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Abstract:  Are all moral principles relative and plastic, or are there some that are universal principles, and lead us to a  normal or healthy moral and physical life?.  This is an important question if we are to maintain health in society.  This paper examines whether physics supports moral relativism, and whether studies using social science suggest a moral system that brings maximum health and happiness to people. 
Introduction

In most Western societies, from Eastern Europe to the United States, the majority of people believe that there is no set of absolute moral standards, true for all people in all times.  One of the common reasons they give is, “Einstein proved that everything is relative.”  More recently postmodern thinking has suggested that observational science itself is only a culturally determined and culturally approved activity.  This view says that the very pictures or “paradigms” by which we organize our knowledge of the world in science vary with culture, and have no real claim to objective or universal truth.  Proponents of this view claim that even our power to observe nature is culturally determined, and not intrinsic and universal to our being human.  Postmodernism particularly attacks traditional ideas on sexuality and gender identity. 
A number of academic studies have tried to show that our ideas of gender and sexuality are very plastic and culturally determined.  This has led to “social engineering” where men and women are viewed as interchangeable in society, and where women are expected to find their primary identity in the workplace, as men have in the past.  New forms of sexual relationship have become accepted, including unmarried cohabitation, “open marriages,” homosexual relationships, bisexuality, and transsexual lifestyles.  Society is increasingly expected to accept all of these as normal and acceptable and to teach this to the young.  
We want to discuss these claims that morals are relative, one at a time.  In the first case, we will examine the physical sciences to test the argument by analogy from “Einstein’s relativity theory.”  In the second case, we will examine the degree to which scientific principles really change when new paradigms are adopted, like the transition from classical mechanics to quantum mechanics in the last century.  Finally, in response to modern social engineering, we now have, at least in the United States, a wealth of new data on how well these new forms of relationship really bring people more happiness and freedom.  
Finally, we will discuss whether we can find a set of principles that people experience as providing a better life for them?  How do they relate to the traditional morality described in the Bible, which claims to be the “user’s manual” for human life given to us by the very Designer and Creator of that life? 

Einstein’s Relativity and Moral Implications

“Einstein proved that everything is relative.”  This is commonly offered as an explanation by those who claim morals are relative to culture, and there are no absolute moral principles.  But, did Einstein really show that, “Everything is relative?”  Isaac Newton stated some absolute principles as the basis for the theory of classical mechanics:



(1)  Space and time are absolute for all inertial reference frames.



(2)  In any inertial reference frame for any mass m subject to net force F, F = d(mv)/dt


We don’t need to have much knowledge of physics to see that these are absolute postulates.  We notice the words “absolute,” “for all,” “in any,” and “for any,” and conclude that the postulates are statements of absolute laws or principles

Einstein’s postulates for his “Theory of Relativity” are two in number, plus the requirement that Newton’s law (2) above holds for v << c, where c is the speed of light.


(1)  The laws of physics are the same for an observer in any inertial reference frame.



(2)  The speed of any light signal is the same as measured by an observer in any inertial

              reference frame, and equals 300,000,000 meters/second.
These two postulates plus “Newton’s law for motion for low velocity” cause space and time intervals to become relative in ways that deeply shock our intuition.  All of us are aware of ideas like time dilation and length contraction.  But, Einstein’s two postulates are also absolute statements.  In other words, Einstein was actually saying, “You think that space and time are absolutes.  They are not.  Let me show you THE REAL ABSOLUTES!”  Einstein’s theory should be called, “The Special Theory of Absolutes for All Velocities.”


If we reason about morals by analogy with Einstein’s theory, we should conclude that morals are absolute as well.  Then we should try to identify the set of absolute morals.  Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity is also based on “Invariance Principles,” which are absolute statements about what does not change from observer to observer.  I have taught the General Theory to university graduate students and know it very well.
Paradigm Shift and Moral Relativism


Having lost Einstein as their authority, moral relativists often turn to the paradigm shift idea to argue that Science itself is only a cultural construct, and exists not by containing absolute truths about nature, but by social consensus.  Let’s use one key paradigm shift from classical mechanics to quantum mechanics to test these claims.  Did the new quantum mechanics in fact invalidate classical mechanics?  Was the truth described by classical mechanics relative?.

Classical mechanics was developed for large systems, with sizes from one micron (10-6 meter) to astronomical distances.  It pictures objects as having definite boundaries, a precise location, and moving in a predictable way called “the trajectory of the object.”  For these systems Newton’s laws are well obeyed in a huge number of applications.


