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“So long as the universe had a beginning, we could 
suppose it had a creator. But, if the universe is really 
self-contained having no boundary or edge, it would 
have neither beginning nor end, it would simply be. 
What place, then, for a creator?”  (Stephen Hawking) 

“I want to know how God created this world. I am 
not interested in this or that phenomenon. 
I want to know his thoughts; the rest are details.” 
(Albert Einstein) 

“We had observed the oldest and largest structures 
ever seen in the early universe […]. 
If you're religious, it's like seeing God.” 
(George Smoot) 































“We feel than even when all the possible scientific questions have 
been answered, the problems of life remain completely 
untouched.” (Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 6.52) 

“The meaning of the world must be outside the world” (ibidem, 6.41) 

“There is indeed the inexpressible. This shows itself; it is the mystical 
[…] Not how the world is, is the mystical, but that it is.” (ibidem, 
6.522 and 6.44) 

























One might (indeed one should) expect that the world evidenced itself as 
lawful only so far as we grasp it in an orderly fashion. This would be a 
sort of order like the alphabetical order of words. On the other hand, the 
kind of order created, for example, by Newton’s gravitational theory is 
of a very different character. Even if the axioms of the theory are posited 
by man, the success of such a procedure supposes in the objective world 
a high degree of order, which we are in no way entitled to expect a 
priori.

Therein lies the miracle which becomes more and more evident as our 
knowledge develops. And here is the weak point of positivists and 
professional atheists, who feel happy because they think that they have 
preempted not only the world of the divine but also of the miraculous.» 

«You find it surprising that I think of the 
comprehensibility of the world... as a miracle or 
an eternal mystery. But surely, a priori, one 
should expect the world to be chaotic, not to be 
grasped by thought in any way.

Albert Einstein, Letter to M. Solovine, March 30, 1952
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“What has led me to science and made me since 
youth enthusiastic for it is the not at all obvious 
fact that the laws of our thought coincide with 
the regularity of the flow of impressions which 
we receive from the external world, [and] that it 
is therefore possible for man to reach conclusions 
through pure speculations about those 
regularities.

Here it is of essential significance that the 
external world represents something 
independent of us, something absolute which we 
confront, and the search for the laws valid for 
this absolute appeared to me the most beautiful 
scientific task in life.”

M. Planck, Scientific Autobiography, 1948









“Can you, or anyone else, reach the central order of things, or 
events, whose existence seems beyond doubt, as directly as you 
can reach the soul of another human being? I am using the term 
'soul' quite deliberately so as not to be misunderstood. If you 
would put the question like that, the answer is yes.” 

W. Heisenberg, Physics and beyond (1927), in dialogue with W. Pauli 
and P. Dirac 

“Physicists laboriously master mathematical techniques 
because experience has shown that they provide the 
best, indeed the only, way to understand the physical 
world. We choose that language because it is the one 
that is being ‘spoken’ to us by the cosmos.”  

J. Polkinghorne, One World (1986) 



This world does not explain itself.

It may be a miracle with a supernatural 
explanation;

it may be a conjuring trick with a natural 
explanation...

There is something personal in the world, as 
in a work of art;
whatever it means it means violently.

G.K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy, Doubleday, 
Garden City (NY) 1959, p. 65.





"The scientist does not study nature because it is useful to 
do so. He studies it because he takes pleasure in such a 
study; and he takes pleasure in it because nature is 
beautiful. If nature were not beautiful, knowing about it 
would not be worth while and life would not be worth living.” 

H. Poincaré, quoted by S. Chandrasekhar, “The Beauty and the 
Quest for Beauty in Science,” Physics today, July 1979, p. 25. 







«So long as the universe had a beginning, we 
could suppose that it had a creator. But if the 
universe is really completely self-contained, 
having no boundary or edge, it would have 
neither beginning nor end: it would simply be. 
What place, then, for a creator?» 

(A Brief History of Time, London 1988, pp. 140-141) 



During a General Assembly of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, 
Stephen Hawking, a member of the Academy, gave a talk on his 
cosmological model without any initial singularity, a model which 
describes the existence of the universe “out of nothing”. 
Commenting on this model, Hawking affirmed publicly that for 
this model working there was no need of any Creator… 
John Paul II was there, during the talk. Hawking revealed —and 
in one occasion he also wrote— that after that talk he expected 
to be condemned by the Catholic Church as a “Galileo n. 2”. 
However, the scientist was deluded, because John Paul II did not 
make any comment. 

Stephen Hawking receives 
by Paul VI the Pious XI 
Medal, April 9, 1975, for his 
studies on black holes. 



Some time after, during an informal meeting with scientists at 
Castel Gandolfo, Joseph Zycinsky asked John Paul II why he had 
no reaction after Hawking’s talk at the Pontifical Academy. 
Zycinsky also reported to the Pontiff Hawking’s “delusion” to have 
not been condemned by him… 

John Paul II answered that in physics there was no reason to 
mention the Creator (and in this Hawking was right). However, he 
added that physics pre-supposes philosophical questions, like, for 
instance, why the laws of nature exist, or why the cosmos is 
intelligible, and he was persuaded that Hawking would not have 
denied the meaningfulness of such questions. Only in that case, if 
these questions would have been denied, he, as Pontiff, had to 
say something… 

Source: Joseph Zycinski (2006),  
private communication 








