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Editorial

9 Are we Exaggerating the Power of the Israel Lobby?

by MICHAEL LERNER

That’s a hard case to make when you review the influence of Christian Zionists, the attack on Archbishop Tutu and
Congressman Moran, and the Lobby’s support for military rather than diplomatie responses to Iran.

Politics and Society

FEATURE ARTICLE
33 Science and Spirits, oavio secoen

Tikkun and the NSP have been holding a series of meetings with scientists and spiritual
leaders to explore how both groups can work together to heal the world. Tikkun Managing
Editor Dave Belden wonders what changes in thought are needed to remove the stumbling
blocks to this dialogue. This is the first in a series of articles exploring related issues.

31  Jena: AMissed Opportunity for Healing by SHELDON H. LASKIN
What the school board could have done.

32 Network Of Spiritual Progressives Update by NICHOLA TORBETT

Ever wonder what the NSP is actually doing? Here’s the first in a series of reports from our
National Director of Outreach,

ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY
It’s time to put Climate Change at the top of the agenda

43  Let’s Act Together On Global Warming by BILL McKIBBEN
45  Focus the Universities on Global Heating by scoTT P LEWIS |

ISRAEL
47  TheIsrael Lobby by sTePHEN ZUNES

Critiquing Mearsheimer and Walt, Zunes argues that exaggerating the Israel Lobby’s influence
lets the U.S. ruling elites off the hook.
53 A Zionist Changes His Mind a conversation with AVRUM BURG

The former chair of the Jewish Agency and former Speaker of the Knesset, Avrum Burg has now challenged Zionist
and Jewish nationalist thinking in a move that has sent shock waves through Isareli culture. He discusses his ideas

with Tikkun.
ANTI-BUSH HUMOR?

60  Take This President...Somebody, Please! by PAUL LEWIS Cover Image:
Laughing at our leaders can be liberating. David Bygott

63 Response To Paul Lewis by MICHAEL NAGLER
Ridicule is always counterproductive.
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Rethinking Religion

BUDDHISM
16 TheNew Holy War Between
Good And Evil

by DAVID R. LOY
We can't eradicate evil by combating “evil people.”

CHRISTIANITY
19  The Downward Mobility of God
by LYNICE PINKARD:
Reclaiming Christmas from the bonds of consumption.

23  Scapegoat Alert by GLEN STASSEN

It takes more than rational argument to counter fear
and anger.

26 How Jewish Was Jesus? by TONY CAMPOLO

Very. With major implications for sex, the body,
and the self.

JUDAISM

21 TheReal Miracle by ADINA ALLEN
Beyond the latkes and lights, a Chanukah
story for our time.

Culture

BOOKS

74 Chagall—Tightrope Artist
Marc Chagall, by Jonathan Wilson.
Review by RON SLATE

75  The Eye Doctor’s Vision
Milton Rogovin, the Making of a Social Documentary
Photographer, by Melanie Anne Herzog.
Review by PAUL VON BLUM

77  We Are All Chosen
Race and Religion Among The Chosen People
Of Crown Heights, by Henry Goldschmidt.
Review by NATHANIEL DEUTSCH

POETRY

79  “How,” “Watch,” and “Breaking News”
by ALAN SHAPIRO

HUMOR
80 DearSwami

Where The Swami Answers Your Questions,
And You Will Question His Answers.
by SWAMI BEYONDANANDA
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untangling the roots of conflict

CoHy JTY Ll @
NATIONAL THEOLOGICAL CONFE|

While people of all faiths claim to worship a
God of peace, in the 21% century religious
conviction increasingly breeds extreme
violence. A panel of prominent Christian,
Jewish, and Muslim voices will explore the
roots of religious conflict and how all
religions can be a force for peace.

Participants from all faith traditions
are welcome. There are many ways to join
in the dialogue:

+ Attend the conference in New York City

« Attend a regional conference in the US,
Canada, or England

» Host a conference in your area

« View live webcasts

TN . )
: n For more information, visit
I www.trinitywallstrect.org/institute
r} 1r]' ~ "1 v email instituteC@rinitywallstreet.org,
51 r—), or call 1.800.457.0224
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By David Belden 1

F SCIENCE SAVES US FROM RELIGION GONE BAD, WHO OR WHAT WILL SAVE US FROM \
science gone bad?
Scientists used to have a very powerful argument when challenged by religious peo-
ple. They pointed to the huge advance in the material wellbeing of people that has ;
- been accomplished since the scientific paradigm took over a few hundred years ago. '
That argument, however, has been put in doubt in the past several decades by environmen-
talists who have shown that the production of material goods, chemicals and electronics
made possible by science has simultaneously been poisoning our air, land and water. Our
complex and relatively fragile economic systems may not be able to weather the massive cli-
mate changes now in the works, Our civilization is in peril. Moreover, social scientists tell us
that depression is rising in rich countries and that extra wealth does not make us happier.
Spiritual people have been saying for a good fifty years that we already have “enough” and
don't need to continue scientific progress geared heavily to practical application and research
paid for and guided by the profit needs of major corporations.
You may think that good science is all we need to save ourselves from the misuse of science.
It is scientists who are now telling us of the damage our scientific, technological society is
wreaking on global climate, on numerous species, and on our health. Perhaps these same sci-
entists will come up with scientific solutions?
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SOME OF OUR LEADING SPIRITUAL PROGRESSIVES HAVE SERIOUS DOUBTS THAT SCIENTISTS
can save us. They distinguish between “science” and “scientism.” Science is value neutral. Sci-
entism ascribes value to some kinds of knowledge and activity, and withholds legitimacy
from other kinds: it is the functional equivalent of a religion, telling us what is and is not sa-
cred. Science can help us. Scientism has failed us. Science pursues a value-neutral inquiry
into the physical and chemical aspects of the world that can be studied under controlled cir-
cumstances and publicly observed experiments that yield hypotheses that can be verified (or
atleast falsified) through subsequent observation. By contrast, in the words of Michael Lern-
er, Editor of this magazine, “Scientism is the worldview held by a majority of people in the
western world that claims that all that ‘is’ and all that ‘can be known'is verifiable or falsifiable
through the scientific method, and that which cannot be so measured is simply opinion, be-
lief, or fantasy. It cannot be known and sensibly talked about and hence should be relegated
to the private sphere”” It is the contention of many spiritual progressives that this scientism
has taken over and dominates the world.

Many practicing scientists reject scientism. Most make very modest claims about the
world, almost always confined to the data that they have carefully observed or studied. But,
quoting Lerner again, “in the rise of capitalist societies, the desire to discredit the feudal sys-
tem and its ideological foundations in various corrupted forms of religion and spirituality
gave rise to a new dominant religious worldview: the religion of scientism. And scientism has
so deeply sunkinto the consciousness of most people in the society who have ever undergone
the ‘mind treatment’ that is dumped onto children by the public school systems and massive-
ly reinforced by the media, that by the time they are adults they swear loyalty to the dominant
religion of scientism in their personal lives, their lives in the workplace or profession, and in
their public statements about what they believe and profess.”

