RELIGION, MYSTICISM AND MODERN SCIEMNCE

Wa are often told
Religion cannot be, without 'mys-
ticism'. What dpges that word
convey?

Let us first have an {dea
about the word ‘'mystic'. A
mystic is normally described
as one whe tries to attain the
knowledge of ultimate reality
about the universe through {nti-
uttve contemplation or meditation
or some discipline or process
entirely different from the usual
methods of logic, observation
through five senses, or what we
generally call rational or analy-
tical thinking. Based on this
meaning of the "word mystic,
mysticism- is often taken as
a peculiar state of wmind, or
evan feeling, of some individuals.
As Bertrand Russel puts it in
his egsay on "Mysticism and
Logic". "Mysticiem is, in essence

little more th-n a certain intensity

and depth of feeling in regard to
what i3 believed about the unive-
rse." Thus, it becomes a highly
personalised affair and is the
understanding of the reality
by certain individuals, which
js: their own 'feeling' of reality.

This meaning induces many
4o dismiss any reference to
myaticism as personal fad of
somebody. ©Can a ‘feeling' or

pzrsonal experience of somebody
convey the knowledge of truth
in nature?
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But thers= is
meaning to the word
namely, "having a  splritual
meaning or reality that is
neither apparent to the senses
nor obvious to the intelligence"
{Meriam Webster). That means,
'mysticism' is a science going
bayond our five senses and
normal intelligence or intellect,
and therefore beyond the mordern
physical sciences like physics,
biology, psychology, medicine
and others. This meaning is
connected with the previous
meaning in as much as the
aource of such mystical 1.e.
ultra-physical science can be
the inner or {intiutive or inspi-
rational oxperience of the mys-
tics.

another
'mystical’,

But, if inysticism, assuming
it to be a science, is based
vpon the persgonal feeling or
intuition of the mystics, how
far can we rely on it? '

For an answer to this
question, let us consider our
"Paigambar' (l.e. Divine Messa=
nger) Zarathushtra and = His
message. He declares, through
our Holy Scriptures, that there
existe, bayond our senses and
intellect, a  Creator, Ahtra
Mazda, who has created the
whole nuniverse, the seen and
the wunseen. His Creation is
apparently seperated from Him
but ia now proceeding towards
Him, Man is a part of the
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Creation. He has,
and Ahura Mazda,
een, of 'Druj',

between him
a veil, a scr-
loosely and for
want of another word, called
evil. Every human being has
within itself a ray of Ahura's
divine light and at the same time
a covering of 'druj' - interwoven
in his physical body. He has
te dissolve the covering comple-
tely, and be one with the Divine
Light of Ahura Mazda. To achieve
this, man has to carry out and
follow certain teachings and pres-

criptions,  ‘ifcluding a  ‘strict
moral code: ;

This, of course, is a very
terse statement of the princi-

ples and percepts of Zarathushtrian
Religion. But they are pervaded
thronghout the Holy Scriptures
viz. Yasna, {which includes
Gatha's), Vendidad, Vispered, and
Khordeh Avesta, and elaborated
in Pazend prayers and Pahalvi
writings, One single passage
laying down this statement, is
the first passage of 'Kem-na-
Mazda' prayer, (Yasna Ha
46-7- Gatha Ooshtuvad} which
is the foundation of our Kushti
prayer.

Now ponder over the state-

ment. Every ingredient of it
is beyond our senses and intellect
and is not capable. of rational
or logical or intellectual verifi-
cation. Have we seen the Creator!?
if He {is within us, has any

surgeon found Him when he opened
haman bodies? And can you prove

that it is He who has created
the observable and unobservable
upiverse? Where fs the viel
Dini-Avaz

of Druj? Why is it said that
the Religious prescriptions
including the strict moral

code takes us nearer to Ahura
Mazda? What is "nearer"? We do

not fe2l we are travelling
towards Him or away from
Him! All this sounds unveri-
fiable "and mystical! The
question then arigest if mysti-
cism is to be discarded, can
you believe in the very first
principle of the existence

of Ahura Mazda? If you don't,
you may as well cease to talk

about Religion. The concept
of the existence of God is
the first foundation of all
Religions, And {t is not Jjust
a concept:i You are required

to believe that it is the Truth
taught to us by His Messengers.

