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CRITICALLY COMPARE AND CONTRAST TWO JSTOR PAPERS. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Word count: 1,508

1. 	Introduction

1.1	The purpose of this essay is to compare and contrast the following two JSTOR papers, using the search times ‘Cosmology’ and ‘Culture’. 
· Sarah Broadie,[footnoteRef:1] ‘Theological Sidelights from Plato’s “Timaeus”, Proceedings of the Aristotle Society, Supplementary Volumes, Vol 82 (2008), pp 1-17  [1:   Sarah Broadie, “Theological Sidelights from Plato’s “Timeaus”,” Proceedings of the Aristotle Society, Supplementary Volumes, Vol 82 (2008), pp1-17] 

· John D Barrow,[footnoteRef:2] ‘The Evolution of the Universe’, New Literary History, Vol 22, No 4, Papers from the Commonwealth Center for Literary and Cultural Change (Autumn 1991), pp 835-856. [2:   John D Barrow, “The Evolution of the Universe”, New Literary History, Vol 22, No 4, Papers form the Commonwealth Center for Literary and Cultural Change (Autumn 1991), pp835-856] 


1.2	According to Raymond Williams[footnoteRef:3], culture is “one of the two or three most complicated words in the English language”.  Eagleton[footnoteRef:4] infers ‘culture’ changes its meaning with time.   Eagleton defines culture as the “unconscious verso of the recto of civilized life, the taken for granted beliefs and predilections which must be dimly present for us to be able to act at all.  It is what comes naturally, bred in the bone rather than conceived by the brain”.[footnoteRef:5] [3:    Raymond Williams, “Culture and Masses”, Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society, London: Fontara, 1976, p 25]  [4:    Terry Eagleton, “The Idea of Culture”, Blackwell Publishers Ltd, 2000, pp1-31]  [5:    Terry, Eagleton, p28] 


1.3	For Turner,[footnoteRef:6] cosmology is the “scientific quest to understand the most salient features of the universe in which we live.”  Turner[footnoteRef:7] implies the definition of cosmology is evolving and states his mission of cosmology is flexible as it allows the focus to change with time as the science matures.   [6:    Michael S Turner, “A Sober Assessment of Cosmology at the New Millennium”, Publications of the Astronomical Society of the Pacific, Vol 113, No 784 (June 2001), pp 653-657]  [7:    Michael S Turner, “A Sober Assessment of Cosmology at the New Millennium”, p653] 


1.4	This essay is divided into two themes.  The first theme will examine the Theology and Science perspectives of the evolution of the Universe as written by Broadie and Barrow, respectively, whilst the second theme will explore the evidence pertaining to each of their viewpoints.   The contrasts to the two perspectives will be uncovered.

2.  	Theology versus Science

2.1  	Although, Broadie[footnoteRef:8] and Barrow[footnoteRef:9], each examine the evolution of the universe, the former’s theological approach contrasts significantly with the latter’s modern cosmology.    Broadie[footnoteRef:10] focuses on key themes of monistic polytheism and divine transcendence, referring to these two concepts as ‘sidelights’ because Timeaus’ account of the making of the world by a “supreme divinity …. foreshadows the natural theology associated with orthodox western religion”.[footnoteRef:11]   For example, Broadie cites instances where Plato (c428-348 BC)[footnoteRef:12] in Timaeus appears to describe more than one divinity at work in the process of world-making (Timaeus 53a-b,56c) and particularly contests the dialogue by Timaeus that “in making the universe, the transcendent god made a god, and a god having a body made of the materials of nature”.[footnoteRef:13]   The author points out the notion of a created god and a physical god is self-contradictory since to be “secular is contrary to divine”.[footnoteRef:14]   Broadie[footnoteRef:15] construes this to mean it is the harmony and mathematical forms which are important to Plato rather than the fact there may be multiple gods.  Broadie’s dispute to Timaeus’ use of more than one god is repeated throughout the paper.  Johansen[footnoteRef:16] infers Timaeus’ use of several gods should not be taken literally however, since Timaeus may be talking metaphorically.    [8:     Sarah Broadie, “Theological Sidelights from Plato’s “Timeaus”, pp1-17]  [9:     John D Barrow, “The Evolution of the Universe”, pp835-856]  [10:    Ibid, pp1-17]  [11:    Ibid, p1]  [12:    Plato, (360BCE), “Timaeus”, Trans Benjamin Jowett, Indianapolis: The Library of Liberal Arts, 1949,  http://classics.mit.edu/Plato/timaeus.html]  [13:    Ibid, p6]  [14:    Ibid, p8]  [15:    Ibid, p6]  [16:    Thomas Kjeller Johansen, “Why the Cosmos Needs a Craftsman: Plato, “Timeaus” 27d5-29b1”, Phronesis, Vol 59, No 4 (2014), p316, Brill] 