The claim that there is a “dominant religion” in Western societies, and that it is not Chris-
tianity but scientism, seems counter-intuitive to most people in the West. After all, they say,
there has been an upsurge of tundamentalism around the world—this is the major religious
reality of the twenty-first century. But if you've been reading this magazine over the past
twenty-two years, you get a very different picture, as writers like Peter Gabel, Antonia Juhasz,
Joan Chittister, Svi Shapiro, Cornel West, Zygmunt Bauman, Jerry Mander, David Abrams,
David Korten, Henry Giroux, Marjorie Kelly, Roger Friedland, Barbara Ehrenreich, Amnon
Raz, Jeremy Rifkin, Riane Eisler, and many others have together painted a picture of a glob-
alized capitalist culture whose values are quite different from the values of Christianity, Ju-
daism, Islam, Buddhism, and most other religious and spiritual traditions (except to the
extent that those religions themselves have sought to, as Michael Lerner putsit, “cuddle up to
ruling elites” and reshape their religion to fit with the dominantvalues of the capitalist order).
This capitalist order uses scientism as its underpinning, justifying itself as the primary way to
maximize the material goods that can be “objectively verified” through science. When people
object that there may be other values that truinp the production of material goods, like equal-
ity, social justice, peace, love, generosity, kindness, non-violence, humility, and celebration of
the awe and grandeur of the universe, the capitalist order can pull out its commitment to sci-
entism and respond: “Those are commendable values, and you are fully entitled to embrace
them in your private life, but since they cannot be measured or verified through science, they
have no place in shaping our publiclife in the economy or in your profession, and in fact, if you
insist on ‘imposing’ your values on our public life together in our economy, government, or
communal social life, we will soon label you a ‘fanatic’ or a ‘communist’ or a ‘fundamentalist’
and make sure that you don’t get too much influence in our media, corporations, government,
or civic institutions.”

So whereas science itself, for example, can tell us that the species are disappearing, it can-
nottell us whether that's good or bad. There are rational arguments either way, and indeed it
is scientists who tell us that 99 percent of all the species that ever lived are already extinct,
which for some people might open the ethical door for letting a few thousand more follow
them. Maybe it’s ethically acceptable to lose large swaths of low-lying land, even major cities,
to rising oceans. Maybe treating people as “headcount” and “resources” in “scientifically man-
aged” corporations is worth doing because of the economic growth it enables. There may be
some who will have to bear the burden of these changes, the elites of power may tell us, butin
the end there will be some “we” that may be better off materially, and that, the religion of sci-
entism will confirm, is the only value that can be verified in terms of how many material
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goods are being produced and what the total income of a society is.

How do we decide? Science and rationality can tell us much about the possible conse-
quences of our decisions but it can’t make the ethical decisions for us. The decisions are made
by political and market processes; they are made by powerful elites and the individual choic-
es each of us make as we buy things, use things, concede power to the elites, or organize our-
selves to take power and so on. We are all guided, often unconsciously, by our own ethics, or
lack thereof, in these decisions,

\

THE GENERAL VIEW AMONG EDUCATED LIBERALS IS THAT SCIENCE PROVIDES KNOWLEDGE,
but our ethical opinions are necessarily just opinions. Our ethics may derive from spiritual in-
sights and religious traditions, but we moderns “know” that despite all the claims of religions
to having Truth, these claims are really just opinions. We know this because we believe there
is no way to arrive at spiritual truths that all people can agree on the way

people can agree on scientific truths. So there is no alternative to battling

these opinions out in the political and commercial arenas. That seems so

obviously true to us that it would be nonsense to argie otherwise.

But spiritual progressives say that there is another kind of knowledge
that we can come to: the knowledge of what is truly sacred. Thisis as poten- |
tially universal as scientific knowledge, but itis acquired through a different
methodology. How shocking or ridiculous this idea is to educated people
today is ameasure of the triumph of scientism.

As scientism became has become increasingly powerful as the dominant
religion, every sphere of thought and action has been affected. Every tradi-
tional discipline in academic life has felt defensive in the face of the power of
science to contribute to mastery and control over the world, and the religion
of scientism, which scoffs at any other approach to the world that does not
give obeisance to science. As a result, over the course of the past 120 years
intellectual and cultural life has increasingly become a mirror of the domi-
nant capitalist values verifiable through scientism. Fields like philosophy,
literature, and the arts, once seen as an alternative take on reality, have
found themselves increasingly dominated by those who can somehow show
that their fleld has the structure and feel of a more intellectually coherent
(that is to say, scientistic) enterprise. And sociology, political science, psy-
chology all try to mimic the scientism that underlies and gives credence to
the alleged science of economics.

The problem for spiritual progressives is that they have watched for the
past century as Marxism, progressivism, liberalism, environmentalism,
feminism, and almost every other significant contribution to social transformation have at-
tempted to present themselves to the world as intellectually respectable by showing how sci-
entific their ideas or programs are or can be. In so doing, the social movements, the vast array
of non-profit organizations and NGOs, the political parties advocating an alternative to the
globalization of capital, and the struggles for human rights and social justice persistently at-
temptto present themselves in alanguage that fits the dominantreligion of scientism, with its
bias toward quantitative analysis and “objective” verification or falsification. This tends to
marginalize what Lerner calls “the spiritual values of love, generosity, awe and wonder at the
grandeur of the universe, recognition of the other as sacred and as a mystery, and aesthetic
and spiritual wisdom” that are at the core of what spiritual progressives understand to be the
pathto achieve social justice, peace and ecological sanity on our planet. The triumph of scien-
tismin the liberal and progressive world, and in the larger society, makes it extremely difficult
to build the one kind of movement that could actually be effective in challenging what spiri-
tual progressives call “the globalization of selfishness,” namely, a movement explicitly com-
mitted to “the globalization oflove, generosity, caring for others, kindness, humility, awe and
wonder, celebration, and thanksgiving.”

Moreover, spiritual progressives argue that achieving these values will require a different
methodology in politics, one that not only affirms love and caring as a goal but also employs
them as the means. To do so means to recognize that there really are values worth fighting for,
even when doing so involves fighting against the interests of the established order. Most of us
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In Peru and Bolivia
Pachamama or
Mamapacha is Mother
Earth. Pacha in the
Aymara language means
time or universe, so it
could be translated
“Mother Universe.”
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Participants at Spirit and Science Roundtable Discussions:

Nancy Ellen Abrams
Fritjof Capra
Ty Cashman

Matthew Fox

Peter Gahel

Andrew Kimbrell

George Lakoff

Michael Lerner

Joel Primack
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Lawyer, philosopher of science, author, poet, musician.
Physicist, author: The Tao of Physics and many other works.
Renewable energy innovator, Zen Buddhist.

Priest, theologian, author, leading exponent of Creation
Spirituality, founder of Wisdom University, Oakland, CA.

Law professor, President Emeritus of New College of California,
therapist, author, Associate Editor of Tikkun,

Public interest attorney, activist and author. Founder /
Director of the Center for Food Safety and the International
Center for Technology Assessment. :

Professor of Linguistics at the University of California, Berkeley,
author of many scientific and political works, including
Don't Think of an Elephant.

Editor of Tikkun.

Astrophysicist, professor of physics at the University of
California, Santa Cruz, one of the world's leading cosmologists,

understand this in talking about, for example,
the “property rights of slave owners” and why
it was ethically correct to override their inter-
estsand “rob them” of their property because it
was wrong in the first place to own human be-
ings. The wrongness of slavery is now an al-
most universally accepted (though not
universally practiced) item of ethical and spir-
itual knowledge. But it was not obvious to
everyone at the time, nor was it obvious to
those struggling for the right of workers to or-
ganize themselves in unions that they had the
right to demand collective bargaining with
their employers.

