Freedom of Thought in Scientific Thinking

“Anyone who believes exponential growth can go on for ever in a finite world
is either a madman or an economist.” (Kenneth Boulding, economist)

The Tibetan tells us : “Freedom is the keynote for the world disciple today, and it is freedom to
live, freedom to think and freedom to know and plan, which humanity demands at this time.”
At various places in his books the Tibetan urges us to “balancing the pairs of opposites.”

In this short presentation we will consider science from two opposing points of view taking
in due consideration that it is the dynamic expression of an energy, i.e. of the fifth Ray.

One of the points we want to discuss is scientific research from a historical perspective. The
other is a modern study of global resources and its consequences.

Taking some big steps in history we may say that in Egyptian times and before, science and
religion were one and the same thing and indistinguishable from philosophy. The high
priests were the scientists, the ministers and the wise men of their time. At the time of the
Greek era a more clear distinction emerged between religion, philosophy and science,
although one person could still practice all of them at the same time. Until deep into the
Middle Ages and slightly beyond religion held a clear and firm dominant position. Even a
man like Newton, by many considered as one of the founders of modern science, was as
much an alchemist as a mental scientist and he, like most of his colleagues, dedicated all
his work to the Almighty God. It is with the debate which opposed the Rosicrucian
alchemist Robert Fludd and Johannes Kepler in the 17" century that an irreversible split
between religion and science emerged. Gradually astronomy became an independent
discipline and developed a cosmology with as ingredients mathematical laws based on
empirical observations with ever increasing technology. At the same time humanism was
on the rise and eventually the “sovereignty of science” was proclaimed. Sovereignty is
usually understood as supreme power or authority of a state to govern itself. The
separation between science and religion gradually increased and now, in our modern
times, if science does not negate the divine, it certainly does not see any need for it.

I happen to come from the Free University of Amsterdam, which was founded in 1880 with
money from orthodox-protestant circles. The word ‘free’ in its name refers to freedom from
any interference of church or state, as it was bound only by the Word of God. At the time |
started my study in theoretical physics there, the university was already fully state funded,
but because of its religious background a one year philosophical course was compulsory at
all faculties. My own philosophical, if not occult, interests found here fertile ground.

Over the centuries science has taken its liberty and freed itself from the limits imposed by
religion. Yet now science is more or less in the same position as religion, or perhaps better
the church, was until the Middle Ages. This is not without potential dangers. Like the
churches are intertwined with politics so science is losing its sovereignty, its
independence, and hence even its freedom. We may quote here Dr. Mae Wan Ho, co-
founder of the ISIS organisation?:

“There is a widespread and mistaken assumption that science is neutral or ‘value-

free’ and hence beyond reproach, so it is only the technology arising from the

science that can be good or bad.



Science, as opposed to religious dogma, is not about certainties; it is changing all
the time. But, as in any other field of human endeavour, the status quo tends to
hang on for far too long, on account of vested interests in huge profits, top jobs, big
research grants, and personal prestige and reputation. It is incredibly hard for new
findings and new ideas to get a hearing in the scientific community, or for old,
discredited theories like neo-Darwinism and reductionist biology to die. And all the
more so when the old guard are backed by big corporations that have taken over
every sector of society including our most sacred and revered academic institutions.
Corporate interests have so thoroughly infiltrated our academic institutions that
scientists are no longer free to work for the public good or to tell the truth. Honest
scientists who insist on doing so are persecuted and victimised, and by their own
academic institutions that should be protecting and defending them.”

To give just one example of this: In the current climate debate the company Koch

Industries, a US based oil and chemical giant with $100 billion in annual sales, has spent

almost $25 million funding organisations involved in spreading climate denialism?.

There is no point to underestimate the enormous success the fifth Ray energy, the energy
of Science, has brought and is bringing to this planet. The last two centuries have seen
revolutions in transportation, communication, industrial production. We have been to the
moon, and we have released, for the good or the bad, the power of the atom. We are now
globally facing a crisis, to which we will come back a little later. And to face the challenges
that crisis brings, we do need a dynamic science, but not an industrial science, nor a
scientific industry. To quote Dr. Mae Wan Ho again*

“We need to support ‘mavericks’ and ‘dissenters’, who are often isolated, if not

ostracized, as the trend is to support bigger and bigger groups doing rather

conventional research. Every group needs someone that goes beyond the status

quo, that’s what doing science is all about. True scientists are radicals at heart,

as they are always questioning the status quo.

Scientists should be working closely with those whom their research most

directly affects, for example, agricultural scientists should be working closely

with farmers. Scientists should be encouraged to take part in solving real

problems for society.”

The second topic starts in 1968 with the foundation of the “Club of Rome,” and its 1972
publication “The Limits to Growth.*” This publication, already forty years old now(}), started
to draw global attention to exponential growth in a finite, hence limited world. Right from
the start it came under huge attack from all kinds of areas of society - scientific or not. The
report investigated several possible scenarios in a modelled manner: a pessimistic model,
an optimistic model and a “business as usual” model. Thirty years later a report was
published looking at the real data, which implied that the “business as usual” best fitted
these data.®

“We are at a pivot-point in history when the old world is slowly but irreversibly
changing and the contours of a new world are just beginning to take shape. Every
country — every region — is seeking to find its footing.... This is no time for business as
usual. Our times demand something different — a sharper focus, a more engaged and
visionary global leadership. We need big thinking and bold action.”

Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, Address at Auckland University, 6 September 20116



In such sustainability debates a formula is used, the “IPAT” formula:
I=PxAXT
Here | stands for the impact on the environment.

P stands for the global population.
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A stands for affluence, which stands for the consumption of each person in the
population. A common proxy for measuring this affluence is the GDP = global domestic
product per capita. It is a measure related to wealth.
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T stands for how resource intensive the production of affluence is; how much
environmental impact is involved in creating, transporting and disposing of the goods,
services and amenities used. In short technological efficiency.

As both population and wealth grow almost exponentially technological efficiency,
although it does attenuate, cannot prevent the overall impact of growing too. Of course
details may change, but the overall picture is clear: In a “business as usual” model for the
global population to achieve a wealth level of Denmark in 2050 we would need the
resources of two times this planet Earth - for the level of the USA it would be six times.
Again forgetting about detail, it is scientifically clear that before 2050 we will hit the wall.

What do we do with this information - a scientific fact? Although the time factor may be
prone to an error of one or two decades, that does not alter this scientific fact in itself.
Does this mean the end of human civilisation, even of humanity - James Lovelock has
been quoted in The Guardian that 80% of humans will perish by 2100 AD ? Or, as each
crisis presents also an opportunity, will this really big crisis also present a really big
opportunity - a real shift in human consciousness? Some ground braking initiatives have
already been formulated: The Great Transition’ (from the New Economics Foundation) or
The Great Disruption® (by Paul Gilding) and the World Goodwill Commentary N° 27 ° gives
also food for thought.

When it is “through the impression and expression of certain great ideas, [that] men
everywhere must be brought to the understanding of the fundamental ideals which will govern
the new age,” ° it is clear that in the future, i.e. today, tomorrow and the decades to come,
the task, the challenge and the opportunity for the New Group of World Servers and all
men and women of goodwill will be unique and enormous.

The effort to end the World War was a global effort where all men and women of goodwill
stood as one. The same kind of action may be required to solve the present crisis and the
words of the Tibetan, published in 1957, are as important now - half a century later — as
they were then:

“The present world crisis could be shortened if the spiritually minded people lived
up to their inner belief and knowledge.”"’
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