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A New Wellness Trend or Old Wisdom Revisited?

A curious product has recently caught public attention — the mobile anti-radiation chip.
Some are made from minerals or metals, and others, intriguingly, from cow dung.

Supporters believe cow dung has natural protective qualities that can reduce radiation
exposure. Critics dismiss these claims as pseudoscience.

Between belief and scepticism lies a space where both faith and reason can coexist. This
article does not aim to prove or disprove the chip’s effectiveness. Instead, it seeks to
encourage readers to ask a deeper question:

How do we decide what to trust — and what not to — in this age of conflicting claims?

When Science Changes Its Mind

Can something “scientifically proven” later turn out to be wrong?
Absolutely. History shows countless examples — from once-celebrated drugs to agricultural
chemicals — that were later banned after harmful effects emerged.

Science is not a fixed truth; it is a journey of evolving understanding. The belief that science
is absolute is, ironically, unscientific.

So, just because the cow dung chip has yet to receive conclusive validation doesn’t
automatically make it wrong — just as scientific approval doesn’t always make something
safe.

The Cow Dung Chip Controversy

In India, the Rashtriya Kamdhenu Aayog referenced a study from the Physics Department of
Saurashtra University that suggested cow dung could reduce mobile radiation.

Critics argued that the study was incomplete — that any solid material might show similar
results. Yet, they didn’t conclusively prove that cow dung cannot have this property.

If such a chip completely blocked radiation, the phone wouldn’t receive or transmit signals
— effectively becoming useless. This opens more questions than it answers:

o What types of radiation do mobile phones emit?

¢ Which are harmful, and which are harmless?



e Can natural materials like cow dung selectively absorb them?

Such questions call for unbiased exploration, not dismissal.

When Tradition Speaks Before Science

Traditional knowledge has often shown results long before scientific tools could explain
them.

Take the Bhopal Gas Tragedy (1984). Amid devastation, two nearby families reportedly
survived because they performed Agnihotra (a daily fire ritual). Researchers observed that the
ritual released substances that might have purified the air or formed a protective layer. Yet,
this phenomenon remains under-studied — much like many traditional insights that never
receive the same institutional support as corporate research.

Often, the issue is not that ancient knowledge is wrong, but that it is underfunded and
underexplored.

Who Defines “Science”?

Books like “4 World Without Cancer” by Dr. Margaret Cuomo and articles such as
“Remdesivir — A Drug in Search of a Disease? ” highlight how commercial interests can
shape “‘scientific consensus.”

So, the real question becomes:
Who is making the claim — and who is funding it?

True science demands curiosity and courage — not conformity. Many of humanity’s great
insights began as “unscientific ideas” that later reshaped the world.

When Data Meets Tradition
Modern research is beginning to rediscover ancient wisdom:

o Astrological rainfall predictions:
A 25-year analysis comparing Panchanga forecasts with actual rainfall showed 84—
95% accuracy. Yet, this remains outside mainstream agricultural education.

o Gangadhareshwar Temple near Tumkur:
Devotees offer ghee, which reportedly transforms into butter — reversing a known
process. Science has no clear explanation yet, but observation suggests there’s more
to explore.

o Traditional materials in wellness:
Cow dung malas, cow urine formulations, and herbal remedies — once dismissed —
are now studied globally after patents and international interest revived attention.



Finding Balance Between Belief and Proof

If someone feels comforted by keeping a cow dung chip on their phone, it’s their personal
choice.
If someone prefers to wait for solid scientific validation, that too deserves respect.

But those who dismiss traditional ideas must also take responsibility when modern
“scientific” products turn harmful.

True progress lies not in blind faith or blind rejection, but in open-minded inquiry — the
courage to ask and the humility to listen.

In Conclusion

The wellness guard debate is not just about a chip; it’s about our attitude toward knowledge
itself,
Do we see wisdom only through a microscope, or also through centuries of lived experience?

Cow dung or quantum physics — both deserve fair, honest examination.
Because, in the end, truth belongs not to those with money or power, but to those with
sincerity and curiosity.