Similarly, today, spiritual progressives as-
sert that the only way to save the environment
is to abandon the “ownership” model in rela-
tionship to nature; stop thinking of it as mate-
rial that we can possess and over which we
have unlimited rights to exercise mastery, and
instead become aware of ourselves as interde-
pendent with all life and with the earth and the
rest of the universe. To get that recognition,
spiritual progressives argue, we must experi-
ence ourselves as so deeply connected to na-
ture that the extinction of species feels to us to
violate our humanity, and the possible de-
struction of the planet for future generations

| feels to us like a ripping apart of our fundamental being. Experiencing the world this way re-
quires a massive leap of consciousness beyond the ways of experiencing that have been in-
grained in us by the religion of scientism and its partners in the world of material domination
and the ethos of accumulation for the purpose of maximizing individual satisfactions. Learn-
ing how to see other human beings and nature as deserving of caring and respect is not some-
thing that has been fostered by scientism, and it has been systematically undermined by the
: ethos of capitalism to which scientism is closely allied.

| Butifthisis so, then what can the Network of Spiritual Progressives (NSP) say to the many
scientists who have themselves come to understand that the world needs a fundamental

transformation, and that the Spiritual Covenant with America developed by the NSP pro-
vides a framework for that transformation far more compelling than anything they seen

i emerge from the secular left?

ON THE ONE HAND, THE ANSWER SEEMS EASY: AFFIRM SCIENCE, REJECT SCIENTISM.

That is the position of the NSP.

; But when Michael Lerner and Peter Gabel, two of the primary theorists of the NSP, invit-
ed spiritual theorists to meet with a group of progressive scientists, they found that disentan-
gling even the most progressive scientists from scientism was not as straightforward and

easy a task as they had hoped it could be.

Michael Lerner says of these Roundtables (for participants see the box above and stay

tuned to wwwi.tikkun.org for a transcript of the third Roundtable):
We are an organization that includes both secular spiritual people like Peter Gabel
and religious people like me. We are aware of the big attack on religion and spirituality

todayfrom secularists who think that that is the best way to protect the society from the
assault of the Religious Right. We think that’s a big mistake.

The best way, we believe, is to provide a form of spiritual experience and religion
that is not connected to what I call Right Hand of God consciousness [ the sense that we
live in a dangerous world and must do everything in our power to dominate it militar-

] ily, politically and culturally, or else we will find ourselves dominated by others]. This
i consciousness can be found just as profoundly in secular groups as well—from the
|
{
|
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Our Placeinthe Universe by Joel Primack and Nancy Abrams

By the “spiritual” we mean the relationship between a conscious
mind and the cosmos, It's not the study of the cosmos—that’s
science. It's the way we relate toit, Things from about the size of
agnat tothe size of the sun are part of human experience, and we
have intuition about how they work. But things larger than about
10" cm or smaller than about 102 cm can only be known through
science and only experienced, if at all, spiritually. This includes
most of the universe.

We illustrate the total range of sizes in the universe in terms of
“The Cosmic Urohoros.” The tip of the tail represents the small-
est size permitted by quantum mechanics and relativity, called
the Planck length (10°%3¢m). The head represents the largest
size we can get any direct knowledge about, the horizon of the
visibleuniverse (10%cm). The serpent swallowsits tail hecause
different physical laws control events on different size scales,
but the laws controlling the largest sizes may also control the
smallest. The objects pictured along the serpent are representa-
tive of their size scales.

In their book The View From the Center of the Universe (from
which the quotes in this box are taken) Primack and Abrams
summarize recent cosmological research,

We both started in the existential camp ourselves...[But] ' vhen
we started teaching the Cosmic Uroboros, we realized that it
might matter that humans are at the center of all possible size.
We realized further that stardust could be seen as central, not
peripheral. In fact, the entire existential fagade of despair and
stoicism flips inside-out if we simply view the universe from the
inside, where we indisputably are. Once we made this mental
shift and opened our eyes to the view from the center of the uni-
verse, we not only kept discovering more ways that we are cen-
tral: we found that doing so evoked the opposite emotions from
the existential stance—not despair but hope, not resignation but
excitement. They may be equally arbitrary emotions, but they
lead to non-arhitrary actions....

Thiskind of integration of science and meaning is considered by
many scientists to be a danger to science, but a science that
doesn’t consider its own meaning can be a danger to everyone
else...Big changes are happening on our planet, and shepherd-
ing ourselves through them successfully is going to require
tremendous creativity. An essential ingredient may he a cosmic
perspective, and such a perspective is just becoming availahle.
Not amoment too soon.

which leads them to claim:

We humans are at the center of the princi-

ples that underlie the modern universe,

and our generation is the first to know it.

We're made of the rarest material in the

universe—stardust; our Galaxy is the cen-

terof the visible universe; we're living at the..
midpoint of time in four different senses;

and our bodies are at the center of all pos-

sible sizes.

. 10*cm
Not everyone agrees. Some excellent sci-
entists and other scientifically literate peo-
ple today look at recent discoveries and
reachquite adifferent conclusion—thatin
the expanding universe “human” is a small,
even pathetic identity. We will refer to the
attitude they collectively express as the
“existential” view of scientific cosmology.
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Can progressive religious and scientific people committed
to creating a compassionate and functional world bypass
the science/religion wars and find a mutual platform?

.21 : We need science’s . o :Youwill only save wh.
help to combat global you love. Scientists must lead
warming and species loss. : in ethical and political effort.
Spiritual religion is against to save the globe

scientism not science

Humility, compassion. Humility. Science canno

All humans and all life Rigid adherence to Militant Atheism. proscribe ethics. Scienti
are interdependent and reified counter-factual Truth only through knowledge has its limits.
sacred. beliefs. Demonize measurable evidence

non-believers

, . ’, i . - B Lot - LS

The sacred aura of ‘Science’ has destroyed rival claims Crusades, wars, pogroms, inquisitions, racism, sexism,
to sacredness. Result: runaway technology (e.g. witch burnings, “pie in the sky”, Strict Father God, Chri
weapons, chemicals, genetic engineering) leads to tian Platonism / dualism, opposition to science, inabili
atomic war, pollution, cruelty to animals, extinctions, . of many holders of ‘revealed truth’to revise ideas
global warming,.

(continued from page 36) Marxists and Freudians oflate ninetheenth century to the con-
temporary militarists in both the Republican and Democratic Parties, and sometimes
even in the anti-war movement and among other social change movements. I contrast
this ‘fear’ or ‘domination world view’ with a Left Hand of God consciousness that sees
far greater possibilities to build safety and security through mutual cooperation, love,
and caring for others, or what I now call the Generosity Strategy, with its Global Mar-
shall Plan as one specific (details at www.spiritualprogressives.org).

We are trying to unite secular and religious in a powerful alternative to the Right
and the Religious Right. We want to build a movement that is welcoming to progres-
sive scientists, but we don’t want to do that at the expense oflegitimating a spirit-deny-
ing scientism. So we convened this discussion to see what ways we could find for a
common discourse. We are not finished—this is a step on the way and an invitation to
other scientists and other religious leaders to join the conversation.

An attempt to capture
the Science vs. Religion
Wars and the Science +

Spirituality Alliance.

