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Part I
Orientation
Definition of Religion.

A religion is a concept of the cause, reality, and purpose of the
universe, and a conscious attempt to attain harmony with that
reality and aid that purpose.

There are as many definitions of religion as there are commentaries
on the subject, and we are exercising the usual prerogative of
redefining the word. By this broad definition we place all concepts
of the universe, including those offered by Western science and
Western philosophy, as well as those based on beliefs in god-
creatures, 1in one category. This enables us to look at all men's
purposes from the same perspective. Locating a real point for that
perspective is one of our major concerns.

The Emotional Color of Paganism.

This is a book of religion. It recognizes the major institutional
religions of the world, but its purpose is not simply to give
condensed information about them in such broad generalities as to
be acceptable to all. Nor is its purpose to ride the tide of
current religious thought by deftly mixing and turning about the
beliefs of various religions, throwing on them facets of colored
light, like a kaleidoscope, in the hope of bringing a feeling of
"ecstatic radiance" to the devoutly confused. Its purpose is to
examine the validity of concepts, the direction and efficacy of
men's purpose, and, finally, to set forth a systematic concept of
the universe, together with a morality derived from that concept,
as the basis for a living religion.

This religion is called Pagan. It is not consciously evolved from
the fragmentary remains of what was once called paganism, and what
is now neatly entombed under headings of Greek, Roman, German,
Scandinavian, Chinese, Japanese, and early Indian "mythology." It
takes the name Pagan not because its concepts are obviously those
of the pagan era, but in acknowledgement of its spiritual heritage.

The concepts contained in religions that were once dynamic enough
to act as evolutionary catalysts in the development of
Indo-European man, have been mutilated and distorted by writers
with dogmatically fixed perspectives, until their remains are
placed alongside Mother Goose Tales without offending the general
sense of propriety. We could perhaps reconstruct something of great
significance from these mutilated conceptual fragments, that
children now keep in their toy boxes, as a paleontologist



reconstructs pre-historic animals from two teeth and a splinter of
jawbone found among the assortment of ornaments on the necklace of
a savage. But we are content to let the portions of the past that
are dead remain dead. This is a book about living religion, not
dead mythology.

Pagan is often defined as a religion other than Judaism,
Christianity, or Mohammedanism. By that definition the religion set
forth here is unquestionably pagan. But its claim to the title is
not because it simply contains ideas other than those contained in
these three religions, but because it is based on something living
that has survived in the being of man. Physical evolution is slower
to be affected by the influence of new dogmas than is the religious
literature of a people, and so, despite inquisitions and social
pressure, the dogmas that have triumphed over paganism have not yet
fully triumphed over the pagan. There is a heritage of spirit in
certain living beings that can be recognized as pagan without an
reference to, or claim heritage from, the well-known pagan
mythologies.

In the popular concept, pagans are often associated with bloody
deeds, but it is not the bloody deeds that identify the pagan
spirit. The Mohammedans frankly spread their religion with a sword.
The path of Judaism is a path of blood, spilt in lust and
treachery. And Christianity, despite the teachings of its founder,
came to flower through a blood path of such magnitude as to show
that his followers placed little reliance on the few pints of blood
spilt by Jesus to purify the world. Recent wars also have shown
little reluctance on the part of Christians to break their sixth
commandment. So, clearly, it is not a readiness to spill blood that
distinguishes a pagan.

In the historical behavior of the pagan, there was a freedom from
inhibitions, and a robust love of life, whether expressed in
eating, drinking, fighting, loving, singing, dancing, or perceiving
god, that was unique and characteristic. This spirit was born of a
special concept of the cause and purpose of the universe with is
unfathomable to those who create gods that are either vengeful, or
sad-eyed and mournful. It is this spirit that we seek to recognize
in calling our religion Pagan.

Those who wish to do so can trace the conceptual antecedents of the
religion set forth here, through the desecrated fragments of
mythology, to the Indo-European man of prehistory, but the point
will not be emphasized. This work wishes to claim no authority from
the antiquity of its concepts. The authority for its concepts rests
solely on the ring of validity in the consciousness of he who
perceives them.

A dark shadow, cast by a belief that men are born heirs to "the
sins of Adam," has done much to destroy man's love of life, as well
as the evolutionary dominance of men of good will. We would do what
is possible to change this, but we do not believe that dredging up
some ancient authority from the dead past to control men will free
them from inhibitions. It is solely on the assumption that there
are existent men of pagan spirit, whose innate consciousness will
respond to the Pagan concept of the universe, presented in current
language and symbolism, that this work, as a living religion,
chooses to stand or fall.

