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1. What is the answer of  (a) the Christianity, (b) atheism, (c) cosmic humanism to the   question “ What makes our mind capable of learning about the universe?”. 

That the human mind can understand at least something of nature is almost obvious to everyone. Let us recall A.Einstein who said: “ The most incomprehensible thing about the universe is that it is comprehensible”. But what makes our mind capable of learning about the Universe? At least, three different answers can be found to answer this question.                  

             (1) The Biblical point of view[creation by rational(rather super-rational) God]: God, who created the Universe, created man (human mind) in His image and likeness.  That is the reason we are able to learn about the Universe and rule over it according to His will.  In other words, the Universe is learned, because of the correlation between rationality in nature and rationality in men established by God. 

             (2) Atheism (materialism, naturalism) [“creation” by irrational chance]: Rational atheism and also positivism as well as, in the extreme case, scientism (according to which absolutely all in nature and in human being can be learned and explained by scientific rational method) turn out to be contradicting within themselves from the very beginning by presupposing that behind creation of the cosmos and man it is a blind (i.e.pure irrational) chance.  How can the human mind learn about the Universe if the Universe in its core does not have any rationality? How can an irrational Universe be understood with rational thinking?  For some time though, some visible order of the Universe was understood in human rationality as the product of pure chance.  But after Freud it became impossible to believe that even human beings are absolutely rational.  In principle, scientism appears to be an inwardly self-destructive philosophy!  For this reason, some scientists (ex. Einstein) have been led by the process of learning about the Universe back to a belief in rational creation by a Superior Mind.  Others (advocates of “dialectic and historic materialism”) extended materialism, including in it some irrational methods of cognition etc (but without actual testing the internal self-consistency of such system). And someone (ex. F. Capra) is led to the third possible answer to the question of why Universe can be understood. 

            (3) New Age cosmic humanism [the universe as conscience, as creation of our mind] : New Age world-view postulates that human personality in its essence is God's personality which itself creates the Universe. This is our ignorance that makes us attribute independent and absolute reality to the world.  And if I am not a helpless individual but am the heart of my Universe, then most of all I need to open not the secrets of the physical universe but the secrets of myself.  Hence, real spirituality consists in the fulfilment of its own potential, and by not only rational methods but also by mystic (rather pseudo-mystic) ones. The general, rational consciousness which we use in our everyday activity appears to be a little part of the whole.  New Age idea says that by means of definite mystic manipulations it is possible to leave the limited experience of rational consciousness and enter into an extended, cosmic consciousness which embraces all.
        2.Definition of science. 

        Before we start comparing all three positions, let us go through the distinctive features and basic postulates of science. According to secular scientific and philosophic encyclopaedies, we have the following general definition of science: Science is the system of developing knowledge which is being obtained by the appropriate rational cognition methods and is being expressed in exact concepts, the truth of which are controlled and verified by the social practice. Science is the system of concepts about phenomena and laws of the nature or the human activity, content and results of  which are the purposefully collected facts, elaborated hypothesises and theories with the laws on which the latters are based, research methods and rules, and which gives the possibility of transforming and foreseeing the reality in the social interests. The concept of science is used for designing (1) the process of elaboration of the scientific knowledge, (2) the whole system of the knowledge, verified by the social practice, and (3) for the indication to the separate fields of the scientific knowledge or the separate sciences each of which has its subject, its methods, its concept of truth.(i.e. that that is at the range of the subject of science and is established by the correspondent methodology).In this definition we see only one common characteristics of all sciences: the utilization of the rational methods of cognition. 
Modern science is not a unique system with a unique method of truth search but the branching multitude of separate scientific disciplines. They are usually grouped in the following way: natural sciences (physics, chemistry, biology etc) the subject of which is nature, mathematics the subject of which are exactly formulated axiom systems, the social humanities (history, sociology, economics etc) the subject of which are the social events and processes (about which there are the evidences) and finally, but without consensus, the spiritual humanities (psychology, ethics, philosophy etc) the subject of which are the spiritual and psychical activities of Homo Sapiens. As to the latter, there is no consensus because the subject of the spiritual humanities is not the material world and not social processes but the spiritual world of man (conscience,thinking, psyche, moral etc) where the action of causality is limited by free will of an individual man. 
It remains only for us to show the specific methodology and truth of every concrete science. Methodology of physics (and other natural sciences) is based on measureable observations by reproducable experiments and their interpretation with utilization of logic and mathematics; methodology of mathematics is based on making logic deductions or conclusions from taken axioms; methodology of social humanities is based on searching, valuating and interpretations (hermeneutics) of evidences (documents); methodology of spiritual humanities is based not only on the above-mentioned methods but also on the utilization of the introspection method and directly of world-view postulates. Concrete truths are laws of nature, theorems and concrete mathematical methods elaborated for applications in other sciences, statements confirmed by reliable evidences and documents and al last laws of spiritual and psychical life, respectively, in natural sciences, mathematics , social humanities and at last spiritual humanities.