To describe objects smaller than about one micron, down to atomic sizes of 10-10 meter or less, physicists had to alter their picture of objects and motion radically.  The most we can know about the location of an electron, for example, is a probability distribution of where it is.  If we measured a large number of identical electrons in the same “state,” their positions could form the familiar bell-shaped curve, for example.  The motion of the electron is not described by a determined path of motion.  The motion of its probability distribution is deterministic, however.  

Our purpose here is not to give all of the physical details, but to see how radical a paradigm shift we must adopt to describe small systems.  In the new theory electrons act like both a particle and a wave.  This creates a conceptual paradox for us.  Our experience cannot mix the picture of a particle with that of a wave.


The postmodern argument says that a complete revolution has occurred in physics, and the old picture was abandoned by society in favor of the quantum picture.  So, the truth of classical physics is now lost and a new scientific truth has replaced it.  The problem with this view is that if our physical system is larger than a micron, like a two micron droplet of water in a cloud, classical mechanics will describe it to as high accuracy as we can measure it.  In other words, we need have no reference to quantum mechanics to predict the cloud drop’s motion.  

We can send a spaceship to the moon without ever using the picture or equations of quantum mechanics.  In fact, a key test of any quantum mechanical prediction is that it must reduce to the corresponding classical prediction if we let the size become large.  This is called the “Correspondence Principle,” and it is presented in all texts on quantum mechanics as an absolute principle.  THE TRUTH OF CLASSICAL MECHANICS IS ABSOLUTE UNDER THE CONDITIONS FOR WHICH IT WAS EXPERIMENTALLY PROVEN.


Once again we see that the claim that physics is relative fails.  Physical truth, once established empirically, never changes.  We all know from experience and believe this about the law of gravity.  If we are going to draw an analogy between physics and morality, then we should conclude that morality is, indeed, absolute, rather than relative.
Sociological Studies on the Benefits of Traditional Moral Principles

The discussion of human moral principles is vast, and not all interesting issues are well studied by sociologists.  For example, the effects of envy or unforgiveness in humans, while thought by many to be negative, have not been well documented by sociological studies.  Also, issues of how different attitudes toward honesty and stealing affect people’s lives have not received focused study, even though we have laws regulating these behaviors.  This short paper will consider only three moral principles that have been well studied in the United States in the last 10 years: chastity until marriage, avoidance of divorce, and reserving childbearing to marriage.


A wealth of other studies has been done on human sexuality, marriage, and family.  Their results agree with what is presented here, and the author will be glad to make references available to those who are interested.  Some will object that these studies have not been done in a range of cultures.  They argue that the USA is a “Christian nation” that historically taught traditional morality, and that these results will not be found in other cultures.  Certainly, studies in other cultures must be done to show universality of the effectiveness of moral principles.
(1) Moral principle: Remain Chaste Until Marriage
Many in Western cultures today say that pregnancy avoidance and control of sexually-transmitted diseases require that teenagers must be taught to use condoms, and so practice “safe sex”.  If an “unwanted” pregnancy occurs, readily-available abortion is promoted as the solution.  Those promoting radical changes in the way humans have understood gender, sexuality, family, and procreation tell us that by adopting these changes humans will become happier, more fulfilled, and more liberated.  Does social science confirm their claims?

Public abstinence education is cost-effective in reducing teenage pregnancy.1  According to a new study by the U. S. Center for Disease Control (CDC), 53 percent of the overall decline in teenage pregnancy rates between 1991 and 2001 is due to the practice of abstinence and 47 percent to improved contraceptive use.   Since contraceptive sex education programs receive three times as much funding as abstinence education programs, trying to teach teenagers to remain abstinent is three times as effective.  


Abstinence education is proving very effective in the control of sexually-transmitted diseases.2  In Uganda a dramatic drop in AIDS incidence among teenagers has clearly been associated with a strong national abstinence education program.  The African AIDS pandemic requires immediate intervention, and most think this should be done by teaching condom use and providing expensive drugs only.  Based on the scientific evidence, however, simply teaching abstinence and fidelity in marriage seems to work more quickly and inexpensively.
(2) Moral Principle: Keep childbearing within marriage.

Out-of-wedlock birth is widespread in the USA?  In 2000, one of every three children was born to unmarried parents.  Thirty years before, in 1970, only one in ten babies had unmarried parents, and in 1945 it was one in twenty five.  Does it matter to the family, especially to the children, if their parents are married?  By racial background, the statistics are Caucasians (27%), Blacks (69%), and Hispanics (43%).