The Barbarian Attitude.

The concept of "pagan" is often confused with the concept of



"barbarian" in its sense of being uncivilized, or foreign to a
particular civilization. We will let the confusion stand for the
moment. It may aid our approach to the subject of religion.

If we are to examine basic ideas, we must not meet as old school
friends, or as beings of a common civilization, mouthing the same
shibboleths and cliches. We must not meet fully relaxed by our
confidence that everything we do not understand is neatly entombed
in the collective works of our civilization's scholars; and, if one
small phase is to be reexamined, it will be done in so genteel a
manner that the rest will be left as an anchor for our smugness.

We must meet as barbarians from opposite sides of a mountain who
come together seeking adventure. We must be equally ready to fight
or be friends, but we must be curious enough, and adventurous
enough, and brave enough to seek knowledge of a strange being and
his strange culture at close quarters. We must never fear nor
disdain to come together and draw pictures in the sand, make a few
grunts to convey the emotions aroused by the pictures, and search
each other's eyes for meanings that the grunts and pictures cannot
convey.

Perception of a significant pattern in seeming confusion, not an
accumulation of catalogued "knowledge," is the Pagan's criterion of
intelligence and the basis on which Pagan religion is built. We
offer no more scholarly authority than can be offered by the most
unkempt barbarian. We appeal solely to native perception.

Therefore, without arguing over the distinction between Pagan and
barbarian, let us approach each other, draw some crude pictures in
the sand, and see if we can each perceive the same significant
pattern in the seeming confusion of the world around us.

Our Interest in Religions.

Thinking men of the Western world usually shun the word "religion"
because, in the West, it has gathered a strong coloring of
dogmatism and irrationality. In their researches into the cause and
purpose of the universe, and the nature of reality, they indicate
that they are avoiding the concepts of Yahweh, Jehovah, and Allah
by calling their studies philosophy, psychology, or science. We
have chosen to use the word religion, after modifying and
clarifying it a little with a precise definition, because we feel
that it conveys the scope of this work better than the others.

The language of philosophy is little better. Many of its
expressions, such as "categorical imperative," are not only awkward
but tend to impose upon those who are familiar with them the whole
perspective of their originators rather than an isolated concept.
But its major drawback is that it is spoken by very few.

The language of science is spoken more widely than that of
philosophy; it is less confused than that of the religions but it
is almost as dogmatic in its perspective. It presumes to deal with
objective realities, but dogmatically ignores that what it calls
objective realities are often concepts in consciousness rather then
tangible objects. We can never fully know the accuracy of our
sensory information but, even if we assume it to be accurate, our
language, scientific or not, seldom points to objective realities.
"That chair" designates an objective reality, but "a chair" does
not. Similarly a language that talks of light waves, mass,
velocity, gravitation, molecules, electrons, et cetera, is a
language of concepts rather than one pointing to objective
realities, and if we were to use it here we would need to recite



and examine the dogmas it implies. That would be an extremely long
process and it would not accomplish our purpose.

Our perspective is neither identical with that of Western science
nor that of any known religion, and therefore our initial
presentation of basic concepts is a major problem. We do not have
time to create and make known a completely new language. So during
our period of orientation, we have chosen to vary perspective and
language in the manner that seems to give the most nearly accurate
concept in each individual instance. Thus we will initially mix
words, concepts, and perspectives freely from popular religions,
the physical sciences, psychology, and philosophy, in any way we
believe may further understanding until we feel that we have
sufficiently oriented our own point of perspective. We trust that
the love for a foolish consistency which Emerson called "the
hobgoblin of little minds" will not add to our difficulties.

Recognizing the unreal nature of the tentative perspective, we
begin our attempt to build a bridge of understanding, with what is
known as the objective approach.

Viewed "objectively," man must be recognized and accepted as a
unique animal, unless he is considered merely an animal gone mad.
It is generally concluded that man's distinction from other animals
is his intelligence. From a detached perspective this is not
observable. He fills the landscape with his handiwork in an
impressive way; but beavers build dams, birds build nests, and ants
build bridges. The difference between them and man in that respect
is only in the quality of the of the things that they produce; and,
it could therefore be concluded only that man possesses a
particular type of intelligence, which enables him to manipulate
the world around him, to a greater degree than other animals. From
the long perspective man is different from other animals in only
one respect; his actions very frequently have different motivating
forces.