Of course, having such a definition, other methods of knowing are not excluded. This can be, for example, revelation from God in the Bible, words of other people (people we trust), communication between individuals, intuition and other possibilities. Let us recall that a worldview based on the belief that science is the only way of knowing is called scientism. It is impossible to prove scientifically that science is the way of truth.  As in any other worldview scientism can be chosen by an act of faith.

            3.Spiritual humanities.

 And now we briefly describe three spiritual humanities – psychology, ethics and philosophy.  

Psychology, which often is called science about psychological life of a person, obviously is not limited only by knowledge which can be obtained with the methods of scientific experiment (i.e. by observations, made in standard conditions, which can be isolated, varied, and repeated) and can be explained (interpreted) within the frame of more general scientific results and principles.  Psychology quite often uses method of introspective observation (individual personal experience), but in its attempts to go beyond the descriptive stage and came into explanatory stage, psychology inevitably transfers in the realm of philosophy.  In psychology different areas were shaped out, depended on what was put into understanding of soul, consciousness and psychology: ErLebnis-psychology, Behaviorism, different versions of reflectoric psychology and psychoanalysis .  Early K. Ushinsky observed two dualities of the human psychics:  1) the greatest antinomy of the generality of the faith in the free will and the generality of the faith in the causality, and   2) the contradiction of the dualism and monism in the psychic life of the man (the irresistible feeling of the dualism,  which speaks about the spiritual and material worlds inside the man, and the constant tendency of the human reason to the unity (monism). He was the first who had paid attention also to that that the interaction between psychics and brain ('interaction of a soul with the relevant nervous mechanism') --is one of the greatest mysteries of creation.

Although ethics is sometimes called the science of morals, it also goes beyond the definition of the word science.  It is impossible to determine evil and good scientifically.  It is also impossible to be proved scientifically what we must do (even in science!).  In terms of ethics science is silent.

Philosophy ("human wisdom") is sometimes simplified to be called the science of science.  Although sometimes philosophy is determined as an attempt to create rational and critical systems of men's views, opinions and beliefs in the relation to reality and to the ideals of ethics, art and religion. Philosophy studies not only rational methods of cognition but also irrational ones (in particular, intuition and mystics). Philosophy quite often is divided into several areas, among which the following finds more emphasis: epistemology, ontology, philosophy of nature, ethics, aesthetics, philosophy of religion. As a matter of fact, psychology, ethics and aestetics are separate “sciences” during already a long time.

4. Initial postulates of faith in science. 

It is easy to comprehend that the concrete subjects, methods and concepts of truth in the natural sciences, mathematics and the social humanities are not connected evidently and directly with an individual worldview of a researcher (unlike to general premises of science[see later]). But as to “the spiritual humanities”(psychology, ethics and philosophy), many their notions and methods have different meaning and contents in different worldviews, i.e. they are essentially connected with the worldview of a worker. But, nevertheless, the initial premises of science as a whole are taken by faith as also in every concrete world-view.
To make this clear, speaking about authentic science, let us consider that we are using an extended definition made by R.Bube for natural sciences.: This is a special way of knowing, based on those descriptions of nature which have been gained with the help of human interpretation in the form of natural concepts and categories from publicly observed and reproductive data obtained in its turn under the influence of nature (natural world) to our sense organs.  This definition assumes that creative thinking in the process of interpretation by no means can be excluded but must be controlled through quite definite ways, including reproduction, logic, mathematics, etc. 
 The majority of scientists working even in the field of natural sciences (either Christians or atheists), accept that at the root of science and structure of scientific knowledge are several unproved premises or postulates. First, there is a belief that the material world exists objectively and human rational mind is able to understand its nature.  Secondly is a belief that nature is a united whole.  This second premise in particular means that there is an order of (general laws) existing in nature and a reproduction of natural events in different places of the Universe at different times.  The following fact is an interesting correlation to that premise:  systems of principles, postulates and theorems, theories and equations, developed in abstract mathematics, turn out to be sufficient enough to describe real events in certain areas of the physical world with a striking precision.  It happens quite often.  The third and most familiar postulate is the cause and effect (causality) postulate.  This postulate is universal and applicable to all scientific disciplines.       

               And now we recall some premises (thesis) of Christian theism and after that of rational atheism, mainly those which could be in a certain degree compared with above-indicated premises of science and also can be tested, at least partially, concerning their consistency between themselves and with the general human practice.
         5. Main thesis of the Christian theism. Their consistency with initial postulates of faith in  

                 science. 

            Between main thesis of the Christian theism there are the following ones:

            (a) God is infinite and has a (triune) personality, is transcendent (out of this world) and immanent (inside this world), all-knowing, all-good and omnipotent. 
            (b) God created the universe from nothing in order that all in it would act in open system by natural laws.