WHEN, AS THE NEW MANAGING EDITOR OF THIS MAGAZINE, ] DECIDED TO WRITE AN ar-
ticle based on these Roundtables, I ran into a problem. I didn’t want to assume that there
were two sides in the room, because these were scientists who were very sympathetic to spir-
itual concerns, and Michael Lerner describes himself as “a passionate advocate of science”
Butthe more I listened to the tapes and worked with the transcripts, the more it appeared to
me that there were indeed two sides or at least two universes of thought that were not really
intersecting. In particular I felt that the scientists did not fully understand what Gabel and
Lerner meant by spiritual knowledge, or knowledge gained by an intuitive, empathic “interi-
ority” But did I myself? I began to think I had made assumptions about them that were
wrong, just as the scientists might be doing. And perhaps I had to rethink the very notion of
knowledge, which itself had been shaped, according to the spiritual progressives, by scientis-
tic assumptions that needed to be questioned.

Joel Primack, the well-known cosmologist at the University of California Santa Cruz,
early on gave his opinion that:
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What you are calling scientism is the philosophy that was put forward by a group
known as the Vienna Circle in the 1930s, which was widely called logical positivism,
and of which I believe there are essentially no proponents in modern philosophy; it's
thoroughly discredited. So philosophically it doesn’t have any adherents. There are
anumber of scientists now who are arguing a case not for evolution, but against re-
ligion, and they have a number of books out, Dawkins in particular. And Dennett,
and Harris, though theyre not scientists. So I'm questioning whether you really
want to talk about scientism or whether you want to talk about atheism or militant
atheism in the hands of scientists.

Lerner and Gabel were clear that it was scientism that concerned them, that they sup-
ported the scientific enterprise, but when critiquing scientism they meant something
much broader than logical positivism. Their concern was that scientists in general look at
life and the universe from the “outside,” which means they always fail ultimately to under-
stand them. Moreover, they argued that contemporary scientists often reject scientism,
but the larger culture has shaped a popular scientism that impacts the major opinion
shapers, institution builders, legislators, media, and even those seeking social change. In
doing so, they argued, the dominant scientism was actually successful (and had been for at
least afew hundred years) in repressing (sometimes into unconsciousness) the joyous feel-
ings of spiritual connection and integration with others and with the spiritual dimension
of all reality that had been the common inheritance of the human race for most of its his-
tory, albeit a connection that had been so misused by ruling elites in the ancient and feudal
world when it was appropriated into status—quo-serving religions that it had lost much of
its authority to shape daily life. In part, then, the task of spiritual progressives is to help
clear away these levels of distortion, caused by scientism and the capitalist culture as well
as by the oppressive role that religions have played in misusing spiritual consciousness as
aclub to validate unjust social orders.

Yet there were times in the discussion when it appeared that Peter Gabel was asking sci-
ence itselfto incorporate into its approach a deeper understanding of “spirit” and its role in
shaping the world. In his essay “Creationism and the Spirit of Nature” (from his book The
Bank Teller and Other Essays on the Politics of Meaning) that the third Roundtable partic-
ipants read before their discussion, Gabel writes of the sensuous way that a plant bends to-
wards the sun, and the sense we can have of its life force, its desire to live and grow with
which we, as living beings, can empathize. This is the most important thing about the
plant. But the scientist’s way of looking, writes Gabel, turns the plant into an object, a
thing.

First of all, the scientist begins his or her inquiry by taking the position of a de-
tached observer who treats the plant as an object. From this position of detachment,
the scientist cannot “sense” anything about the meaning of the plant’s movements
because to “sense” something this way requires the opposite of detachment—it re-
quires engagement with the plant’s life through a kind of empathy or intuition.

...The “nature” of the plant, its capacity to sprout from a buried seed and the pro-
duce the green life of “chlorophyll” and to lean toward the sun and, for that matter, its
capacity to wilt and die—all of these things are inaccessible to science, and science
can never hope to explain them.

[T WAS THIS LANGUAGE OF “INSIDE/OUTSIDE” THAT LED TO MOST ALL OF THE SCIENTISTS’
objections at the Roundtables.

Theyspent a good deal of time making the point that Platonic and Cartesian dualism is
dead: there is no ideal realm, no God or supernatural force outside of the material uni-
verse. But Lerner and Gabel agreed: for them there is a spiritual essence to the whole uni-
verse as it is and to every living thing in it. Matthew Fox, the priest best known for his work
on Creation Spirituality, told the Roundtable about those medieval Christians who were
not Platonists. They did not believe in original sin but did believe in that Fox called “origi-
nal blessing.” They saw the universe as in process of continuous creation, and every crea-
ture as participating in creation, all of which Fox finds compatible with modern scientific
views.

This issue of a God outside of Creation is clearly a huge one in our society’s wider debate
between religion and science but it was not an issue here.
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The story of creation is
not as simple as it used to
be. Michelangelo's beauti-
Jul painting shows God
awakening Adam with
the touch of His finger.
Now Darwin, and his di-
verse followers such as the
Jfiercely atheistic Richard
Dawkins (above, em-
braced by God!), the Jew-
ish agnostic Stephen Jay
Gould and the spiritual
Jane Goodall, have re-
vealed to us the secret of
our primate ancestry. But
what touched our ances-
tors with that desire for
connection and meaning,
that in us is manifested
both as religious awe and
scientific curiosity?
Image by David Bygott
with homage to
Michelangelo.

DAVID BYGOTT
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Gabel’s description of scientists as
“detached” from their objects of study
provoked major objections. George
Lakoff, the cognitive neuroscientist and
linguist, spoke of scientists’ passionate
engagement with their topics. Joel Pri-
mack said that he was taught intuition
as “the first moral principle” of physics
by John Wheeler, a great professor and
one of Feynman’s teachers. Because
“your brain is far more powerful than
the little rational part that has to do
with following trains of logical argu-

: ments,” you have to train your intuition
to access your brain’s full power.

But fascinating though these insights into the lives of scientists were, they clearly missed
Gabel’s point. He responded:

The spiritual critique that I hold, and that I think is the essence of a spiritual critique, is
that you can’t understand reality by looking e it from...when I say “detached” 1 don’t mean
“Indifferent” I don’t mean alack of caring or passion or fascination. I mean that it’s an intel-
lectual and moral stance that one takes towards the world in which one is outside looking at
it.

This was what was truly contentious: the idea that we can access the inner meaning of the uni-
verse or of aliving being like a plant through intuitive knowledge, gained by empathically going
“inside” in a way science can not. In his essay Gabel wrote of a green plant reaching towards the
sunlight, and of:

...the sensual unity that one senses in the plant, the sense of pleasure that seems so man-
ifest in the bend of the upper stem and the stretch of the highest leaves and that seems to
contrast so strikingly with the droop of plants denied access to the same sunlight. To the sci-
entist, this may sound “merely subjective” and like a species-centered projection, but this
sense that [ have (and that [ claim we have) that the meaning of the plant’s living movement
exceeds the photosynthesis explanation is a very strong one.

He was right—to the scientists it did sound merely subjective. George Lakoff said:

You submit a dichotomy of insides and outsides and that is false. What we know is that
all of our knowledge is based on interaction, not on an outside stance or an internal stance,
and that says that the argument that science is coming from the outside is just false. It’s not
true.... Your notion of desire is something that comes out of your interaction with the world,
and other people’s interactions with the world, but it may not be in that world independent
of human beings or other beings. That is where that difference is going to come down.