In the unreal viewpoint that characterizes this detached
"objective" perspective (unreal because it ascribes motives which
cannot be known objectively) the simplest animal life apparently
has one dominating motive; the search for food. Bisexual life
apparently has two dominating motives: the search for food, and the
search for a mate. Man apparently has three dominating motives; the
search for food, the search for a mate, and the satisfaction of
some, often obscure, code of conduct. This is often based upon a
still more obscure concept of the universe.

It has been well established by observation and experiment that
animals, other than man, will knowingly face death in an attempt to
obtain food, or in the attempt to obtain a mate. Man will do the
same. In addition he will knowingly face death in an attempt to
establish, retain, or regain his self-respect as an adherent to an
ethical concept that is of no utilitarian value in the
circumstance. Other animals will not do this, although they can be
made to present an appearance of so doing by carefully conditioning
their reflexes. Unless we consider man an animal gone mad, whose
actions in this respect are based upon ridiculously conditioned
reflexes, unless we oversimplify by an unconvincing system of
tracing all man's impulses back to food hunger and sex hunger, we
must concern ourselves with his unique motivating force.

Indeed, even if we do consider man only an animal gone mad, we
must, 1f we are to live in this world of men, concern ourselves
with this force. Man is the most persistent and pursuing force man
has to deal with, and it is not the boiling up of food hunger and



sex hunger that makes the force of other men inescapable. It is
this third force-motive that pursues us, tracks us down, and
presses in on us, until we must turn to meet it in one fashion or
another. We may call it madness, and think of ourselves as
psychiatrists attempting to manipulate madmen. Or we my
subjectively recognize that we, too, are men with this unique
motive-force, consider it a healthy attribute and call it religion.
A predisposition toward either a detached, supercilious
objectivity, or a wallowing, subjective reverence would equally
hinder our study. So we have chosen to call the force religion but
we will withhold any reverence for its concepts and practices
unless or until we find them worthy of reverence.

If as individuals we were dealing with individuals, we might not
find the force of religion so persistent and formidable. But each
individual has to deal with whole peoples motivated my religious
impulses. The people, among whom he is born, insist on controlling
his actions in conformity with their concepts. The idea that there
can be an effective separation between the forceful government of
a people and their religion has not been determined. The
incompleteness of purported separations usually fails to become
obvious because the effective religions within a state are seen as
separate and divergent while, in fact, they are so compatible that
they are in effect one. The voices of the few followers of truly
different religions within such a state are shouted down by the
larger masses. So freedom of religion remains simply an unrealized
ideal.

It takes little perception to note that food hunger and sex hunger
move individuals but it is religion that moves peoples. The need
for food, or living room to mate and rear children, may sometimes
move a people to war, to their expressive, death-defying
manifestation of a major force-motive, but usually, whatever the
motive of the leaders who manipulate them, the motivating force of
the people is religion.

The obscure motive is even more obscure when we are looking at the
motivating forces of modern peoples, who are made up of
heterogeneous races and cultures. We do not find religions, but
aggregations of the disintegrated remains of numerous religions.
When we look at these heterogeneous peoples in mass and the
inconsistent aggregation of concepts that motivate them, we admit
that we face the temptation to call our study psychiatry. But to
the extent that we can consider people to be made of individuals,
we will continue to think of their unique motivating force as
religion. So instead of saying that we must all become
psychiatrists in order to survive, we say that a major concern of
us who live, and move, and do things, in a world as thickly
populated as the one in which we now find ourselves, is properly
the study of religion.

This study is necessary so that we can fix, with some certainty,
our own position, and know the efficacy of the religions that swirl
around us. We must study all religions whether we are completely
satisfied with our own position among the various concepts, and
study other religions pragmatically; or whether we seek for
concepts from which to construct or by which to corroborate our own
religion.

But when we look at the size and complexity of the field of world
religions, we all but despair of finding a perspective for a clear-

eyed approach to our study.

It has become popular for scholars with an objective, and



purportedly unprejudiced view to treat the religions of the world,
past and present, as if religious thought followed a definite
evolutionary pattern. Their implication has been that, as organic
life evolves from lower to higher forms, so does religion also
evolve from lower to higher forms. There is much evidence in
support of this theory, and it may well be true as regards the
growth and spread of some religions as it is regarding the growth
and spread of some forms of organic life if we consider that a
"higher" is one that is capable of appropriating to its uses a
"lower." But this "evolutionary" swallowing of concepts never
appears to produce in religion a stable perceivable entity, an
entity of the sort that characterizes organic life. Therefore the
implication that the swallowing religion is essentially more valid
than the swallowed is highly undesirable. It is difficult enough to
retain an unbiased approach without letting the unexamined
implications of inaccurate analogies affect our conclusions. So we
must reject the popular approach to the study of religions.