            (c) Man is created in God's image (i.e. is personal, has his own transcendence, rational mind, morality, abilities to discourse and creation).

            (d) Mankind can comprehend the surrounding world and God Himself since God gave to men such a possibility and He intercourses actively with them. 

            (е) Man was created as a good being, but the sinfall distorted in him the God’s image although not so much that it could not be restored; God redeemed mankind by the ministry of Christ and began to restore in him the initial goodness although everyone is capable to reject this redemption. 

           Returning now to the above-mentioned initial postulates of science, we see at once that the first two postulates do not even contradict the Christian doctrine, but go with its roots to the doctrine itself.  The third postulate, giving us a choice between two unproveable alternatives (the endless chain of subordinate reasons or existence of the initial cause), at least does not contradict Christian theology.  Precise analysis, based on the second law of thermodynamics or made by Morris on the theological ground, clearly leads us to conclusion of preference of the second alternative.  This is existence of the First Cause of all the universe which is completely consistent with the Christianity. 
              As a matter of fact, the biblical revelation originated the scientific method since it teached that man was created for governing all creature in God's name [Ge.,1:28]. Essentially by this, were guided founders of science F.Bacon, G.Galilei and I.Newton. 
              Concluding this section, we briefly touch what it is a miracle. In the Bible a miracle is not a curious or unexplainable event. It is an intervention into the nature of the super-natural force. If besides the nature there is nothing, then no miracle is possible. The biblical miracles have three signs: they are unusual, real and performed with a moral scope. The miracles can be considered within three aspects: (1) according to the context of their performing, (2) according to their scope and (3) regarding the mechanism of their performing. Concerning the mechanism of their action, miracles can be classified to the following kinds: (1) mechanism of performing which is explainable in the limits of natural laws, (2) which evidently made by God out of the limits of  natural laws created by Him, and (3) with uncleared  mechanism of their performing.

             6. Science and theology. 

             We now turn to the comparison of science and christian theology. According to the definition made by R.Bube,  authentic christian theology is a particular way of knowing, based on descriptions of the world obtained through the human interpretation of the Bible and human experience. Science can provide us with information on nature and the sociological characteristics of human society via scientific method whereas theology reveals to us the nature of interpersonal relationships and our relationship with God via biblical hermeneutics. Both science and theology are based on faith commitments taken by irrational way (for instance, by intuition in science and by God’s revelation conceived by man in the mystic illumination in the Christian world-view and theology). Both science and theology develop descriptions of reality based on evidence and both descriptions are able to be tested  (in science — by human sense interaction with the nature, in theology — by human experience [historical context and in the present]). Both provide us with partial descriptions of part of reality. Neither provides us with complete or absolute descriptions of  reality. Both contain “open questions” because both are developing.  

Pseudo-science and pseudo-theology have been existing together with authentic science and authentic theology. Pseudo-science looks like science, uses terminology of science and claims to be called science but on the fundamental level breaks the self-coordinated unity of scientific activity (in particular, the principles of accordance in acquiring of the new fundamental results). Quite similar things can be said about pseudo-theology. 

Usually, the following fields of activity appear to be sources of pseudo-science: 

(a) sometimes pseudo-science is simply bad science, when certain person ignores known scientific precautions in formulating his/her conclusions; (b) sometimes a professional person is working on things with which science doesn't even need to deal (for example, developing a system of ethics based on the general theory of evolution); (c) sometimes pseudo-science appears as a result of the attempt to get scientific results and conclusions under the pressure of philosophical, metaphysic, religious or political ideology.  The danger of pseudo-science exists in every instance where ideology is trying to rule over science. The similar things can be said about the sources of pseudo-theology.             Subjective arbitrariness in pseudo-science stands against objectivity in authentic science.  The figures of pseudo-science can be characterised by the following factors: (a) they are sure that they found truth; (b) mankind does not know this truth but it is urgently important; (c) their approach is based on separate parts of data without taking into consideration a full set of data; (d) they are mad at society, because society does not listen to them and they predict worse motives to such misunderstanding from the outsiders; (e) they usually are not able and do not want to answer sincere criticism of their work; (f) they don't consider themselves to be members of scientific society, and others do not consider them to be those as well.

In recent years considerable interest has arisen toward fields standing on the boundary between pseudo-science and authentic science, such as parapsychology, paramedicine, extrasensory perception, clairvoyance and others connected to these phenomena.  Although all these fields from the very beginning could have been learned by natural scientific methods (that is how it should be done!), they usually were bound to the ways of thinking connected to pseudo-science and pseudo-theology (to be more exact, to their combinations). Pseudo-science as well as pseudo-theology, appeared and are able to appear in other contexts.  Astrology, known in ancient times and retrieved again now, can serve as one of the examples of pseudo-science which takes a form of pseudo-theology at the same time.  Such ways of thinking are distinctive for New Age.