How did the Messengers
learn about this Truth? Each of
thcm was a mystic who had
personally experienced God .
Should we discard their Message
bacause they are mysticse?

And 30 far as Zarathushtra
is concerned, wour Scriptures
declare in no uncertain terms
that He was not an ordinary
buman being. He was a channel
of Ahura Mazda's Divine Light
itself. He communicated with
Ahura Mazda; He conversed
with Him; He was in comunion
with Him. Ahura Mazda imbedad
the Truth in Zarathushtra.
He declared Ahura Mazda's
Message to the mankind.

All this,
The

again, is mysti-

cism)! Holy Scriptures
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appear to be a_treatise on mysti-

cal science! Do they really
deseribe the reality in nature?
If we think they do not, we
may as well be athiests! The
very foundation of Religion is
mysticism. One  cannot  exist
without the: other. To accept
mysticism  while believing in
Ahura Mazda and to .make wry

faces when other similar mystical

doctrines are put forward, is
the reflection dof an escapist
mentality.

I presuma that you, my
dear reader, do belicve in
God; because {if you do not
belieave in Him; you would not
be rveading this Magazine which

is manifestly on Religion. Relying,

then, on wour thiestic inclination,

may I have tne liberty to ask
you what is the basis of your
belief in God? It cannot be

any observation which you have
made of Him or any intellectual
thinking vou may have applied
to Him. An (intellectually convin-
cing proof of His existence
does not exist. Yet, why do
you believe in Him, and in
one or the other or all the
principles and percepts teresly
summarised above? The answer
ist it is an act of FAITH.

Faith is a mental tempera-
ment whereby a persor believes
certain principles aor doctrines
as being the truth and reality
in nature, although no intellec-
tually convincing proof thereof
is available. It is an act of
belief founded on the tedchings
of the Cod's Messengers, the

‘Dini-Ava:

I accept

Prophets, Saints, Sages, Avatars,
It is an unquestioned reliance
on their Word and Promise, with
an undercurrent that although
today I cannot  intellectually
prove the prineciple or doctrine,
it as true, and I am
certain that onne day I will
experience it as =2 revelation.
Every Religlous practice, disci-
pline, procedure or 'Tarikat'
as we call it, has thia under-
current of unflinching faith. No
religion can exist without faith.
One of the meanings of the
word “Faith" is "Religion”.
We do speak of the 'Hindu Faith'
or the 'Christian Faith!, etc.

Now, if we compare the
meanings of the words 'mysticiam
and 'faith', we at once see
that the twn are almost synnony-
maous . Both have, as their
subject matter, a reality or
truth which is beyond the
sense, experience and. common
intelligence or intellect. There-
fore. if there can be no religion
without faith,, there <c¢an be
none without mysticism. Faith
is the belief in the mystical
and the spiritual. It presumes
that there can be a reality
which s beyond the comimon
human comprehension and that
there do exist and occur in
nature, such entities, things,
events, phenomena which do
not enter into the circle of
our sense experience or common
intellect. -

It is now 'time to ask
the qusstion Is the above
presumption correct? Are there
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any tndications {in esupport of the
presumption? Is there any sclentific
basis for 1t? Has the medern sclence,
whieh is supposed to be an inquiry
in the realms of nature, any material
for or against the presumption?

Ours is the age of sclence. The
discoveriea and inventions of science
are injected in our thinking right
from our school days. We ‘are given
a formirdable impression that science

has understood the niechanism
and 8ecrets of the world we live
in. It has understood 'matter',

and thereupon produced electricity,

television, atom bomb and nuclear
power plants. It has understood
'1ife' and thereupcn brought forth

green revolutien,
and biological
understood the

theory of evolution
warfare. It  has
human 1llress and
is therzupen fighting with cancer
and 'aids'. It has understood the
human brain and is thereupon busy
making a thinking computer. Surely,
as our layman's Impression goes,
the science which has produced
such wizardry and miracles must
have understood most of, if not
all, the mysteries of nature. What-
ever it has found about matter,
life and universe must be the truth
and reality in nature. Is that impre-
gsion correct ?