Instead of following evolutionary patterns, it appears that
religions are born full-blown, and the prognosis of an
institutional religion is from one individual's wvital perception of
a significant pattern of reality, to the dismembered and
disintegrating corpse of his attempt to express that perception
with is retained in the half-understood concepts that constitute
the language of a people. These once vital concepts make an awesome
pile which leaders use to strike terror, or create reverence, in
the minds of all who have ever cherished and nurtured any fragments
of the mutilated concepts that still quivered with life in their
sleeping or waking consciousness.

Viewing religions from this perspective, our interest in them
becomes divided into an interest in the vital perceptions of
significant patterns of reality, and the awesome pile of mutilated
concepts.

The first can be valuable to us as flank spotter's views of the
patterns we perceive.

The second is of interest only in helping us to understand the
motivating forces of peoples who press in upon us, and whom we must
turn to meet in one fashion or another.

We will look first at our subject matter in total, turn it about a
little, view it from different angles, and then proceed to
segregate it in accordance with our interests.

The Nature of Religions.

A religion, by our definition, is a concept of the cause, reality,
and purpose of the universe, and a conscious attempt to attain
harmony with that reality and aid that purpose.*

*It should be noted that we do not class as religion such things as
seeking the aid, or attempting to sway the will, of hypothesized
gods by prayer, sacrifice, good behavior, prostrate worship, or
other propitiation. These attempts to enlist the power of the
universe for selfish interests, rather than attain harmony with and
aid universal purpose, must not be included in religion as we
define it, unless we are going to abandon all hope of developing
reverence as we continue our study. We consider them entirely
unworthy of any serious consideration.

Tentatively we might break this down a little and see what we



should expect a proper religion to be and do:

First, it should give a fully satisfying explanation of the origin,
reality, and purpose of the universe.

Second, its ethical concept, for man's relation to the universe as
a whole, and for man's relation to each of its parts, including
other men, should be explicitly derived from its concept of the
universe and be in harmony with that concept.

Third, the practical results of its ethical concept should aim at
aiding the purpose of the universe. Presumably such aid would
consists of determining man's function in it, and creating a
culture whose effect on man's evolutionary development would
produce a man ever better fitted to that function.

Given the first of these, the second and third would probably
present no difficulty. But very little poking in the awesome
aggregation of religious concepts 1s necessary to show us that we
are going to have difficulty in finding a fully satisfying
explanation of the universe among them, or in fitting bits together
into a coherent whole. We may want to throw them all out and start
fresh.

With this possibility in mind, let us consider how this aggregate
of concepts came into being. How do religions start?

Men perceive things about themselves and the universe. They
assemble these perceptions into patterns which fit together with a
seeming cohesion, or apparent significance, and these patterns we
call concepts. The all-embracing pattern, which includes all
knowledge of self, all knowledge of everything in the universe, and
gives total significance to all other concepts, and conscious
purpose to one's life, 1s properly one's religious concept.

Most religious concepts show a tendency towards instability as
knowledge progresses. Their patterns are disturbed by and unable to
accommodate new facts. A stable, well-thought-out concept of the
universe is an essential factor of a sound religion, and all one's
actions, and is sense of right and wrong, should properly derive
from it. However as one must continue to act even while his concept
of the universe is forming, or has begun to disintegrate, he often
makes ethical decisions whose basis, the total concepts of the
universe, 1is incompletely defined in his conscious understanding.

After the act, one often finds himself justifying the act to
himself or others, and what is conceived as being credible is
frequently given preference over what is conceived as being valid.
This is true in the thoughts of men whose thoughts have been
conditioned by conversation with others, and it is especially true
in justifying acts to other adults, and in teaching children. This
being the case, understanding the diverse religions of the world is
greatly aided by understanding the conceptual climate in which they
were formed, or came to be forces.

