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Chapter 2: Idols of the Mind
vs. True Reality
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Aristotle Kant Hegel
384-322 BC 1724-1804 1770-1831
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While Chapter1addressed the compeentarity

of science and philosophy, Chapter 2 estabhshes
the relevance of religion to science and

philosophy
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foundlng fathers, and there’san argument to be made that‘ thout the theistic
presumption that nature is rational due to being a product of an intelligent God (where
atheists may not have had a reason to assume that nature could be ratlonallylmown),
then science would have never developed » |

“Modern science, as we know it today, hg&-lts beginnings in the Christian West because W i]
faith that Reason or rational principles could be found in God’s creation. Reason s a personal
feature, found in Man. A world that is created by a rational being must also possess this
personal feature, which we call God [infinite Spirit]. It is possible that an atheistic culture

Would have never concelved Reason in the world and therefore failed to develop science.”
s e SR e \; (Dr. B. M. Pur1 IMv’I‘R p 30)
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Isaac Newton
“Father of Modern Physics”
1642-1727
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Theistic inspiration underpinime modern sciencel | Humility
e Newton’s theistic worldview'wasaccompanied by a disposition of ntellec alhumility.
He said: _

have been only like a boy playing on the seashore and d dzvertzng mysel_' n

now and then finding a smoother pebble or a prettier shell tﬁ an grdma' 7

= e 3

ao;bjg R |
Otller scientists have also expre"sﬁed lntellectual humlllty in thelr o,
P W £ 0 it ; ;‘ -

_ astonishment at the 1nte111g1b111ty ofn nature ok
v‘v %%. ueé;&%ﬂw&‘ ?Q. RO Mg s R o e /
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Fred Hoyle
English astronomer
1915-2.001
].B.S. Haldane j
English evolutionist =~
1892-1964

Albert Einstein
Theoretical Physicist
ASPEL 1879-1955



Theistic inspiration underpimninge modern scien

“But science can only be created by =iam1-\ ho are thoroug hly imbtied with the aspiration
toward truth and understanding.' ource e of feeling, howeve sprlngs from the sphere of
religion. To this there also belongs the faith in the possibility that the regulatlon._s&‘@phd for
the world of existence are rational, thatis, comprehensible to reason. 1 cannot co conceive of a
genulne scientist without that profound faith. The situation may be expressed by_an Image:
science without religion is lame, religion without science is blind.”

: : [Reference] Science, Philosophy and Relw A Symposium, published by the
Conference on Science, Philosophy and Religion in Their Relation to the Democratic
Way oszfe Inc New York (1941), Iater pubrbshed in Out of My Later Years (1950)




Theistic inspiration underpmning modern science

“But science can only be created by those who are thoroughlyimbutied with the aspiration
toward truth and understanding. This' source of feeling, however, springs from the sphere of
religion. To this there also belongs the faith in the possibility that the regulations valid for
the world of existence are rational, thatis, comprehensible to reason. I canno_fméive ofa
genuine scientist without that profound faith. The situation may be. EXpressedWa'n Image:
science without religion is lame, religion without science is blind .2

: : [Reterence] Science, Philosophy and Religion, A Symposium, published by the
- Conference on Science, Philosophy and Religion in Their Relation to the Democratic
Way of Life, Inc., New York (1941); later pubﬁ?hed in Out of My Later Years (1950)
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beheves in
= Religion without science lacks a systematic account of Divinity
m There is blind faith and rational faith (faith that sees) Ll

. Sc1ence w1thout rehglon 1S lame

\axmms ,,.Aand ©) mlsleadlng1y reducmg the Organic Whole of

R NN L A S
':,reahty to mechamcal parts (wzll be dlscussed m the nextsectton)
“““ i RS
Y 2 kﬂ -" bt g .‘.‘—..‘_;_ ll"“‘, 8
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Theistic inspiration underpimning modernsciencey |’Axionts’

“But science can only be created by those who are thoroughlyimbtied with the aspiration
toward truth and understanding. This source of feeling, however; springs from the sphere of
. . . Y *o' . ‘ oy o7e . o R . R 3 o
religion. To this there also belongs the faith in'the possibility that the regulations valid for
® ° . v ° R Et——— o *‘ .

the world of existence are rational, thatis;’comprehensible toreason:I cannot conceive of a
genuine scientist without that profound faith. The situation may be expressed by an image:
science without religion is lame, religion without science is blind.” ¥

: : [Reference] Science, Philosophy and Relig ion, A Symposium, published by the
- Conference on Science, Philosophy and Religionin Their Relation to the Democratic
Way of Life, Inc., New York (1941); later puleEhéd in Out of My Later Years (1950)
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Theistic inspiration underpinning modern scienc 4| Axioms

“But science can only be created by =i§m:1-~\ 0 are thoroug hly imbtied with the aspiration
toward truth and understanding. " source C of feeling, how f Ve prmgs from the sphere of
religion. To this there also belongs the e faith in the possibility that the regulatlons valid for
the world of existence are rational, thatis, comprehensible to reason: I cannotmelve ofa
genume scientist without that profound faith. The situation may be expressed by an image:
science without religion is lame, religion without science is blind.”