                In principle, philosophy knows three approaches to interrelations between science and philosophy: incompatibility, unrelatedness(absolute separation) and complementarity. Similarly to the complementarity principle, introduced in quantum mechanics by N.Bohr for complete multifold description of phenomena by quantities (which had been earlier introduced in classical physics for complete joint and compatible description of phenomena) which, on the one hand, complement each other, and, on the other hand, formally mutually exclude each other (in quantum mechanics, but not in  classical physics), it seems that the most consistent relationship between authentic science and authentic Christian theology is the perspective of complementarity. Complementarity is the holding of both scientific and theological descriptions together, while recognizing their differences and yet appreciating their similarities, with the  effort  to integrate them into one whole picture of reality. Effective complementarity demands insights from authentic science and authentic theology, rejects inputs from pseudo-science and pseudo-theology, and proceeds to the task of integrating these insights with the necessary caution and discernment  in order to obtain an adequate and coherent view of reality. Complementarity does not claim that no aspects of theology should be affected by science, or vice versa. It ia freely recognized that the form of contemporary theological models has been affected by growth in scientific understanding of the way in which  God has actually created the world. And it is also freely recognized that the choice of problems in natural sciences, or even the choice of a descriptive model in psychology can be affected by theological insights. But it is also freely maintaned that that science is incapable of providing us with the foundation of ethics or with the knowledge about the relationship between the God and human beings, and that theology does not generally provide us with mechanistic information about the “how” questions of the physical universe. Complementarity is not a thoughtless acceptance of contradiction, paradox or dualism. On the contrary, it is recognition of those circumstances where two (or more) different but valid insights are available to describe and understand something beyond the abilities of known models to encompass.

       Why is it expedient to use such complementary descriptions? There are several  fundamental reasons. The principal reason that it appears to be necessary for us to use complementary descriptions is that we do not have the needed “tools” among the known to adequately describe the unknown with a single description or model. In many cases reality in all its complexity is not apprehensible by the human mind and thus we often use more than one notion, simile or metaphor for a more complete representation. And then, our descriptions are complementary because we are forced to use similes, metaphors and (or) allegories to describe the unknown in terms of the variuos knowns; such metaphorical descriptions can be complementary. And finally, each description arises out of a different conception of an explored object and so their contributions to our understanding of reality have to be additive ( complementary. 

        The second kind of origin for complementary descriptions can also be seen in quantum mechanics (see above) and, moreover, within any particular scientific discipline. In fact, the various branches of science, extending from physics and chemistry to sociology through biology, botany, zoology, psychology etc, each define the domain of its own descriptions. The claim that there is only one domain within which a valid description can be given is known as reductionism, and limitations and shortcomings of it are well-known. Thus, a description of an event in the life of a living creature can be given in terms of the physics of the event, the chemistry of the event, the biology of the event, the psychology of the event, and the sociology of the event, if we choose to remain within the scientific spheres as a whole. We do not expect them to contradict one another. Rather we expect them to be complementary.   

        Because of the orientation of the two different realms in science and theology, there may be special cases where no scientific description can be given (for instance, miracles), whereas there are no cases in which some theological description would not be appropriate (even if it were simply to see the event or the object as the result of God’s activity). We may meaningfully speak of the complementarity of scientific and theological descriptions when they deal with the same phenomenon of reality and when they give descriptions of that phenomenon out of their own realms of discourse using categories   and methods relevant to those realms.

         If we attempt to force a theological or philosophical perspective upon science, we have pseudo-science. If we attempt to force a scientific perspective upon theology, we have pseudo-theology.  There is no need for either. Our scientific description cannot be expected to be identical to our theological description ;  if this were the case, we would not have the need for both. But we do need both kinds of description since they are complementary and not mutually exclusive. 

7. Mysticism, revelation and intuition. 

              From irrational methods of cognition we consider here briefly mysticism, revelation and intuition. 

              In secular philosophic encyclopaedies the following general definition of mysticism is given:  Mysticism is  non-communicable cognition not by sensations (feelings) of the external world, not by logic and reasonings but by personal super-rational  contemplation and/or super-perceptible illumination during the intercourse with the super-natural world.  Now there is no consensus and even  conventional agreement in any world-view (except those which deny the reality of mysticism, such as atheism and nihilism). In the whole spectrum of existing definitions and approaches in philosophical and theological literature I will choose those ones which, in my opinion, have the most close relation to the considered topic: true or authentic mysticism which is typical for many christian denominations and non-orthodox or false (pseudo-)mysticism.      