Speaking in 1990, alas | the
‘answer is.k a flat unqualified 'NO'.

The quest In the secrets of
nature, which we czll science started
its journey in the 15th century,
say, with Copernicus (1473 to
1543 A.D.), who calculated the
orbits of earth and planets and
trled to formulate a 'rational'

geomnetry of things. He was followed,
in time as well as in ideas, by
Kepler (1571 to 1630 A.D.), who
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took the geometry further and
theorised that mathematics could

give more definite knowledge of
the universe than the senses.
Then arrived Galileo (1564 to
1642 A.D.) who declared that
the universe acted through
immutable laws, but we must
understand its languaga and
symbol3, whiech were manifectly
mathematical. Descrates (1596

to 1650) made everything mathe-
matica’ and mechanical. Then
entersd Newton (1642 to 1727 A.D.

with his laws of motion and
the universe became a machine
and secience was on its ‘way
to be Godless.
_ The strange part of the
story 1s that although the pion-
eers of acience named above
led the science to Godleasnesa,
they themselves were believers
in Ged ! Kepler declared.
that the sun was central in
the wuniverse, and was "worthy
to become the home of God
Himself", Galileo sald that
the mathematical order in the
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universe was . owing. to God.
Descrates, though the founder
of the mechanical concept, belie-
ved that God was the sole living
principle of everything including
rational human minds. And Newton
wrote, "He (God) 1is enternal
and infinite, omnipotent and
omrniscient; that is, his duration
reaches from eternity to eternity;
his presence from Infinity to
infinity; he pgoverns all things
and knows all thinga that are
or can be dope."

But these views about
God were socon forgotton. The
mathematical mechanics 0 these
pioneers was accepted, acted
upon' and taken further, but
‘their beliefs in God were set

aside and dismissed summarily.
The firat decades of the 19th
century became Godless. When
Laplace, a French Scientist was
asked by Napolean about the
place of God 1in the scientific
world system, the reply was

"Je n'ai pas besocin de cette
hypothese" - We do not need
this hypothesis |

God became a  needless
hypothesis. 19th century adva-
nced; God disappeared completely.
Everything must be explained.
mechanically, even life and
mind. Everything should follow
Descrates's reasoning of a machine:
and Newton's Jjaws of motion.

And so it does. By the end
of the "infidel half century"
(as Bernard Shaw described

it) the universe of science was

a mechaaical. model. The map,
or more correctly the machine
diagram, was drawn. The rail
‘Dini-Avaz

road was bulilt; every event,
every thing in the world should
be explained in terms of the
rail road, the diagram, :the
model.

BUT, the 20th  century
sent a number of strong earthqu-
ake tremors below this machine-
edifice of science. Today
in the 9th decade of the 20th
century, it 13 shattered and
fallen to pieces, Yet the old
notions are hard to be abandoned
and the mechanical model still
continues to have a hazy form
in the realm of the orthodox
gcience. At the same time
a number of eminent scientists
have pcinted out, that the model
is dead; that sclience was not
in  contact with reality; that
its view of nature was quite
wrong; and that 1t is time
to change it completely.

I, firast lay out before
you the present (dying) form of

the mechanical model, and
then take you- briefly through
the 20th Century tremo?s and
the new sciences now coming
up . However reversing the
usual order, I Jay down the
moral of the story first

Science is knocking the door
of mysticism; but the door
does not open; a wvoice ccmes
from behind, “This is not
the way; come by the right
path; that path goes through

your heart not your intellect.*
Let us first see the

present form of the mechaniecal
model of science.
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The Big Bang to Science Academy
via a pond of amoeba

15 billion vears back, the

univers2 began. with a bang,
which was quite big, so it
is known as "the Big Bang".

Before that there was nothing -
no sgpace, no time,. no matter,
no duration, no eternity, po
number; just a void, an unthnnk-

able void. As the Big Bang
occured from nothingness, the
temperature was very very

high: 102 Kelvia (i.e. 1 followed
by 32 dots) (1 Kelvin = -27'c).