The news from the front lines of cognitive science is that we now know, neurologically, that rea-
son and emotion are not separate. Lakoff explained that we actually reason, in neurological terms,
through empathy. The mirror neurons in our brains fire when we perform actions, and also when
we see somieone else perform the same actions. There are close connections between those neu-
rons and the emotional regions where we feel empathy for others and so are able to guess what
others will do. Rationality is built right onto those areas. Basic reasoning about other people, and
basic universal metaphors about the world (such as the association of warmth with love and cold-
ness with lack of love, or of “up” with more and “down” with less) are actually wired into our brains
by our early experiences. So rationality is not a universal capacity, as thought in the Enlighten-
ment, but a variable capacity depending most likely on how well our capacities for empathy were
nourished in our earliest years. Reason is built upon empathy!

This provides a powerful argument for family-friendly public policies of a kind that the “fam-
ily values” crowd do not espouse, such as plenty of paid parental leave to give parents time to nur-
ture their babies and toddlers, universal, high-quality daycare for all working parents, and so on.
But it did not assuage Peter Gabel’s concern that scientific knowledge was still being privileged
over spiritual knowledge. In fact, the entire argument, from Lakoff’s point of view, was an argu-
ment against the validity of intuitive knowledge uncorrected by science. Lakoff said:

If you look at what Damasio says in Descartes’ Error, you cannot be rational without
being emotional.... The idea that desire is in the world is your interaction with the world and
your projection on it and you have to understand the world as having desire. There’s no
other biological possibility. And that doesn’t mean that desire exists independent of beings
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outside of you but it says that you must always under- {(sw)Z=~_
stand it and every other being will understand it that 77 g

way.
The only antidote to projecting our ideas onto the world,
Lakoffexplained, is the practice of science, which accumulates

convergent evidence from many different fields of enquiry.

This business of imposing human meanings onto non-
human things is perhaps the biggest taboo in science. Resist-
ance to the age-old human tendency to do it has been at the
heart of science’s success. Think Galileo vs. the Church and all
the other traumatic conflicts from which science has emerged
victorious. The latest was in Dover, Pennsylvania where the
teaching of creationism in science class was ruled out of order.
At every point in modern history there have been religious
people, often in positions of influence but including a vast
number of ordinary people, who have said that the explana-
tion for some great mystery in the natural world—from disas- ~ _or ,
ters and diseases to the astonishing complexity of the human g
eye—must be supernatural intervention: typically by a God
who is outside the whole machine and intervenes to design, ;
reward or punish, or for inexplicable goals of His own. At -
every point scientists who bravely refused to accept divine in- ‘
tervention found natural explanations instead. That is the his- ‘
tory of science.

But in scientism, this necessary mistrust of theories of di-
vine intervention in nature has led to mistrust of the very idea
of spiritual knowledge.

Neither Lerner nor Gabel believe that there is a divine “intervention” in nature, but
rather that nature is already and always permeated by and part of a larger spiritual reality,
and that science has tools which can only pick up part of that reality. “T'hat’s fine, and often
useful for the purpose of controlling nature,” Lerner contended, “and in no way do we want
to do away with science and its tools. But things go astray when scientists think they have
the only possible understanding, knowledge, or plausible account of what is happening in
the world, because the world is far more than what can be caught by the scientists’ tools
and methodology”

PHOTOSYNTHENSIS
WATER + LIGHT = CHEMCIAL ENERGY

LOAOF PLASTS | MATE
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ALARGE PART OF THESE ROUNDTABLES CONSISTED OF HIGHLY INTELLIGENT AND  Spir-
itually sensitive scientists explaining to Gabel and Lerner the ways in which were mistak-
en about the reality of an intuitive spiritual view. Gabel felt that this was their scientism
coming out, and that their view bore some responsibility for the rise of religious funda-
mentalism in our time: ' ‘

At a certain point, surrounded by this denial of an aspect of reality that is held in
deep felt conviction by the ordinary person who has a strong sense of beauty, of
meaning, of purpose, of unfolding, of feeling that the very essence of my life is to be
connected tothat impulse, if you can’t even talk about it in the room because you are
treated like some sort of idiot, unrealistic, or not “connecting with the complexity of
the convergent interdependent knowledges that are in my book!” then at some point
they are just going to pick up the bible and say, “The hell with this. 6,000 years ago
God created the earth and all its creatures. And that’s it.” And there are a lot of peo-
ple who are going to agree with me because of the religious traditions that say that is
true. In fact, more people than you can amass in your liberal universities.

Gabel, of course, was not contending that the world had been created 6,000 years ago.
Buthe was insisting that the world is more complex and multi-dimensional than scientists
have tools to understand. The spiritual, aesthetic, ethical, and intuitive grasp of reality
promotes a far more multi-leveled account of reality, and there should be no reason why
these dimensions of human experience should be ignored or given less value because they
are not even in principle the subject of scientific knowledge. Gabel was also making a more
subtle point—if one of the reasons scientism gives for insisting on the superiority of scien-
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Can we know all we need
to know about the plant
through scientific analy-
sis (on the left)? Or does
its sensuous reaching for
the sun alert us to intuit
the deeper meaning in all
life, what poet Dylan
Thomas called “the force
that through the green
Jfuse drives the flower”?
When we relate to a plant
or to nature, both scien-
tific and intuitive knowl-
edge must guide us—but
of the two, only the intu-
ittve or spiritual knowl-
edge provides us ethical
imperatives.
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The baby's ability to rea-
son well as an adult de-
pends on its nurturance
now, for reason is built
neurologically on the
structures that enable em-
pathy. But empathy,
compassion and connect-
edness with all humans
and with nature—spiri-
tual understandings that
go beyond the purely ra-
tional—must guide both
our lives and our science.
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tific knowledge to all other forms of human discourse is that it is universal knowledge to
which everyone can affirm, then there is even wider and more universal agreement on var-
ious forms of the ethicat and spiritual wisdom that permeates most if not all ethical and
spiritual traditions.

Here Lerner raises another interesting possibility: some scientistic types (not scien-
tists, but scientistics) may simply lack the almost universal capacity to intuit ethical and
aesthetic dimensions of reality or to be attuned to the spiritual. There is a story of the “Val-
ley of the Blind” into which an unfortunate pilot parachutes to escape his failing airplane.
He learns their language and begins to talk about seeing things, but the blind not only
can’t understand what he is talking about, but are quite angry that he insists that there is
this other level of perception. Finally, the community of the blind become convinced that
the aberrant discourse of this man is a form of craziness, and that it comes from these two
weird protuberances on hisface on either side ot his nose—what we call eyes—and so, as an
act of mercy to try to help him overcome his creeping insanity, they decide to pluck them
out. At times, Gabel and Lerner tatk about the experience of the scientistics as compara-
ble—not only can they not experience spiritual reality, but they have enough social power
that they have convinced most people to keep their mouths closed about their own spiritu-
al experiences, so much so that many people imagine that it is only their own personal ex-
perience, and possibly even an aberration, so they suppress their spiritual wisdom, or else
try to neatly confine it into weekend religious communities that are accepted and tame in
the society as long as they don’t seek to bring their spiritual knowledge into the public
sphere and into the rest of the week. Here, in Western capitalist societies, the spiritually
blind are always giving off the message that those who have spiritual experiences are in
danger of being treated as crazy unless they keep their mouths shut and follow the domi-
nant scientistic religion.