          True mysticism is usually considered as an illumination of the minds of all believers by the Holy Spirit which makes no new revelation of truth, but uses for his instrument the truth already revealed by Christ in nature and in the Scriptures. According to Strong, “the illuminating work of the Spirit is therefore an opening of men’s minds to understand Christ’s previous revelations. As one initiated into the mysteries of Christianity, every true believer may be called a mystic. True mysticism is that higher knowledge and fellowship which the Holy Spirit gives through the use of nature and Scripture”.  The christian mystic experience gives the close union of a man with the God not only through the mind but through his personality as a whole (transcending out of the limits of a personality). In such union  Christ do not deprive us of our mind and will but do only remove the delusions of our mind and egoism of our will. And they restore their primordial clearness and strength. True mysticism is generalized in the Bible: 1) “Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come he will guide you into all truth: for he shall not speak of himself ; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak: and he will show  you things to come” (John,16:13); 2) “But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God” (1 Cor.,2:10). 

        One of the first upholders of true mysticism was Augustin who had developed the teaching about the super-perceptible illumination of a human soul which is attainable as a  result of an incomprehensible God’s gift and permits to penetrate into the essence of the God. Keeping the dualism of the God and the creation (man), Augustin considered the mystical cognition to be a crowning of rational. We cite now Russian theologians: “the dogmas [of Christianity] are revealed only in a mystical illumination” (N.A.Berdyayev); “In a certain meaning every theology is mystical since it presents a Divine mystery given by the Revelation” (V.N.Lossky). Regarding the revelation in monotheistic religions , it is usually interpreted as a direct will (command) of the God and the information emanated from him as an absolute criterion of the human behavior and cognition. In Christianity the highest realization of a revelation is the Bible but the God can appeal also directly to the human soul depths passing by all external instances. According to Origen (3-th century), a revelation gives to us as if a sum of axioms for rational thinking and taking of this revelation on trust do not complete but do open the way of cognition. Thomas Aquinas (13-th century) do definitely deny any possibility of contradictions between the revelation thesis and the thesis of the rational speculations: they are called to complement one another. It is rather curious to compare the notions of revelation and intuition. Intuition is usually defined by philosophers as the direct perception of  truth, rightness and beauty without any connection with rational thinking and experience. Intuition signifies the direct contact of mind (soul) with reality.  Such irrational kind of cognition is not surprising to the Christians and is also for a long time known to scientists in their professional activity.

                 Now we consider non-orthodox mysticism, or pseudo-mysticism. Non-orthodox mysticism is based on that that union of human soul with God in the process of mystic ecstasy springs from the identity of their nature. In the West it is connected with neo-platonism and ascends to Platon (see, for instance, A.Bensky (13 sec.), J.Boeme (16-17 sec.) etc). In the East it is directly based on pantheistic world-views (hinduism, buddism etc), where the largest divinity is reached in extinction of human personality. As a matter of fact, the western non-orthodox mystics fuses in pantheism and clearly rejected by monotheism where the dualism of God and created by Him world is present. Rather often pseudo-mysticism in the Christian theology is understood as an erroneous opinion about the possibility to reach religious knowledge by the direct intercourse with God when one totally or partially ignores   (a) nature and Scriptures, (b) activity of mind, (c) the personalities of man and even God. 
       8. Initial premises of materialism (atheism, naturalism) and their inconsistency.

         Now we briefly recall some initial premises of materialism (atheism, or naturalism): 

         (a) Matter is eternal and embraces all that can exist. There is no God.  

         (b) There is nothing besides nature (universe, cosmos) and hence  

             (1) automatically miracles are impossible,

             (2) the universe exists as a closed system of cause-effect relations and,in turn, hence

             (3) strict determinism rejects free will. 
       (c) Life sprang from lifeless matter as a result of a casual coincidence of favourable circustances.    

         (d) The universe is knowable by rational mind [in the extreme case of scientism – by only rational mind]. 

         It is enough for us to indicate three inconsistencies in these postulates:
        (1)As a matter of fact, materislism ascibes to matter those atributes which are usually ascribed to God: matter is eternal, matter is a creator of life etc. And moreover, even contrary to the experience: namely  the human experience shows that namely mind acts creatively with matter but not matter creates mind! 
        (2) On the one hand, materialism considers the universe as a closed system of cause-effect relations and, on the other hand, it assumes that man can change the existing world-order.But for this, we have to be able to come out of the limits of the closed system! 

        (3) If man sprang casually (by a chance), then: (A) How can he trust to his ability to know? (B) How can he be morally significant?      

        As it is known, many materialists consider chance as a unknown determinism (but then a casual “creation” of life contradicts to the human experience), and some materialists consider chance to be absolutely irrational, i.e. acausal (and then we obtain simly an absurdity).

        Besides that, if from the very beginning in the closed universe there is no meaningful value, then moral may be only relative and it is impossible at all to construct consistent ethics.