No people has ever been known without a religion. Man is presumed
to have been on earth about a million years but earlier than 6,000
years ago his history is known only hazily. Religion is obviously
much older than the recorded history of man so we can only make
conjectures regarding the unpressured beginnings of religion. But
we are reasonably certain that three streams met, blended, and
distorted each other, so early that the distorting effect of the
past must always be considered in all religions that are the
heritage of peoples, as distinguished from the fresh perception of



individuals. Let us conjecturally reconstruct the beginnings of
these first three streams of religion.

In the remote past of prehistory, when there was the first
beginning of words and gestures to express the thoughts that were
forming behind increasingly expressive eyes, savage man bent over
the lifeless form of his mate, looked for movement, listened for a
sound, and there was none. He had seen death often, but now, as
tears welled up in his eyes, he refused to accept his old objective
observations, and called upon the depth of his being for the
meaning of death. "Something has gone out," he thought, "the part
that directs movement in the body and makes sounds in the mouth. It
was real, and it is no longer here. Where did it go?"

He looked about him for that something, without knowing what form
to expect, but there was nothing which his senses could find.
"Where did it go?" he kept asking himself. And when he had looked
everywhere, without finding it, he thought, "Maybe up into the blue
where together we tried to go one day when we climbed the mountain.
"Why and how?" he asked, and perhaps glimpsed some possible idea of
a spirit land from his remembered world of dreams.

Then with much pointing, and many gestures in imitation of life and
death, he conveyed the thought to those of his kind who squatted
around the mouth of their common cave. At that time, or later, when
they, too, made a similar intense search for explanation, they
accepted the strange fantasy. And so came into being a concept of

a world that was not earth, and spirits that lived where no man
could see. It was the beginning of a religion born of emotional
need.

Another man, who lived in mortal terror of his chief, continued to
see images of his chief in his dreams. He explained the chief's
mysterious and persistent being to his fellow cringers, who had
also experienced visitations of the chief's spirit, and lived in
constant terror of a chief who could appear and disappear in a dark
closed cave in the night, to observe and impress with his
omnipresence.

The chief heard of the stories and recognized their political
value. And so the verbose cringer, who spread the stories, was
elevated to the status of a tribal medicine man, or high priest.
The strong father image of the impressive chief, who kept order,
bestowed favors, and imposed punishment, continued in the thoughts
and language of the tribe after his death. It was found useful to
his less impressive successor and transformed by him into a tribal
god. Thus a religion born of political expedience came into being.

Another type of religion was born in the calm observations of men
whose need was understanding. Certainly, they reasoned, there was
a spirit, a being, an entity, manifest in the invisible but very
powerful wind, that pushed over mammoth trees and whipped the sea
into a terrifying fury. Certainly there was a spirit, a god, or
something to which they should give some name, manifest in the
mysterious cold that turned the water of the lakes to ice and
covered the world with snow.

If they called the perceived force god, then certainly the
formless, twisting blazes of fire were a god incarnate, mysterious
and ungraspable still, but a visible being that could be observed,
studied, fed, and perhaps made into a friend or ally. Certainly the
sun that rose each morning giving of its life and warmth and
comfort was a kindly god to be loved, admired, and worshipped. And
the moon was a lesser god, not so powerful, but gentle, kindly, at



times altogether lovely, and deserving of some worship not so much
as the sun, but some. So a religion that attempted to explain the
universe by analyzing and giving names to the motives incarnate in
its forces came into being.

Various men developed preferences for different gods, and the
tribal chief, to keep harmony in the tribe, and to keep harmony
among the gods, felt that it was his duty, as leader, to state the
order of greatness among the gods, and to establish how much, and
what kind of, worship should be granted unto each. Thus long before
the oldest story transmitted in picture, or told in song, the
religions born of (I) emotional need, (2) political expedience, and
(3) attempts to explain the universe became intermingled in the
language of each people, and to some extent, lost their identity as
to type.

This intermingling has continued ever since. When the people from
the mountain came into contact with the people from the sea they
found it strange that the sea god, whom they, the mountain people,
considered a very minor being, had a place second to, or even
above, the sun god. And the people of the tropical jungle could
only call the people of the north infidels and unbelievers, when
they learned that their supreme deity was some ridiculous being
called a frost god. Then came other unheard of gods, born of the
father images evoked from long forgotten tribal chiefs.

To the objective observer the most incomprehensible gods were the
pure fabrications of the dream world, born of emotional need; but
these gods satisfied emotional needs in others, and so survived in
ever changing forms. Conquest; intermarriage, with its com promise
and amalgamation; and consolidation of power by chiefs, as ready to
annex more gods as more subjects, soon created a religious complex
that gave survival preference to ever more clever priests and
medicine men.

