














94

ANCIENT WISDOM

February, 1952

IT MAKES NO SENSE THAT—

The latest scientific theories regard-
ing evolution, survival, original crea-
tion or any other natural phenomenon
should be accepted without question as
true, seeing that such theories constant-
ly change?

* O. * *
As scientists of equal repute often

differ from one another in their theo-

ries, the theory of one should command
greater respect than the theory of an-
other, if they are opposed.

] * *

*

What applies to scientists should not
also apply to religionists, seeing that
all religious doctrine must of necessity
be theory, and theory, no matter by
whom advanced, may later be proved
erroneous.

* * * %

Teachers of religion should be al-
lowed to make their own rules of logic
or ignore them, as they see fit, and
when challenged take refuge in un-
realistic statements based on garbled,
misunderstood, mistranslated or inter-

polated passages in the Bible.

* * * *
The slightest attention should be
aid to nonsensical threats of after-
eath punishment made by fanatics

who obviously can do nothing what-

__ever about it and are merely trying to
frighten the poor soul weak enough to

believe them.
 J s * *

Healthful and helpful religious teach-
ing should have to be mixed up with
doctrinal inventions which never help-
ed anyone, when there is so much that
is good and true in the purely moral
and spiritual teachings of every reli-

gion.

IT MAKES SENSE THAT—

Scientific facts, on the other hand,
cannot be gainsaid and to dispute them
in the name of religion, after they have
been fully proved, is futile and ridicu-

lous.
* * *® *

Scientific theories should at best be
accepted provisionally and with an
open mind, but not allowed to become
ingrained in the mentality so that it
closes against later and more plausible
theories or even against facts subse-
quently prove:i tg bi tt:le.

Religious theories should be sub-
jected to the test of logic, reason and
their beneficence or otherwise, and the
unfair claim that somehow religion is
above such tests and a law unto itself
should be ruled out of court.

* * * *

As there are many religions all
claiming to be true and some to be the
only true, and as there cannot possibly
be any reliable test of these claims,
one should feel perfectly free to accept
whatever religion he feels will best suit
his needs—or to reject all of them if
such is his desire.

* * * &

One should not fill his mind with
morbid absurdities to poison his life,
when life itself needs all the energy
one can muster to meet its problems
and trials rationally, without wasting
it on imaginary fears of the hereafter.

* * * *

Those who desire a philosophy that
is wholly consistent within itself, that
contradicts no scientific fact but is con-
firmed by many, and that makes no
demands for acceptance on authority
or on anything other than its inherent
reasonableness, should look into Theo-
1s:.ophy which meets all of these condi-
ions.

IS REINCARNATION A FACT?
(Continued from Page 89)
mere chance, no justice; lunatic or
lglenius, savage or savant—just hap-
azard. We will not dwell on that, for
immediately you find evidence that
convinces you of the probability of sur-
vival, that theory has to be abandoned;

—and-when-you know that others-have-

survived, or that is‘{ou have lived before,
you know that physical materialism is
just a stupid and crazy illusion.
Consider Shavian Vitalism—that we
are energized by an impersonal intellig-
ible Life Force. There is no individual
survival of death, but our lives merely
contribute to the evolution of a collec-
tive soul. Is the idea true? Discover
that individuals do in fact survive
death, and it is punctured and becomes
mere refuse for the mental rubbish
box, though if it is enlarged so that
collectivity is regarded as’a background
to individuality, its validity is likely.
Granting that man is a surviving ma-
terial soul as well as a physically ma-

terial body, was the superphysical part
of him generated with the physical
body, but has a longer life? An ever-
lasting soul with a generative begin-
ning, presents a difficulty. It is hard
to conceive of something having a be-
ginning but no end.

Did the superphysical part of us ex-
ist before our birth and take up habita-
tion in the generated baby body?

Both these hypotheses have one big
difficulty. Whether new souls come
from God for each body, or are gen-
erated with the body, where do they
all go to? There may well be five bil-
lion human babies born in the present
century—rather a staggering volume
of procreation. Mankind has been on
the earth for 10,000 centuries accord-
ing to current calculations of modern
scientists, 180.000 centuries according
to occult schools; and there are all the
thousands of centuries to come. Is a
constant stream of trillions of new
souls  conceivable?

Consider the diversities—primitive

instinctual savages, learned intellec-
tuals, harassed mothers, babes that liv-
ed a few hours or days, murderers and
saints, prostitutes and loving home
builders, lunatics and astute men of
affairs, perverts and men of holiness,
the filthy and the beautiful, artists,
architects and musicians, saboteurs,
wreckers and din-makers, the diseased
and the healthy, those with empty
hearts and lives, and those who are
generous and full living—all new souls,
all to get their permanent deserts after
death, their numbers being continu-
ously added to at the present rate of
say 50 million a year, all to be accom-
modated for evermore in heaven, lim-
bo, hell, or what have you! Does it
make sense?

Compare with these the reincarna-
tion hypothesis. The disparity between
the primitive and the cultured is re-
vealed as extremes of a process which
one has only started and the other
nearly finished. The incompleteness of
life is completed in the series of many
lives. Earth experience is as a school
to which we return many times. The
various races with their distinctive cul-
tures and religions, and their peculiar
problems and difficulties, are the class-
es. Starting with animal naturalness,
we build many personal “I’s.” “I” fol-
lows desire, gets in a mess repeatedly,
makes trouble, creates disharmony, be-
comes confused, fumbles with clumsy
inexperience, gains experience out of

pain, understanding out of intelligent

observation, and love out of sympathy
with others in their troubles. Conse-
quences pass over from life to life, ac-
tion causing its own appropriate reac-
tion in the circumstances and environ-
ment of future births. The naturalness
of the animal is lost, but a strong in-
dividual focus is built up as the “I”.
Then comes the realization that the “I”
is an ephemeral futility a mere device
to an end—the end of the upbuilding
of a new God-focus; then the work of
the sloughing off, dissolving or burn-
ing up of the personal “I”, leaving in its
place a God-world. Animal naturalness
has gone, “I” contortion has gone, Di-
vine naturalness results.

Which of the alternatives is more
likely? Which rings the bell of validity?
Which has the more coherence? Each
of us is the judge, ours is the responsi-
bility of finding out which is true if we
would live intelligently. '

You may say: granted that reincar-
nation is more comprehensible, that liv-
ing in our physical world would look
a more reasonable sort of business if
reincarnation be true, that does not
prove it true, and how can we square
it with other truths that are scientific-
ally accepted? How, for example, does
reincarnation fit in with the facts of
heredity?

This can well be taken with two
other questions; the influence of en-
vironment and early training, and how
does reincarnation accord with the
facts of astrology, which of course is
not recognised by any branch of official










