect to the one truth. However, the demand for religious freedom and tolerance does not mean that one must accept human error, so far as it is recognisable as such, and its consequences. The error must be counteracted by the truth. This is also valid for one’s own error; i.e. any personal conviction must always be reviewed in view of the recognisable truth, and especially its ethical dimension may not be disregarded. A conviction, which, for example, considers it right to make the well-being of oneself or one’s own group the standard for right action, is refutable as false, because in terms of a universal consensus of truth, i.e. freedom from contradictions, sole personal welfare or that of one’s own group cannot be a measure of the welfare of the whole. Such a behaviour is no way to overcome the contradictions. As already said, only the comprehensive effort to act in accordance with the truth can overcome contra­dictions and conflicts.




    After critical examination of this principle we find that hardly anyone can claim to meet this requirement. Everybody is too much intent on the own advantage and that of the own group. Self-preserva­tion and preservation of one’s own species and the associated desire for self-assertion and self-realisation are essential charac­teristics of biological evolution. We know the consequences: the more successful ones prevail. The “struggle for existence”, kill or be killed, even with cunning and deceit, but on the other hand also the concern for the preservation of one’s own species up to the point of self-sacrifice – all this already exists at least in the animal kingdom. However, no one would get the idea of holding plants and animals responsible for their behaviour. Their behaviour is largely genetically determined, which to a certain extent is also valid for human beings. But we humans are able to question things. “One should treat others as one would like others to treat oneself” is a golden rule which everybody can recognise as true and correct, if one knows that the other as a human individual, objectively spea­king, is to be judged as no different in his needs than oneself. Here, however, the waters begin to part. While the one who follows the truth tries to act according to the principle of the golden rule, the one who uses as a guide for action only his own benefit or that of his own group shows little regard for the needs of those having no connection to him.




    At this point we must ask if what we recognise as wrong is always a consequence of evil, i.e. a wrong action based on a conscious and free will choice, or is it not true that also the unconscious, on the basis of freedom, can lead to contradiction against the true and good? The possibility of a conscious, free will decision, which is the prerequisite for evil based on responsibility according to our definition, we believe can be observed in the course of evolutionary history only in humans. However, because antagonism already exists in the unconscious, animated nature, the conclusion is obvious that the false and bad are more original than evil based on responsibility, which therefore would remain limited to humans.




    In most religions, however, this is seen differently. In the polythe­istic religions there are gods who themselves cause evil like we humans. In the monotheistic religions these are demons, which, although originally good, have turned away from God by a free will decision and subsequently, in opposition to God, try to realise promote evil in the world. In this case, evil based on responsibility is not limited to humans, but it is existentially more original.