Within less than a ,srcond, 98%
of all the matter in- the nniverse,
the force of gravity a-d other
physical forces were <creatad,
The matter, then war in the
form of ‘'elementary pu:ticles'
- wvery much smaller than the
atom. 300,000 years after the
Big Bang the elementarvy particles
began to combine to form atoms
i.e. matter as we kprow today.
Galaxies and stars .were formed
thereafter; then the solar systems
sprang up; our sun with its
planets including our tiny aarth,
came into being.

As the eartn cooled further,

the seas and the 'dry lands
were formed. Matter on earth
toolk up « various combinations;

atoms combined to form molecules.,
At one stage, purely by chance,
the molecules combined. in° such
a way that a living cell i.e,
very tiny life-~form sprang up.
The plants began to form and
evolve; water animals came
up, then dry . land wnimals,
then birds, mamals, monkeys
gnd lastly man -. hurray ! the
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world is ready for the nan.
The evolaution from matter to
life was bychance and accident.
Evolution from a pond »f amoeba
(the first one cell living: crea-
ture}) to an ‘academy of human
scientists was through ‘“struggle
for ecxistence and the survival
of the fittest", thus spake
Darwin. Even the scientists'
much boosted intelligence is
nothing but molucular movements.

Love is a matter of differential
equations. The sins or good
dee¢ds of humans are ‘"only a

series of chemical and mechanical

reactions over which they have
no control", as Bernard Shaw
puts it. And yogi's conciousness

is a  neurolegical commotion

worth a.mad house.

So¢ here was ‘the Godless
mechahical model of creation
right from day one - the Big’

Bang to the atomic-bomb bang
on Hiroshima in 1945 and the

presently threatened nuclear
holocast . No plan, no God,
no design - just chances and
accidents and later on struggle

for existence i.e., fights, battles

and wars. Orthedox scientists
are still trying to cling to
this model, notwithetanding
the fact that agalnst each of

its ingredients there are a
number of explosive objections.

"Before and After the

Big Bang.

and"

What wds there before the

Big Bang ? The hazy answer
is : don't ask the question;
how can there be a '"before"
when there was no -time and
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space before the Big Bang ¢
Well | does this sound mystical ?
A few brilliant theorists like
Stephen Hawking try to give
another answer: Before the Big
Bang everything was happening
all at once, and in the same
place; space had ten dimensions,
seven of which were roled up
or curled up within Planck's
length, 1.e. trillions of times
less than a trillionth of an
inch 1! Is this not more mystical
than the mystery {itself 7 But
leave it at that; close vour ¢€yes
and mind to the "Before": let
us concentrate. on ‘“after". But

before that those who twitch
their noses to the mystical
in Religion may please ponder
on this mystical in science.

'After' seems to be more
brain twisting than 'before
About 10735 seconds after the
Big Bang i.e. 1 upon 1 followed
by 35 dots-th of a second,
two forgces came into Dbeing:

gravity and electromagnetic force.
You need not oother about what
they are; but the mind boggling
proposition is that these two
forces were go delicately balanced
that had the force of gravitation
be less by 1/1940th part (1 upon
1 followed by 40 dots) than
what it was, no stars and no
sun would have ©been formed
and therefora no earth, no maiter

and no life could have sprung
into existence ! Who made this
infinitely fine  tuning between

the two forces T Was it just

a chance ?

-l

‘of molecules,

Within about 1/10000th
of a second after the Bang,
matter in the form of 'elementary
particles' like protona, electrons,
neutrons Wwas formed. Again,
you nead not bother about what
these ‘'trons' and ‘tons' are;
but the brain whirling proposition
is that these particles joined
and combined to form the atoms
of matter which we come across
(or whirh we ourselves are)
on this earth. This formation,
it is said, is due to another
force of nature called strong
nuclear force; had this force
beer very very slightly weaker
or very very slightly stronger
than what it was (or it 1is),
no atom could have been formed!
No earthly matter could have
been created and you, my dear
reader, would have been NOT !
who measured and adjusted
this force to ruch a fine tuning?
Again a chance 7