GABEL APPRECIATED WHAT HE SAW AS “A GREAT, LOVING SPIRIT OF ENQUIRY IN THE €On-
versation” at the Roundtables. But there wasno doubt that worldviews were clashing. I felt
that [ was peering in at the beginnings of a major revision of the Enlightenment.

Of course these Roundtables are not what it was like for Voltaire when he began chal-
lenging the religious views of his contemporaries, because it put his life in danger and he
had to flee France. But what if a century or two from now, people look back at the origins of
their worldview and see Roundtables like these as significant? Would people like Gabel
and Lerner then be seen as Voltaires of the new paradigm? (continued on page 65)
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SCIENCE AND SPIRIT
(continued from page 42)

Would their history books recount
that first there were the millennia of re-
ligious worldviews, then the Enlighten-
ment, and then, starting in the
twenty-first century, a synthesis that
incorporated the best of both but was a
radical revision of both that was essen-
tial to creating a sustainable and enjoy-
able civilization? This synthesis would be
one that abandoned the untenable and
combative aspects of religion and the
dangerous and demeaning aspects of sci-
ence.

Just as religious wars have led people
in disgust to create a secular world, so
global warming, massive speciesloss, and
a horribly unequal world may now lead
people in disgust to create a world where
our interdependence with each other and
all life is privileged over our mastery of
nature and of each other. That is the
promise inherent in the NSP’s “new bot-
tom line”

This is not a wholesale rejection of ei-
ther religion or science. Intolerance and
religious war is not inherent in all reli-
gion, nor is destruction of nature inher-
ent in science. But the way many people
have practiced and understood religion
haslead to intolerance, authoritarianism,
and even war. And the way most people
have practiced and used science is leading
to massive destruction of nature, and to
unsatistying human relationships.

We need a worldview that corrects the
dysfunctional aspects of both the reli-
gious and scientific worldviews.

Is there something in common with
both the failed religious worldviews and
the failing scientific worldview? Gabel
and Lerner say that yes, there is: the
Achilles heel in both is seen in their exclu-
sive claims to knowledge. We need a dif-
ferent and more mature approach to
knowledge.

This contradicted the understanding
of the scientists at the Roundtables of the
word “knowledge.” They have already, in
their lifetimes, lived through a huge
change in the scientific worldview: the
shift from the Newtonian mechanical
universe, the great clockwork mechanism
wound up at the start of time and running
inexorably ever since, to a quantum, fluid,
inherently unpredictable, self-organizing
universe, This has been mind-boggling
enough. They were concerned to explain
this shift to Lerner and Gabel. But the lat-
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ter felt that, thoroughly welcome though
that shift is, it still doesn’t touch address
the shift to the worldview they think is
needed.

Why is it so hard for our society to deal
with our urgent problems of world pover-
ty, global warming, and alienation? What
if it would actually take a radically differ-
ent worldview to solve the problems cre-
ated by the current worldview?

The View from the

Center of the Universe

ONE OF THE BEST BOOKS ON THE CRITI-
caLimportance of worldviews for solving
our problems has been written by two of
the scientists at these Roundtables. Joel
Primack, astrophysicist and cosmologist,
and Nancy Ellen Abrams, lawyer, musi-
cian and philosopher of science, have
written in The View from the Center of the
Universe that the way we see the universe,
and the creation stories we hold about it,
determine what we can actually see in it,
which greatly influences how we act. Nat-
urally, if you think God is soon going to
bring this world to an end you won'’t see
something like global warming as a prob-
lem. But they also argue that if you are
stuck in a Newtonian view of the universe
as a vast clockwork mechanism and have
bought the implication that humans are
of vanishing significance in it, you may
also not be concerned as to whether our
civilization survives or not, or at least you
may not feel passionate urgency to save it,
let alone the many species it is eradicat-
ing. Their insight is that current cosmolo-
gy can actually be seen as putting humans
and the Earth’s whole biosphere back at
the center of the universe—along with
any other planets supporting complex life
that may exist.

Primack and Abrams argue that this
perspective can inspire us to solve our
problems in a global way inclusive of all
life on the planet. Given our human ten-
dencytoseean “us” and a “them,” it isonly
this kind of cosmic perspective that can
lead us to see all life on earth as “us.” They
admit this interpretation goes beyond the
purely scientific, but write, “This kind of
integration of science and meaning is
considered by many scientists to be adan-
ger to science, but a science that doesn’t
consider its own meaning can be adanger
o everyone else.”

They understand that we need inspi-
ration. They embrace using those poetic
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and even religious metaphors that are
consistent with the science, because they
understand that humans are moved by
metaphor. In fact, current cognitive sci-
ence tells us that all the ideas we con-
struct about the world, including the
scientific ones, are expressed through
metaphor. The right metaphors can help
us feel and celebrate our connections to
each other and all life and the whole cos-
mos.

But for Primack and Abrams, as for
Lakoff, the value of a metaphor does de-
pend on its consistency with the scientific
research. They write: “Our constraint,
however, as well as our inspiration, must
always be scientific knowledge. That'’s
what guarantees that if we do experience
a connection, it’s to the real universe and
not to some disembodied fantasy rattling
around in our minds.”

Here is the point of difference about
what knowledge is.

In the Roundtable discussions, the sci-
entists were deeply concerned that those
speaking from a spiritual perspective
were indeed trying to establish their “dis-
embodied fantasies” as truth. The spiritu-
al leaders could never get to the point
where what they considered completely
obvious universal truths were understood
as such by the scientists. They were talk-
ing in quite different universes of
thought.

Fritjof Capra’s The Tao of Physics pro-
vides a bridge between physics and mysti-
cism that has appealed to many readers.
At the Roundtables he talked about the
new biology that sees cognition (though
not consciousness) in all life, and evolu-
tion “as part of life’s self~organization.”
This is a very different idea from living
beings understood as ‘things’ on which a
mechanistic natural selection does its
work. Biologists see now that life has
agency in its own evolution. In similar
vein Primack pointed out that sexual se-
lection is critical to evolution, and the role
of love and desire in sexual selection is
starting to inform our understanding es-
pecially of early human evolution. Capra
again, “People today who study con-
sciousness from a scientific point of view
talk about the necessity of including first
person experience in the data. Cognitive
scientists are doing that.”

However, even these moves by the sci-
entists towards understanding the
agency of desire and cognition in living
beings were still advances within the
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mode of scientific knowledge. When em-
pathic acts and expressions of spiritual
insight become data for scientific dis-
course, that is fine, but it is still a world of
thought away from spiritual knowledge.

What particularly frustrated Peter
Gabel, he told me later, was that for him,
the central problem is about the pain and
suffering in the world and why some
forms of scientistic discourse makes it ex-
tremely difficult for people to develop a
language that can help them develop the
mutual love and trust needed to build an
effective social change movement. Ordi-
nary people, and especially those who
have been intimidated by our education
system into doubting their own ideas,
have to have confidence in their ability to
follow their hearts and recognize cach
other’s longings, each other’s deepest
selves. They had to be able to choose out
of systems of domination and alienation
we live in. The scientific worldview was a
significant part of what was preventing
that! [ had been offin intellectual appre-
ciation land, trying to grasp what Carte-
sian dualism, random mutations, mirror
neurons and systems theory had to do
with spiritual metaphors. Gabel’s out-
burst brought me back to the pain of the
world.

Is There a Universal

Spiritual Knowlege?