As people became civilized, which generally seems to mean became
craftsmen, they produced idols which represented their concepts of
their gods. Good craftsmanship and sculptural imagination became a
strong factor in selecting religious concepts for survival, and so,
civilization began to overrule perception as language had already
done. But idols can be desecrated, and, if they do not
conspicuously punish those who publicly violate them, a great part
of their claim to godhood is lost. So after idols had been tried
and found wanting abstract, nebulous, invisible gods of words, who
could not be ridiculed so dramatically, were again set up in the
place of the tangible idols.

As always, they were not new gods but modified concepts of the old.
There are certain obvious mixing and replacement pat terns of
religions but the patterns make no apparent progress. The triumph
of an abstract god of words over a stone idol, for instance, is no
virtue unless the abstract god of words is a clearer concept. Some
men express themselves better in words, some with a chisel. Thus,
at the dawn of history we do not find religions at a particular
stage of evolution.

We simply find, in different areas, different aggregations of
religious concepts. Always these have been built up over countless
years and they continue to be built upon. Not once throughout all
our recorded history of religious thought has there been a complete
house cleaning of the religious concepts carried forward in the
language of peoples. Since we see that existing religions are
nothing but aggregations of mutilated concepts, our original
classification of religions by impulse of origin is no longer
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applicable, except in factoring each religion.

Trying to divide the whole field into smaller fields that can be
more easily studied, we look about for some other classification
that might be useful. We know that religions have been largely
accepted at sword's point or by social pressure. But, as discussion
of religious concepts must be based on innate faculties of
judgment, we try reclassifying religions by the manner in which the
aggregate of concepts that forms the basis for a religion is
accepted by an individual when no coercion is involved. We again
find ourselves with three classifications. These are not clean
divisions, but if we remember the haziness of the lines we may make
some tentative use of them.

One type of religion is based upon a belief that an individual.
other than oneself. has. or had. access to special information not
available to everyone. This special person then interprets, for all
others, the cause and purpose of the universe, and lays down rules
for man's action. His interpretations, and the authority of his
commandments, are to be accepted on faith. The apparent
demonstration of powers not natural to man, or the making of
prophesies that turn out to be correct. are the only substantiating
evidence.

These religions which are dependent on faith in an authority for
their acceptance we call dogmatic religions. A second type of
religion is evolved from a purely objective study of the religions
of the world and acceptance of one for its practical value. Faith
and mysticism are smiled upon by the sophisticated pragmatist, as
he chooses the one that most nearly fits his purpose, and subtly
insinuates changes in it to make it fit his own needs. To those who
have been conditioned to the "objective" thought patterns of
Western civilization this appears to be the rational approach to
religion. and so in the West we find an increasing number of
adherents to religions, who consider the basic concepts of their
religions foolish.

They merely wish to take advantage of the popular momentum in the
direction of their choice that the religions have built up through
the force of accumulated dogmas. Religion for them is simply a code
of ethics. The irrational part of their rational objectivity is
that it accepts, without examination. the innate or acquired
criterion that chooses the code of ethics. Expedience is the only
apparent motive. We call this religion, of unexamined or unstated
motives, expedient ethics. A third type of religion is rooted in an
intense examination of what one knows, and how, and why. Self
discoveries can be compared to the self discoveries others have
recorded, but the final criterion is always self examination of how
one came by knowledge, and why he thinks it wvalid.

Because of the widely divergent methods of examining knowledge and
the popular concepts that have grown up regarding these methods,
there is a sharp line between the records of the Eastern and
Western civilizations. The East looks upon this self examination as
a religious pursuit and calls it mysticism. In the popular language
of the West, the word mysticism implies mystery and magic, and
immediately forms a barrier, which precludes further Western study
of the records of self examination which have been made in the
East.

The Western world, because its most widespread religion,
Christianity, is based on faith in dogma, has imposed a coloring of
dogma and faith on the word religion. For this reason the self
examiners in the Western world have not called their studies of
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what the self knows, and how, and why, religion; they have called
them science, philosophy, psychology, aesthetics, et cetera.
Without regard to this play of words, a religion, evolved by self
discovery, can be as profitably compared to the records made by
Newton, Kant, lung, or Wagner, as to those made by Buddha or
Zarathustra.