 
2.2	In contrast, Barrow[footnoteRef:17] introduces some of the more modern cosmology, including the concepts that underpin it.  Central to Barrow’s[footnoteRef:18] paper is the “open” and “closed” universes.   The author illustrates how the “open” universe model, infinite in size and expanding, is distinct from the “closed” universe which is finite in size, beginning at a singularity – thus expanding to a maximum size before contracting back to a Big Crunch of zero size.  Barrow[footnoteRef:19] mulls over whether a third model, the “critical universe”, positioned between the “open” and “closed” universes and also infinite in size will expand forever.   Gribbin[footnoteRef:20] refers to this as the “flat” universe, where “expansion slows until gravity just brings it to a halt without ever managing to reverse the expansion into a collapse”.  Barrow cautions we live “tantalizingly close to the critical divide separating the open and closed universes”,[footnoteRef:21] inferring that much uncertainty exists.  Hack,[footnoteRef:22] affirms Barrow’s view, adding that it is uncertain whether the gravitation will stop the expansion or whether it will continue forever.   But Barrow[footnoteRef:23] determines a universe that is going to expand for ten billion plus years should be close to the “critical divide” to avoid collapsing prematurely to a Big Crunch.   [17:    John D Barrow, “The Evolution of the Universe”, pp837-848]  [18:    Ibid, pp835-856]  [19:    Ibid, p839]  [20:    John Gribbin, “In the Beginning: The Birth of the Living Universe”, Viking (1993), p160]  [21:    Ibid, p840]  [22:    Margherita Hack, “Origins and Evolution of the Universe: Observations and problems”, proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, Vol 141, No 4 (Dec 1997), pp398]  [23:    Ibid, p841] 


3.  	Evidence for the evolution of the Universe

[bookmark: _Hlk529736633]3.1	The evidence for the Big Bang theory and Creator of the universe are compared.  According to most monotheistic religions, God is the sole creator of the Universe, although Corey[footnoteRef:24] questions whether natural theology and the possible existence of a Creator has been surpassed by modern Cosmology.  On Chaos and Order, Alexander[footnoteRef:25] advances that “in the beginning, there were God and Chaos ….. And in his own image he created a soul of the World, and this soul is Cosmos, Order.”  Broadie[footnoteRef:26] refers to this chaos as “a rescue operation”, inferring that something chaotic is saved by being divinely ordered.  The author cites numerous examples of how the World-god created the cosmos out of materials provided by a pre-existing “Chaos” – ie Earth, Water, Air and Fire (Timaeus 31b-32b) … “materials with which are themselves the product of processing by a thoroughly congenial divinity.”   Corey[footnoteRef:27] states the Anthropic Principle of the anthropic coincidences have been used by philosophers to support the thesis that God exists. For example, the Strong and Final Anthropic Principles have a ring of creationism and according to Corey have been embraced by the religious among the scientific community, as proof of God’s existence.  Corey[footnoteRef:28] develops a Design Argument putting forward an intelligent designer of the universe who very carefully chose the precise conditions that were necessary for the evolution of intelligent life.   [24:    Michael A Corey, “God and the New Cosmology”, Rowman and Littlefield, p1]  [25:    Hartley B Alexander, “Plato’s Conception of the Cosmos”, The Monist, Vol 28, No 1 (January 1918) p2]  [26:    Ibid, p10]  [27:    Michael A Corey, “God and the New Cosmology”, p8]  [28:   Michael A Corey, “God and the New Cosmology”, p8] 