AT THE THIRD ROUNDTABLE, MICHAEL
Lerner laid out the way he sees the uni-
verse. [tis not the Platonic view, that says
this material world is but a poor copy of
some ideal world; it is not the related du-
alistic religious view that sees God acting
from outside the universe. Instead:

I would like to articulate a uni-
fied vision rather than a dualistic
vision.... From the beginning the
universe has been an integrated
physical and spiritual conscious-
ness reality. Not from the emer-
gence of brains but from the very,
very beginning of everything. That
unified reality didn’t suddenly ap-

v pear ata configuration of complex-
ity but was always there.... There
was never atime when the universe
wasn't equally as conscious as it was
physical. These two categories are
simply human impositions, the
best categories that we have—phys-
ical/consciousness (spiritual). They
are a way of perceiving or chopping
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up an integrated totality that has al-
ways been there from the start and
has evolved in more and more com-
plex ways that have involved in its
complexity more and more mani-
festations of consciousness connec-
tion, love, empathy, generosity, etc.

In response Nancy Abrams said, “The
idea that consciousness and the spirit has
been there since the beginning is in my
opinion an opinion. I don’t shareit.” Later
she said:

I don't agree with alot of people
at this table about what religion or
the spirit is. For me the spirit is how
I personally relate to the cosmos. It
has nothing to do with the reality of
what’s out there. I don’t know
what’s out there. I don’t really think
there’s something spiritual out
there without me feeling it or some-
body feeling it. I think if all intelli-
gent life were gone there would be
no spirit. That’s how I feel. But it’s
my opinion and everybody’s enti-
tled to their opinion on this issue.
Some people love to think of the
spirit as something real and objec-
iive and that'’s fine, let them think
that, as long as they feel connected
to it 'm happy. Ijust want people to
not kill each other [overit].

Peter Gabel said:

...the belief that scientific meth-
ods are “hard” and therefore yield
knowledge while intuitive methods
are “soft” and therefore yield only
opinions both expresses and rein-
forces an underlying feeling that
there can be no objective basis for
political or ethical judgments, that
“no one has the right to speak for
anyone else,” and so forth. The de-
nial, implicit in the scientific
method, that one can achieve direct
intuitive knowledge of the “within
of things,” and the ethical relativism
that springs from it may help to ex-
plain the creationists’ insistence
that the Bible must be read as liter-
ally true in every respect.

The central question of what consti-
tutes knowledge is: how do we get to a
true description of anything and every-
thing? The claim for a universal spiritual
knowledge is that there is a sacredness
and inner meaning to the universe and
every living being that is discovered out-
side of the scientific discourse, but within
the discourses of poetry, spirituality, intu-
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ition and heart connection. This is not a
static knowledge, revealed once or twice,
but one that all people can come to when
they engage with each other. Tt is not asin-
gle, monolithic knowledge. There is not
one single way to intuit the meaning of a
flower or a forest or a galaxy or what your
and my deepest needs are. It takes train-
ing and practice. It may take meditation
for me, peyote for you, the mystical prac-
tices of different religions, prayer in the
chapel, or life in the woods. It takes prac-
tice in nonviolent communication, to
learn how to talk across the barriers of cul-
ture and pain, to share our intuitive spiri-
tual insights with others and get
corrections to the ways our insights are
skewed by our partial experience. This
kind of communication takes a great deal
oflearning and practice to do well, though
it can also be experienced in an instant of
real reaching out of one heart to another.
But how many universities teach it, prior-
itize it?

You might object that it is not knowl-
edge in the way that scientific knowledge
is. But was the Newtonian “knowledge”
that the universe was a vast clockwork
mechanism actually knowledge? Yes it
was, in that it was the best anyone knew at
the time. No it was not, in that it was pro-
visional and was later proved inadequate.
But the same would be true of spiritual
knowledge: it is always under review be-
cause it is the experiences and disciplines
of empathic connection that inform and
create it.

So, in terms of their status as “knowl-
edge,” the two kinds of knowledge are ac-
tually not that different. There is just as
much convergent evidence involved in
spiritual knowledge as in scientific, be-
cause it depends on engaging with all
kinds of people in many different ways.

The fact that neuroscientists can re-
port what is going on at a neurological
level when you or I sense that life on earth
is sacred is prelty interesting. Butitisnota
tull description. As Andrew Kimbrell, the
eco-lawyer, said at the Roundtable:

Take the first E flat major chord
of the Eroica symphony of
Beethoven. Now think of all the sci-
ence you could find in that. Think of
all the muscle movements you could
analyze of all the 108 symphony
players, of the conductor, all the
synapses, mirrored or non-mir-
rored, I don’t understand all that
brain stuff. I'm sure it’s all going on.
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And then all the audience. The aural
nerves and everything that’s going
on. But you could spend 100 years
with twenty scientists spending
their entire lives analyzing what’s
going on scientifically in the first
chord of Beethoven’s Eroica sym-
phony and you would understand
nothing important about that sym-
phony. And I would say that might
be a metaphor for what we're trying
to do with nature. So I think that
there is a danger here and to not
take a position on the hegemony
and the dictatorship of efficiency
principles, market principles, and
certain views of technological and
scientific progress that are winning
the day, would be a mistake for spir-
itual progressives. If we don’t take a
position on that when that is the
fundamental cold evil that is de-
stroying the things we love the
most, then I don’t know what we're
doing as a coalition.

The musicians’ knowledge of
Beethoven is knowledge: it can be shared,
revised as more musicians’ understand-
ings are broughtin, and as the experiences
of audiences are shared. It will never stop
developing.

You can equally share and develop
spiritual knowledge about nature, the uni-
verse, and other people. Though it is dif-
ferent from scientific knowledge, there is
no inherent reason why the scientists at
the Roundtable couldn’t have agreed with
that. After all, they are living it themselves.
As Abrams and Primack said, “a science
that doesn’t consider its own meaning can
be a danger to everyone.” The meaning
needs to be consistent with the science but
is not dictated by the science. At some
point we lead with our hearts and make a
leap towards the meaning that seems
right, usually in conjunction with others
whose hearts we trust. And should our
spiritual intuition be consistent with the
science if the science is wrong? Was it
wrong for spiritual people to “know” that
the universe was more than a great New-
tonian mechanism when scientists
“knew” that it was that mechanism? Who
had the better knowledge?

Spiritual and scientific knowledge are
both provisional, both based on conver-
gent evidence, both as true as can be in
their own sphere. 1t is just that spiritual
knowledge is more important for certain
purposes because it is not value neutral.
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SCIENCE AND SPIRIT

The Holy Trinity of Science

By Andrew Kimbrell in a combination of quotes from the
Science and Spirit Roundtables*

We haven't talked about the unconscious here: the idea that scientists are free of
unconscious ideas. Notice that the eschatology of Christianity has been complete-
ly adopted by secular science. We are in progress to heaven on earth. If we just do
enough science we will cure all diseases, cure the blind. Now we have genetic en-
gineering. They say, “Andy what’s the matter with you, look at the world we’re going
tocreatewith all of this! Progress!” So they've taken a “heaven-on-earth” eschatol-
ogy with science becoming Yahweh, incarnating in the miracle Son of technology,
influenced by the daily Spirit of consumerism in the market.