The mechanical model
further says that life on earth
began by chance whan the atoms
combined to form certain kinds
which in turn,
combined to form a living cell,
again by- chance. A living cell
has a chain of certain iypes
of molecules called amino acids,
There are 20 such amino acids
functioning in life-cells. Their
function depends on certain
other types of molecular comp-

ounds, called enzymes which
number between 1000 to 2000.
For the formation of a life

cell thege erzymes should come
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togather in _ the
help forming the right amino
acids of any cell. Accordiong
to the calculation of an eminent
British scientisat Fred Hoyle,
the probability for happening
of this event s0 as to form
one single llving cell during
gseveral billion years of the
earth's history ig 10400000 o }.
This means 1 followed by 40,000

right way to

dots events and combinations
should occur hefore one life
cell is formed ! In other words

it just cant happen by chance.
A  careful design 1is nscessary.
Somebody has to plan the whole
affair and ensure its execution
by most careful organisatien
and administration.

Coincidences of Design ?

Several renowed sgcientists
have made a 1list of =z &s=ries
of "coincidences", which are

required to occur if the mechani-
cal model is the only explanation
of the stars, matter, trees,
animals, man and his brain.
The number of wuch coincidences
is so staggering that there is
no escape from the conclusion
that the wuniverse is formed,
governed and continues to exist
by some kind of ‘interlocking
hierarchy of interlligences"
as Hoyle put it.

acientists who
concluded afrer careful
studies and thought that even
small coincidences im our Jday
to day lives are not just random
events; they have some design,
some unknown force some underly-
ing harmony behind. The Aust-

There are
have
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ralian biologist Paul Krammer
collected numerous examples
of 'coincidences' to arrive at
this conelusion. Carl Junp coined
the word *synchronicity”.

There is a recent book "Synchro-
nicity", with a subtitle 'The
Bridge Between Matter and Mind"

by bDavid Pent (Bantar - 1987).

No please ! Chances,
accidents, coincidences, probabli-
ties and Codlessness wont do.
God is coming back in science.
There is a chapter titled "Mathm-
matical Evidence to the Existence

of God" in a book "Beyond the
Quantum" by Michael Talbot
(Bantam - 1988), who had earlier
written "Mysticism and the New
Physics". Paul Davies, Professor
of Theoretical Physics at the
University of Newcastle wrote
in 1981 "God and the New

BRIR I AT NP IRET TP P P

Y UNnQuE &
ENTERPRISES

Authorised Voltas Doealers for

CRYSTAL
>' room airconditioners. )%
and
JUSHAR water coolet Y

X ;
i a3

?E§ OFF. ;. 633, Glrgaum Roud.
A Opp. Silk Huuse. Dhobitalag,,
\{ BOMBAY-400 002

A
N
. N
;2( Tol. ! 313084/258245! ﬁé

vel.15 Neo.l



Physics" and in 1989 "The Cesmic

Blueprint" with a sabtitle "New
Diacoveries in Nature's Creative
Ability to Order the Universe"
(Touchstone - 1989),

Order. blueprint, plan,
design, myeticism, God in modern
seience |l But, alas 1 it is
too late. It is a long and ardous

journey from "the needless hypo-
theais" of Laplace, - but man
has, during the journey, created
" nuclear bomba and plarnts, green
house effects, cancer and 'aids'.

Is there, {n modern science,
a4 substitute for the mechanical

model ? There is not one but
geveral; but each of these subs-
titutes has one common under
current: the methode of modern

acience are Inadequate to under-

stand the mysteries of nature.
Science knows more and more,
but about less and less. Every

piece of its knowledge that

it gets or arrives at, adds
to ite ignorance. It multiplies
ignorance and the guise of collec-
ting knowledge. "We find facts"
it pompously declares, and {ts

facts promptly turn out to be
shadows. "Physical acience {s
concerped with a world of shado-
ws",  declared the outstanding
astronomer Sir Arthur Eddington
in  his “Nature of the Physical
World" in 1928 and thereafter
eminent scientists, scientific¢
thinkers and philosophers, and

historians of sclence have empha-
sised almoat in 2 chorus that
science is not in contact with
reality | That means we are
not learning the truth about
natire through this activity
called science. (We only collect
shadow facta and lethal weapons).
It 18 'Avidya' as defined in
the tindu scriptures : Knowledge
thal is lignorance.