The name for this class of religion should combine the thought
expressed by the West in science and philosophy and that expressed
by the East in mysticism. We will call this type of religion
analytical and introspective. When we consider religions merely as
cultural forces we must consider all religions known. But when we
consider religions as records left by flank spotters, useful for
checking the validity of the concepts we may evolve from our own
perceptions, we have a strong inclination to ignore the first two
categories of religions.

Our reason for this is different in each case. Our inclination to
ignore dogmatic religions is based on a single compelling
consideration. We recognize that various persons obviously have
special capacities and abilities. We might believe that a person
could die and rise from the dead, go into Nirvana without leaving
a physical body on earth, make accurate prophecies, or perform all
kinds of miracles.

But we cannot believe that any person has been chosen to bring
messages from the Creator of the universe to all other men in the
contrived, feeble, in exact, changeable, and usually misconstrued
language of men; when the universe, made by the Creator, 1is,
itself, a language that is immeasurably more precise and more
eloquent.

The reason for our inclination to ignore religions of expedient
ethics can also be easily stated. When we look for the reasons why
the followers of expedient ethics, as a religion asserted in words,
do not bring their basis of opinion into waking consciousness and
display it, we find three possibilities. Either (1) the pressure of
living does not allow them the opportunity, (2) they do not have
the perceptive ability to discern it, or (3) they deliberately wish
to hide their motives to gain a strategic advantage.

In none of these cases can their hidden concepts be of much value
to us in helping us to determine the validity of our own. That
leaves us only the analytical and introspective religions as of
probable value. They should be highly useful. But when we look a
little more closely at the reasons why an individual accepts their
concepts as valid we be come greatly disappointed. We find strong
factors that tend to pervert all analysis and introspection.

We remember that none of the existing religions have ever been
cleansed entirely of the awesome pile of mutilated concepts, and we
ask ourselves to what extent even those religions that appear to be
accepted on analysis and introspection are actually so accepted.
Are not most men's innate predilections overlaid so early in life,
with concepts carried forward by a people as a perception coloring
language and as a motive distorting social force, that their
predilections cannot be trusted?

Of how many adherents of institutional religions, even those that
we might call the analytical and introspective religions, might we
say that they truly accepted the religions to which they adhere be
cause they found them acceptable to their innate perceptions of
validity? When we pause to consider this, we recognize that
acceptance of a cultural environment, itself, constitutes
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acceptance of a dogma. We then begin to wonder to what extent
acceptance of a religion on a basis of conscious analysis and
introspection might be construed as more unbiased than acceptance
of one that was dogmatic in utterance but could well have been
embraced by the sub conscious as valid.

We face the temptation to take the easy way and conclude simply
that statistics showing broad acceptance of a concept indicate its
wide appeal to innate predilection. But that sort of lazy,
indifferent rationalization does not fully satisfy for we recognize
it as merely a dogma of an other aggregation of unexamined
concepts, a present day cultural pressure. Then, as we consider
pressures, subtly distorted bases of appeal, and other factors that
would affect statistical evidence, we find a major factor that
would invalidate the significance of any religious statistics.

Known religious history is not the religious history of man, but
only of a particular type of man, an incomplete man, one who is
dependent on others for his motivating forces, or essential purpose
being, as well as his physical sustenance. Let us clarify that
statement by what appears to be a valid analogy. Some plant life
takes its nourishment directly from the sun, earth, and water; and
although it may feed on other life or the remains of other life, it
is not dependent on it. Most animal life must feed on other life or
its remains. Some men appear to create motive force, or purpose,
from an unknown source or by an unknown process within their beings
as green plants appear to make food from sunlight.

But in the process we talk of as forming civilizations most men's
purpose being appears to take on the sort of total dependence on
other men's purpose for its nourishment that animal life shows in
its dependence on green plants. This purpose dependence in men is
manifest by the evolvement of metropolitan centers. We do not call
the metropolitan center "metropolitan" because of its size, but
because it supplies, or promises to supply, this "purpose
nourishment" to those who must have it.

Thus regardless of size, it is distinguished from the "village"
where individuals may live together but still derive their purpose
nourishment, not exclusively from "a people" but to a great extent
from the universe outside man, on which all men are basically
dependent for survival, and on which all are ultimately dependent
for basic concepts and motivating force. It is to this distinction
between the sources of men's purpose nourishment that, to some
extent, we owe the word "pagan" as originally used to designate a
religion.