In other words, Christ said: you know, I'm alittle worried to leave you guys without
me. I'm a little worried that you ain’t going to participate in me fully. So 'm going to
have the Holy Spirit come down every day—to bring you—to participate in me fully.
How do we buy into technology? By buying, by consuming,. That’s how we buy anew
TV set. How we buy a new car, which | am actually. My car broke down. By doing
that, I get the spirit. And [ feel the excitement. 'm not immune from this.

Unconsciously, Iwould argue, we have created a mirror religion to Christianity, the
same eschatology: science is the Omniscient, incarnates in the Son that creates the
daily miracles of flight. Christ walked on water, but we have jet skis, much better.
And then the Holy Spirit, what gets us to buy into the Son, is advertising, that’s the
Pentecostal moment. So they've unconsciously created a mirror Christianity, same
metaphors, but now ensconced in the physical world, And when they fight each
other they are both fighting on the basis of transcendental principles, but it’s un-
conscious, The only danger is 'm not sure scientists realize they are embodying an
unconscious religion. So from the depth psychological point of view we need a lot
more work.

But, Jung says that in every trinity there’s a shadow fourth: in Christianity it’s the
devil, and was the feminine before the Mary—and the shadow fourth here [in the
Science Trinity] is nature: She, who brings us the limits, Those limits are ontologi-
cally evil and the whole process of heaven on earth and immortality is to defeat
those limits. Literally, unconsciously, we’ve created the entire dogma of the Chris-
tian Church in a concretized version and if you're a heretic to that, that’s the prob-
lem. The fundamentalists and the scientists hate each other so much because they
are actually, theologically fighting over the same ground. Literally, the same ground.

TY CASHMAN: Herman Kahn and Julian Simon came out and said,

“technology breaks us out of limits to growth.” Limits to growth is the evil,
KIMBRELL: Technology is salvation!

CASHMAN: Because every resource is substitutable, substitutable, substitutable...
KIMBRELL: Ty, belief! Believe! Believe! Believe! There’re no limits!
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Those purposes are how to live our lives,
what choices to make, what to consider
sacred.

In my denomination, the Unitarian
Universalists, we have seven guiding prin-
ciples. The two that I think underlay the
others are:

1) The inherent worth and dignity of
every person.

7) Respect for the interdependent
web of all existence of which we are
apart.

I wholeheartedly espouse those princi-
ples. Where do they come from? Not sim-
ply from a rational argument: rational
arguments can be made for and against
them and there is no proof. Some people
appear to have no worth and dignity and I
find good reasons every day for trashing
the web of life for my personal gain (e.g.,
don’t bother to approve or even know
where much of my food comes from).
Those principles come from a collective
process of spiritual intuition and ex-
change engaged in by a whole denomina-
tion drawing on centuries of
uninterrupted spiritual practice and de-
velopment. They are among the most im-
portant things I know in my life and T hold
them in common with many other people.
Thave spent years in acommunity that co-
hered around them, and around the daily
practices oflearning to live them together.
They are provisional, in the sense that the
process of drawing in more people, more
experience, more honest sharing of spiri-
tual intuition, in response to historical de-
velopments, may lead the denomination
to change the wording or add another
principle. How these principles are enact-
ed in daily life is also subject to trial and
error, group learning, prayer, meditation,
heart-to-heart exchanges, small group
process, exchanges with outsiders, and so
on. Thus we build our spiritual knowl-
edge. The more we engage cross—cultural-
ly at a heart and spirit-centered level of
honesty with other people all over the
world, the more universal this knowledge
becomes. But it is striking how universal
an experiential spiritual approach, as op-
posed to a creedal approach, already is un-
derstood to be across cultures. It's just that
in our culture it doesn’t yet have the status
of the knowledge upon which govern-
ments should be acting, by which corpo-
rations should be licensed, or for which
our tax money and our discretionary
spending should be spent.
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The Religion of Science
ANDREW KIMBRELL SPOKE VIGOROUSLY
and colorfully at the Roundtables. He ar-
gued that Galileo should indeed have been
imprisoned, along with Isaac Newton and
all their ilk, not because they said the earth
went round the sun, but because:

A murder took place about 400
years ago. It was not a murder cre-
ated by Judaism or the Catholic
Churchor even Islam. It was a mur-
der created by a certain group of
secular thinkers during the Protes-
tant Reformation. They created the
world we live in now, in my view.
Like itor not, that’s the way itis. The
dogma is of efficiency, competition,
objectification, and the privileging
of data over experience.

When Nancy Abrams objected that ac-
curate data is desperately needed, he
agreed but stressed he was talking about
what it is that we value: the measurable
data or the qualitative aspects of life. In
another part of the conversation he told us
what we need to do:

Go out and experience animals,
go to the river and look at the
stream. You're only going to protect
what you fall in love with. Youre not
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going to have people protect nature
because they've read about data on
nature or resource allocation or
even that we have 20 percent less
fish or 50 percent less fish. They will
go out to the river and say, “I love
this river” and they’ll defend that
river. So we don't defend data, we
defend actual experience. Not that
data’s nottrue...it’s just so unimpor-
tant.

I thought that long ago I had left the
religious worldview of my upbringing for
a scientific worldview, but I had to won-
der when I heard Kimbrell argue that our
culture has created a substitute for the
Christian Trinity of Father, Son and Holy
Spirit out of science itself. (See box on
page 69).

Summary

HaAVE I MADE TOO MUCH OF THE FACT that
Lakoff said that “You submit a dichotomy
of insides and outsides and that is false,”
or that Nancy Abrams, who is fully and
creatively committed to a spiritual ap-
proach to the cosmos, said that spirit “has
nothing to do with the reality of what's out
there” and is therefore opinion rather
than knowledge? Is this obsession with
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the status of spiritual intuitive empathic
understanding as knowledge misplaced?

Or is there a deep difference here that
gets right to the core of the radical shift in
worldview that we need, and that is possi-
ble for us to make?

The worldview shift is that spiritual
knowledge gives a truer picture of the
whole than science can give, because it in-
cludes the sense data from science but
goes beyond it to intuit value and mean-
ing, and it has a Aigher claim than scientif-
ic knowledge as a guide for action in the
world. But is there anything in that for-
mulation that the scientists at the Round-
tables would really object to? Perhaps the
objections really were misunderstand-
ings, triggered by the use of words like
“detached,” “inside/outside” and “spiritu-
al” which raised the traumas of past and
present religious assaults on science.

Just Imagine

ONE CAN IMAGINE A HUMAN CIVILIZA-
TION that prioritizes taking care of each
other, all of us, all humans and all living
creatures and plants. We have the science
and technology to do it now. Our physical
needs could be met without destroying
ecosystems and driving species to extinc-
tion, and our psychological and spiritual
needs could be met if we prioritized them.
The resurgence of the old religious world-
view in the shape of new militant funda-
mentalisms is merely a passing phase, an
understandable reaction to the failures of
science. The failures educated liberals
may be most aware of concern species loss
and global warming. But the failures other
people are most aware of concern their
loss of sacred value in the world, their
being treated as numbers, as expendable
by the gods of corporate and economic ef-
ficiency. In fact the West itself, including
educated and well-off liberals, is prone to
loneliness, depression, and the loss of
meaning. One can imagine a world that
wonders why spiritual knowledge was
ever considered less valid than scientific
knowledge, why it was ever considered an
individualistic thing, rather a communal
and authoritative form of knowledge like
science. We'need both kinds of knowl-
edge, but right now, we need to privilege
the spiritual. m

David Belden, D. Phil, is Managing Editor of
Tikkun.

NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 2007