         Moreover, within scientism, we often see some new postulates of faith. For instance, in the modern version of the Darwin theory of evolution of biologic species, man and life itself the principle (c ) of naturalism and also the unproved principle of the total uniformism (i.e.hypothesis according to which there were acted in the earth history always the same forces and with the same intensity as now) were added to the initial premises of science. The last one is incompatible with the pronciple of catastrofism, known from the Bible and having now the growing influence in science. 
      It is rather curious to ask: does science give any proofs? To prove something precisely (i.e. mathematically or formally-logically) means to derive it from original postulates.  Original postulates and moreover choices of observed data are always taken apriori (i.e. by faith, via intuition). There are also principal limitations, in particular, in arithmetic logic unto conflictiveness of those derivations brought by the Hоedel theorem. [We recall here the main results of the Hoedel theorem: (1) Impossibility  of a metamathematical proof of the consistency of arithmetical logic (and moreover, a more extensive system, including it) by those methods which are expressible in this logic. (2) Any adequate self-consistent  arithmetical logic is incomplete, i.e. for any given self-consistent system of arithmetical axioms there are true arithmetical statements, non-derivable from the axioms of this system (moreover, this takes place for any more extensive system, including it).]  Moreover, even the choice of initial observable data is defined by our faith (A.Eddington).Therefore, it is impossible to "prove" precisely our hypotheses even inside of science.  We do not prove anything absolutely in science, but prove only in a certain limited, or relative meaning, or more gather and interpret the data of our examinations/observations.
          9. Anthropic principle in science.

 Scientific research of nature in the last decade has led to the accumulation of huge amounts of data.  These data synonymously show that conditions of the universe amazingly and exactly set up to provide the possibility of the existence of intelligent life.  For example, the changing of constants of nuclear and electromagnetic interactions only to 1-2 percent to one way or the other would lead to such drastic changes in the process of nucleo-synthesis and in the conditions of water, that the reality of the existence of human being would disappear.  In view of such evidences several scientists came to different versions in the formulation of the so-called "anthropic principle"[do not confuse with anthropologic principle in philosophy!]. In accordance with the weak anthropic principle, observed values of all physical and cosmological parameters are conditioned by the requirement of having possible areas where organic life would begin to develop.  In addition to that the universe should have rather old age, so that it (and mankind) can exist.  Thus, the opportunity occurs to choose among several alternatives: (1) We can believe that it is possible in the present, past and future to have an infinite number of universes and we are existing and sure of the existence of our universe, just because the unique combination of its parameters and properties was able to allow the appearance and existence of men.  This point of view, based on the belief in absolutely irrational accident, is common for science.  (2) Or we believe that there is only one universe, created by God, and that mankind is also created by God to rule over it on His behalf. 

In accordance with the strong anthropic principle the universe must have such parameters which allow development of life at a certain stage of its history.  This form of anthropic principle does not only establish that the parameters of the universe are limited by a narrow set of values, compatible with the development of human thought, but also maintains that this limitation is the necessary state of matters.  And if such a setting of the parameters of the universe is interpreted as a proof of God's activity which is described in God's revelation, the formulation then comes right from God's intention.  However, there are supporters of the strong anthropic principle who consider that the universe observed by us is created by us as observers and does not exist independently without us.  They support this point of view (typical for the New Age) using speculations from quantum mechanics.  For example, they say that "collapse of wave function" being examined appears to be a result of "observer's participation". However, in reality, within the standard quantum mechanics an observer does not give “reality” to an observable object but only chooses those aspect of reality which he wants to observe.  And moreover, because of the time irreversibility, the influence of human activity on events, which had taken place before the appearance of man, is simply an absurdity. From this, it is clear that  the modern science does not give any argument in favour of the faith to that that man created the universe.
               10. How and why pseudo-science and difficulties of science, together with pseudo-teology,

                      have led to cosmic humanism of  New Age.

               The door into the pseudo-mysticism of New Age can be opened not only by pseudo-science (with combination of pseudo-theology) but also by real difficulties in interpreting new results in the developing science together with its failures (problems that have not been solved for a long time).  The complicated history of the development of science contributes to that as well. (Let us recall a conflict between science and non-biblical dogmas in the Middle Age church, interest in "scientism" extensions, on the one hand and Oriental philosophy and religion on the other hand).        

Founders of the physics of the 20th century M. Planck, A. Einstein and other physicists, having no doubts about the existence of real nature outside of the mind of the scientist, recognised that there are at lest three types of reality: (1) the universe is what we naturally feel with our sense organs (solid bodies, sunrise and sunset, etc.), (2) the universe which exists within itself, but is not opened to direct sensual experience (movement inside of atoms and nuclei), (3) the "universe of a scientist" (described through laws, equations, diagrams and constantly changing theories).  Such physicists as A. Eddington went further, having declared that world of physical science is only a world of symbols, in which only those aspects are taken out from the world of sensual experiment which are measurable and such symbols as electron, quantum, potential (which are not observed, but assumed), are introduced for the interpretation of chosen obviously limited data. In such an approach the abstract and symbolic world of physics is only a construction of the human mind and the final reality is either bipolar (i.e. intelligence and matter are two sides of the same reality) or it is Universal Intelligence.  This same direction was strengthened and developed through a unique interpretation of unity of mass and energy, indivisibility of human observer and observed matter and others.         