: : [Reference] Science, Philosophy and Religion, A Symposium, published by the
Conference on Science, Philosophy and Rehgzon in Their Relation to the Democratic
Way of Life, Inc., New York (1941), Iater pubrhed in Out of My Later Years (1950)
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Theistic inspiration underpmnimng modern science| | Axions

Intelligibility of nature: . ' | .
e “[Tlhe faithin the p0551b111ty that the regul atlons valid for the world of existence are ratlonal thatis,

comprehensible to reason. (Emstem S deﬁmtlon) .
e Nature’s inherent laws and principles are discernible to human ratlonahty

Theists have reason to believe that nature is intelligible due to their faith that: = = =
1. God is omniscient / Supremely Intelligent It
2.God purposefully created the world and its inhabitants
3. Humanity was “made in the image of God” and possessed similar intelligence (same in quality; ot quantity)
4. Human rationality could perceive God’s reason and creative principles through studying natur

Atheists do not have reason to believe that nature s 1ntelhg1ble due to their belief that blind chance (hke the Big
Bang) gave rise to the universe e
® Lawsare explanatlons of con31stent1y observed patterns of behavior under particular conditions, so a
8 g Worldwew th.t embraces blind chance as the agent behind the existence of the universe doesn’t give scope

. for consmtently ordered phenomena let alone the intelligibility of such phenomena

AR How does dlsorder glve rise to order Wlthout an orgamzmg pr1nc1p1e (hke 1ntelhgence)?
; “4.}.‘\ N : P ‘5'““?"(!45 ..;\,N).,’lf; B 2 / 3
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" Belief in God -‘

Subject(s)

4 ! 384-322 B.C. Biology Theist
was orlgmally called natural phllosophy were

theists, thus the intelligibility of nature wasa
sensible presumption for them

Francis Bacon 1561-1626 A.D.  Early Physics Theist
Galileo Galilei ~ 1564-1642 Physics, Modern Theist
Science
e InIMVIR (p30), Dr. B. M. Puri suggests that [:2% , st B pL Analytic Geometry,  Theist
atheists could not have pioneered science due Modern Philosophy
to having no sense of the intelligibility of 1642-1727 Physics, Classical ~ Theist
‘nature or reason in the world 2 Mochaics, Mod. 5a.

e Today, using science to popularize atheism produces self-destructive cultural norms hke thmkmg free
willis 1llusory a&d that there’s no unlversal pUrpose that all humanity can harmoniously rally around
L N s\;\i' i
“It i 1s the task of this chapter to understand how and why modern science today has turned
2 away from and falled to comprehend thls Reason in the world. 3

2%
SRR S R R

&

(i)r.B M. Puri, IMVIR,p30)
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“We cannot dlsregard the fact that natura formed by men®Natural
science does not simply describe and exp ain nature; it is a partofthe 1nterp1ay
between nature and ourselves; it describes n?tmeas exposed to our ‘method of
questioning. This was a possibility of which Descartes could not have:thought
but it makes the sharp separation between the world and the I impossible:

If one follows the great difficulty which even emlnent scientists like Einstein had’
in understanding and accepting the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum
theory, one can trace the roots of thlS difficulty to the Cartesian partition. gls
partition has penetrated deeply into the human mind during the three centuries
following Descartes and it will take a Iong time for it to be replaced by a really
0 Kt s L s 4
- dlfferent attltude toward the problem of reahty 4
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“Natural science does not simply describe’

interplay between nature and ourselves; 1
method of questioning.”
H

Nature as exposed to our method of questioning = a model of nature:

e The ancient Chinese belief represents a mythological model of the solar system
o explanations of observed phenomena that e very loosely correlate to observation
e The Prolemy’s geocentrism and Copernicu h ehocentrlsm represent empirical models
o anexplanation of an observed phenom_g}gn i v
¢ Atomic theory and quantum theory are theoretical models e Yoo
© proposing the existence of somethmg unobserved to explain an observed phenomenon

s

0 Nl
v {-.'.Z"‘ "‘_ﬁ:‘,\,‘“(*’ A

A model is to truth what a map is to 1ts terram e
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While considering the theistic inspirationtinderpinning modern scienceywe concluded with:

“It is the task of this chapter to understand how and wy modem science today has turned
away from and failed to comprehend this Reason in the world..”’ .
(Dr.B. M. Purl, IMVTR, p 30)

Making progress in this endeavor requires acknowledging that:

“The real problem arises when these different Idols of the Mind [...] are presumed to be
outwardly objectiveand venerat%d as the True Reality.” (p33) 4
Modern science has failed to understand the truth of nature, the reason in the world, due to mistaking
the map for the t terraln, i.e., confusing models with the truth. Thus, scientists wrongly reduce life and
consciousness to matter, to models of neuronal correlates of consciousness and of living entities as
mechamcal aggregates of materlaltbulldlng blocks Correlatlon doesn timply causation.
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