American experience backs up these attitudes.  Most children born outside marriage live with their mothers, who remain single.  As such, they suffer the same well-known difficulties as other children raised in single-parent homes.3  

“Children are safer in homes with married parents.  Abortion is less likely in marriage. Two-thirds of abortions are obtained by never-married women.  Children living with both parents have a much lower risk of being physically neglected or abused than children in single-parent homes. A 1996 study of child abuse found that the rate of neglect of children living with single parents was more than twice that of children living with both parents, and the rate of abuse was 35 percent higher for children in single-parent homes.”
“Children in homes with married parents are healthier and engage in less risky behavior. A 1998 study found that girls who lived with their married biological parents in eighth grade were one-third as likely to have a premarital birth by grade 12 than were girls living in other family structures.”

“Unwed childbearing leaves parents and children economically disadvantaged.  A 1999 study found that women who have children out of wedlock are likely to have a much lower income than are married women; they are six times more likely to be on social welfare and 40 % less likely to be working full time.  In a longitudinal study of 5,000 children and their unmarried parents, interviews revealed that nearly 30 % of fathers were out of work the week before they were surveyed.  Thirty-seven percent of the mothers and 34 % of fathers did not have a high school degree.”

“Unwed mothers and fathers are less likely to marry.  A 1995 study of national data found that unwed mothers are much less likely to marry than are single women without children.  A 1998 study found that young men who father a child outside marriage are much less likely to marry and twice as likely to cohabit as are those who do not.  In 2000, 43 % of single mothers with children under 18 had never married.”
(3) Moral Principle: Preserve a marriage and avoid divorce.
 
Modern marriage is considered a matter of personal fulfillment.  When people feel they are not getting enough out of it, or when “the love goes out of the relationship,” they often get a divorce and try again.  They usually say it is harder on the children for their parents to stay in a loveless marriage than for the parents to be honest and split up.  What does social science tell us about these claims?


Most divorces in the USA are initiated by women who feel unhappy in their marriage (2/3), rather than who find themselves in high-conflict marriages (1/3).   First marriages that end in divorce last on average 7-8 years.  In other words, most divorces occur so that the mother can pursue her own happiness.  Most children of divorce live with their mothers and see their fathers infrequently.


Following the divorce of their parents, children experience feelings of rejection, loneliness, anger, guilt, anxiety, fear of abandonment by both parents, and a deep yearning for the absent parent.  Five years after their parents’ divorce 1/3 of children studied were moderately or severely depressed.  


Children from intact families are less likely to have emotional, behavioral, and health problems than children whose parents have divorced.  Children of divorce are more likely to exhibit aggression or “acting-out”.4  They have more depression and delinquency,5 are less likely to complete high school or higher education,6 are more likely to use illegal drugs,7 and are twice as likely to cohabit before marriage and have an out-of-wedlock child.8

When children of divorce become adults they still have bad consequences.  They are still more often depressed and have higher suicide rates.9, 10  They tend to have lower status jobs and report less happiness.11  They are twice as likely to divorce as are adult children of intact marriages.12

Even the divorcing parents find the happiness they are seeking elusive.  They have weak relationships with their own siblings and parents,13 have more depression and low self-esteem and dissatisfaction with life,14 are more likely to commit suicide,15 and (especially for women) have lower family income.16   

In general, children of divorce do not even do as well as children whose parents maintain a marriage where both parents say the love has gone out of their marriage.  This fact flatly contradicts the justification that the divorce is “better for the children.”  Fully 1/3 of Americans agree that parents should stay together for the sake of the children even if the marriage isn’t working.  Based on the research, the mother and father are putting their own happiness ahead of her children’s, in many cases, and that happiness and hoped-for success tends to elude them.  The research seems clearly to show that parents and their children are happier if they follow the “maintain marriage and do not divorce” moral principle.

Conclusion

Physical science by analogy encourages us to look for absolute moral principles, and social science is pointing us to traditional moral principles as better for humans.  The Bible makes a claim that it is the instruction manual for human life given to us from the Designer and Creator of that life.  It urges us to follow these moral principles and many others, and also gives us a number of principles that are useful in maintaining physical health.  

In all cases where social science has carefully studied a Biblical moral principal, it has found the Biblical principle to lead to better human functionality and ultimate happiness for all involved.  Science seems to support the claim that the Bible does accurately provide absolute moral guidance for human life from the two directions we have discussed.  Many Biblical principles have not been carefully studied, and we encourage all such research.  In the mean time, if we want to increase moral and physical health, we have good reason to look to the Bible as our guide, and its Author as the Creator and Designer of our human condition.
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