And, at last, the final chain of transition in the direction of New Age thinking from Universal (God's) Intelligence to the mind of man was made up of a new view of K. L. Morgan on biological evolution. This new view was soaked with the philosophy of T. de Chardin, after which followed ideology of O. Huxley and the psychology of K. Young, A. Maslow and others, on the general background of social and cultural development of the West and influential growth of Oriental culture in manipulating psychology.  T. de Chardin, sharing Morgan's ideas, looked upon biological evolution as a process having not resultant but emergent character, to counterbalance the materialistic point of view.

Evolution does have a certain direction--from less to more organised forms of lives and cognition.  If evolution had been directed by blind chance only, then life would not have been able to develop in one direction of highly organised growth.  There must be something more than "blind" chance.  Consciousness would not have been able to appear if it had already been presented in previous "animate" and "inanimate" forms of reality.  Thus, it is reasonable to presume, according to T. de Chardin, that consciousness directs the whole process of evolution from the very beginning.  Afterwards, T. de Chardin also extrapolated the process of evolution for the future. T. de Chardin presupposed that all the evolutionary processes will meet in an omega-point--superpersonal unity of everything in God.  This makes God to be a final (the first and the last) reason of evolution, but not simply to be an active reason or alpha-point. Thus, according to T. de Chardin, Homo Sapiens resembles a caterpillar on the eve of its turning into a butterfly--into a being of a totally different nature or "consciousness" (cosmic consciousness).
However, we should keep in mind that New Age would not turn the priority of intelligence down basing its grounds only on philosophical, logical, psychological and ideological reasoning. Medicine discovered that brain of a human consists of two cerebral hemispheres.  The left hemisphere is usually responsible for controlling rational, analytical or conceptual thinking activity; the right hemisphere is responsible for intuitive, emotional and aesthetic activity. Moreover, the right hemisphere often tries to grasp intuitively and immediately the truth before the point when the left hemisphere is ready to discover the same truth by rational methods.  This circumstance, quite consistent with the Christian thesis about revelation and intuition, permitted for agents of New Age to state that the overestimation of rationality, logic and activity of the left hemisphere in general is unwise in comparison of intuition, feelings and activity of the right hemisphere in general.  Nevertheless, in the West, "left- hemispherical" intellect was quite obviously recognised as the foundation of all knowledge and social behavior. 

Based on all the above-mentioned information and speculations, New Age supporters made three following steps in the direction of pseudo-mysticism: (1) They accepted that normal human consciousness is much more than "pure" intelligence or logic (and it is functioning not only with the help of the left hemisphere, but of both hemispheres); (2) going out the limits of this normal (awakening) consciousness in the area of different (so-called transcendental or mystical) consciousness.  This changing begun even before New Age had become familiar with penetration of the oriental ideology to the West and, by the way, to Russia [(USSR(CIS].  N. Blavatskaya, N. Rerich and H. Rerich as well as yoga practice also played a certain role in it.  However, various kinds of the oriental mystics are based on the view that the material world is an illusion and also some modern New Age mysticists recognise that real mystical experience gives not only experience of our unity with cosmos, but also emptiness, isolation and does not answer human questions.  That is why it does not live up to all the aspirations of those followers of New Age looking for a better world instead of isolation from it.  They needed to do one more step, though [borrowed from the early known occult practice, closed a long time ago by the Christianity during banishment of evil spirits from the world of nature and society]: (3) this step consisted of making a decision to go out of the limits of the human being itself and get in contact with spirits, bodiless beings, who supposedly know more than we know because they dwell in a "spiritual dimension".  These spirits can get in contact with us with the help of rational language, using human mediums and so-called "channels."  Though it is quite difficult to correlate the supposition that real spiritual beings exist outside of my own consciousness with the already accepted supposition of the New Age that "I create my own universe," some New Age apologists (S.McClaine and others) consider such spiritual leaders to be our own "super"-self.  Thus, we can create our own spiritual conductor and plan it unto "objective existence in universe" for the practical goal of leading us into a "spiritual" dimension.  At first sight McClaine's idea that the "universe and myself are one" may look like absurd.  M. Fergusson and other New Age apologists protect it, using the analogy of a hologram.  Each fragment of a hologram gives the same three-dimensional picture as the whole hologram.  In the same way the whole universe can be presented in each individual. However, some ideologists of New Age, as, for instance,  physicist F.Capra, do not agree with such analogy, considering that the model of the static hologram cannot be adequate to the dynamical time-dependent processes in the human psychics. But the main difficulty of this world-view consists in that that the universe is considered to be closed as in naturalism and in pantheism. And, as a matter of fact, it leads to another difficulty, consisting in the moral relativism and impossibility of the construction of ethics since cosmic humanism represents a combination of different directions of naturalism and pantheism – and in the case of pure naturalism there is no meaningful value at all, and in the case of pantheism God is inseparable from the universe. In addition to that, there is an evident contradiction with real facts: never our conscience fuses in one whole with the conscience of others! 