[bookmark: _Hlk529737609]3.2	Conversely, Barrow[footnoteRef:29] states scientists think the existence of cosmic background microwave radiation (CBR), together with red shift, the expanding universe and black matter, mean that the Big Bang theory, 13.7 billion years ago, is well founded.  Turner[footnoteRef:30] describes the universe evolving from a “hot, formless soup of subatomic particles causing the universe to behave like a cooling thermonuclear reactor”, producing light nuclei, a second after the beginning.  Gribbins[footnoteRef:31] states the flatness parameter has to have been set as accurately as one part in 1015 when the Universe was just one second old for humans to be here at all.  McGhee[footnoteRef:32] strengthens this claim asserting the beginning of the world has been proven mathematically …... and that time and space were created at the same time as an event “without a cause”.   This is contrary to the basis of Timaeus’ speech where he asserts the universe has “become” and thus must have become by some cause “for without a cause nothing can be created”.   Barrow[footnoteRef:33] states there is only a narrow range of cosmic history during which life can evolve, and if life had not evolved by this cosmic epoch then in all probability it never would.  For example, Lineweaver & Davis[footnoteRef:34] state cold molecules, such as life-forms and terrestrial planets could not have come into existence unless the universe after the Big Bang had expanded and cooled.  Gribbins[footnoteRef:35] probes whether it was just a lucky coincidence that the Universe emerged from the Big Bang in this state and says this is an example of the “Goldilocks principle”[footnoteRef:36], since the “prerequisites for our existence” (Rees)[footnoteRef:37] seems to be ‘just right’, which is compelling.  Sagan[footnoteRef:38] adds human beings, are born ultimately of the stars and are now for a while inhabiting a world called Earth.   [29:   Ibid, p836]  [30:   Michael S Turner, “Origin of the Universe”, Scientific American, Vol 301, No 3: Special Issue: Understanding origins (September 2009), pp36, Scientific American, a division of Nature American, Inc]  [31:   John Gribbin, “In the Beginning: The Birth of the Living Universe”, Vp167]  [32:   George C McGhee, “Humankind and the Purpose of the Cosmos”, p163]  [33:   Ibid, p837]  [34:   Charles H Lineweaver and Tamara M Davis, “Misconceptions About the Big Bang”, Scientific American, Vol 292, No 3 (March 2005), pp36-45]  [35:   John Gribbin, “In the Beginning: The Birth of the Living Universe”, p167]  [36:  Goldilocks principle: says that coincidences like this cannot really be coincidences at all but must have some deep significance (Gribbins)]  [37:   M Rees, “Anthropic Reasoning – Principled and Unprincipled”, Before the Beginning, Simon & Schuster Ltd, p254 ]  [38:   Carl Sagan, “Cosmos: The Story of Cosmic Evolution, Science and Civilisation”. (1981), p12, MacDonald Futura ] 


4.   	Conclusion

4.1	The essay has set out to contrast and compare the evolution of the universe from the theism and cosmology perspectives, as researched by Broadie and Barrow.  Evidently, the scientific discoveries over the last 100 years of an expanding universe and cosmic background, demonstrating the recession of distant galaxies, seems to have created a major shift paradigm.  In his paper, Barrow employed the open and closed models of the cosmos to illustrate the probabilities of deciding whether the Universe was finite or infinite, to which according to Barrow and Hack, the position is unclear.  Barrow is confident however that the expanding universe was fundamental to human life.  Evidently, scientific advances have brought into question the Theism philosophy of a divine creator, therefore turning the Big Bang metaphor into the standard model of the Universe, conceivably making God redundant.  In comparison, Broadie’s paper centres around Timaeus’ continuance use of describing several gods and physical gods in the process-making of the universe, which Broadie contests is inconsistent and contradictory with monotheism and a transcendent God.  Although both Theology and Science agree there were precise conditions existing at the beginning of the Universe, one of the differences between Science and Theology is that Theism believes the universe was created by God with a “cause”, whereas scientists contend, invoking the “Goldilocks Principle”, that the universe was a “lucky accident” and was created “without a cause”. The main weakness with the Theism theory for scientists is that it lacks empirical evidence of a divine creator.  However, Corey[footnoteRef:39] has endeavoured to defend natural theology, using the Strong Anthropic Principle, in the hope of building a bridge between the disciplines of Science and Theology.  Despite the contrasting theories and philosophies, both Theism and Science are each searching for an understanding of the cosmos and the reality behind the world.  They are both seeking answers to the many questions of how the Universe came into existence.   [39:  ] 
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