11. Reality of returning to the Christian theism.

                Thus, “scientific” atheism was not able to provide a sufficient philosophy of science, but , on the one hand, the New Age cosmic humanism contains the difficulties, typical for naturalism and pantheism, and on the other hand, pseudo-mysticism of the New Age destroys the whole possibility of science. 

However, we also have an open possibility in science to come back to the original position of the founders of modern science which says that the universe can be understood because it was created by a Rational (more precisely, super-rational) Being who created us according to His image and likeness to role over it.  The founders of modern science did not consider the universe to be a creation of their consciousness.  They could trust their sensational experience and logic only because they believed in the existence of the real objective and organised world, in the likeness of human intelligence to Superior Intelligence and in the fact that final knowledge comes to us by means of God's revelation.

The Creator and His creation are fundamentally different according to the Bible.  A unique joining of physical matter and spirit while keeping the difference of their essence, occurred even though God breathed "His breath" into Adam.  Their essential difference lies in the fact that matter can be determined by physical laws, therefore its behaviour can be predicted and controlled.  Man, though, has some sort of personal freedom, that is why his mental actions can not be completely predicted or controlled. Non-physical determination of a man is controlled by personal/moral laws.  If there were not such personal/moral laws and matter and human beings were all of the same quality, then matter should behave in a free, unpredictable and magic way.

Creation is not eternal and infinite. It is real and good (Genesis, 1:31). This high estimate of the physical universe is a necessary premise of science. People also can find their true essence without leaving the physical world due to mystical experience but rather by being in creative interconnection with the world as its ruler.

According to the Bible God continues taking care of His creation. He sustains it and acts in it at times; although these actions are not normal (natural) but appear to be special events (miracles).  Usually all processes in the cosmos go according to rational laws, which are the words of God. Everything else which is unusual and not rational is either having not understood yet or deception; either the devil's or God's act.  So it becomes clear that when people perform magic tricks, they are not able to make matter behave by irrational laws through any kind of "psychological" power.

                                                                      R e f e r e n c e s :

 1. G. Morris. Biblical foundations of the modern science,- St.Petersburg, Bible for everyone, 1995.         

     [Г. Моррис. Библейские основания современной науки.-- С.-П.:”Библия для всех”, 1995].

2. R.H. Bube. Putting it all together.-N.Y.:Univ.Press of Am.,Inc.,1995.

3. V. Mangalwadi. When the NEW AGE GETS OLD,- Inter-Varsity Press, 1992.

4. Человек и христианское мировоззрение (Христианский симпозиум, альманах, вып.2[1997], вып.3   

    [1998].

    [Man and Christian worldview. (International Christian Symposium, almanac) Simferopol,   

    book 2 [1997], book 3 [1998] ].

5. Тейяр де Шарден. Феномен человека. – Москва,1987.

    [T. de Chardin. Phenomenon of a man.- Moscow, 1987].

6.  К.Д.Ушинский. Сочинения, т.10.-М.-Л., 1951

    [K.D. Ushinsky. Works, vol.10.-M.-L.,1951].

7. Бодо Фолькманн. Наука, этика и вера сегодня.- УАХП, Украина, 1998

    [Bodo Folkmann. Science, ethics and faith today.- UACP, Ukraine, 1998].

8. А.И.Осипов. Путь разума в поисках истины.-М., Даниловский Благовестник, 1997

    [A.I.Osipov. Way of reason in search of truth.- M., Danilovsky Blagovestnik, 1997].

9. Философская энциклопедия, т. 3, “Наука” (стр.562-584).-М.,”Сов.энцикл.”,1964.

     [Philosophical encyclopaedy,v.3, “Science”.- M.,”Sov.encycl.”,1964].

10. A.H.Strong, Systematic Theology,- F.H.Revell Company, 1979.

11. F.L.Fourlanes, Biblical Syatematics,- Randall House Publications, 1975

      [Ф.Л.Форлайнс, Библейская систематика,-Христ.об-во “Библия для всех”, Санкт-  

      Петербург, 1996]

12. J.W.Sire, The Universe Next Door,- Inter-Varsity Press, 1988.

      [Дж.Сайр, Парад миров,- С.-П., изд.”Мирт”, 1997  (и также лекции Дж.Сайра по христианской 

      апологетике в школе пасторов церквей евангельских христиан СНГ, Киев, сентябрь 1998) ]. 

13. C.S.Lewis, Miracles, W.Collins Sons and Co.Ltd., 1947

                                                            C o n t e n t s :

1. What is the answer of  (a) the Christianity, (b) atheism, (c) cosmic humanism to the   question “ What makes our mind capable of learning about the universe?”. 

2. Definition of science. 

3. Spiritual humanities.
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