When metropolitan Rome accepted Christianity, it called those who
had not done so "villagers" or "pagans." This original coloring of
the word "pagan" is one that we wish to add to the coloring we have
already given to the name of our religion. We need words to talk of
the source of motivating force, or purpose nourishment, and we are
ready to show our unequivocal preference in purpose nourishment by
making the name of our religion carry the significance that was
originally attached to it in this respect.

For lack of a better word we wish to use the word metropolitan to
signify the opposite of pagan when talking of the source of purpose
nourishment, even though there be no geographical fix for the
metropolis, and even though the metropolitan people be nomad or
scattered. Thus, by our definition: metropolitan religions have
their roots strongly or exclusively in the body of religious
concepts carried forward in the history and language of a people.
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Pagan religions are built less on word concepts than they are upon
the innate mental patterns that make concepts from the perceptions
of individuals looking freshly at the natural universe. If (1) this
distinction were complete rather than partial, and if (2) we had
sufficient knowledge of pagan religions, we might well have a basis
for evaluating the statistical preponderance of concepts formed by
innate predilections. But such is not the case.

In the first place the old body of religious concepts carries on to
some extent even in pagan religions, or else the pagan religions
take on some of the coloring of metropolitan religious concepts
when an attempt is made to articulate them in the language of "a
people." In the second place our knowledge of pagan religions is
very limited. Statistically the evidence is stacked heavily in
favor of metropolitan religions.

Our whole religious history is the history of metropolitan
religions. Only the purpose hungry people make religious histories,
and jealously guard the "body of purpose" accumulated over the
ages. The religious history of the pagans largely disappears. Thus
all religious statistics that we could gather would be meaningless
as regards the innate appeal of concepts. The statistically wide
acceptance of metropolitan religions is no indication that they
satisfy man's search for a purpose of the universe.

It merely means that they are pursued and grasped at by the purpose
hungry, not because they appear to represent the purpose of the
universe, but because they appear to represent the universal
purpose of men. The greater the metropolis, the more it impresses
the purpose hungry that its purpose is universal purpose. Therefore
the greater the civilization, the less meaningful its religious
statistics become as evidence that its concepts are acceptable to
innate predilections. Thus the statistics regarding the spread and
dominance of metropolitan religions can only be considered as
evidence of efficacious methods for their spread and dominance.

Recognizing this, our major purpose in looking at metropolitan
religions unmistakably becomes that of appraising the motivating
forces of people who press in upon us. But we have previously
decided that their efficacy alone is a sufficient reason for
looking at these religions and studying the aggregations of
concepts that motivate peoples as masses. If we can discover some
significant patterns of reality, that men of perception have
injected into the aggregation of religious concepts from time to
time, it will be a reward above and beyond what was necessary to
justify our study efforts.

THE EXISTENT RELIGIOUS CULTURAL FORCES

We have observed that among the religious concepts that are carried
on by recorded history, and the language of peoples, the religious
concepts of the pagans tend to disappear. This does not disturb us.
We have already stated our conviction that any real god would
disdain words when he had all the reality of the universe as his
language. What does disturb us is that the pagan, himself, the real
being with strong inclinations to trust only his own innate
perception-coloring predilections, also tends to disappear.

And what disturbs us even more is that a man with new innate
predilections may be bred by the pressure of metropolitan
religions. The cultural forces of pagan and metropolitan religions
tend to segregate and breed two distinct types of men. This may
already have progressed so far that in some instances the innate
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predilections of men may be the products of man's manipulation,
rather than the predilections bred into man by his creator.

Thus, 1f a purposeful creator could be presumed to exist, and to
have developed man with an innate tendency to perceive his purpose,
that perceptive ability might be bred out completely. and man
becomes as void of universal purpose perception as he often appears
to be. Religion, we have discovered, lies behind and must be
identified with the political force of every state. In our study of
religion we are not satisfied to look at its efficacy merely by
looking at the government which evolves from it, and to consider
that government only as to whether it interferes with, or
facilitates, our obtaining the means of abundant livelihood. The
government is a tool of religion.

It may be a clean tool, inspiring our admiration by its design, and
by its ability to do its Jjob without friction, but we are less
interested in the government than in the force behind the
government, in religion. Religion is a cultural force. In common
usage "culture" is a vague word, signifying, collectively or
partially, literature, art, refinement, or the skilled use of the
products of civilization. Those who use the word often do not
distinguish between culture and the aggregate of incidental
cultural manifestations, that is, between culture and civilization.

But, when we speak of religion as a cultural force, we are speaking
of culture in its more basic sense, the sense which is retained in
the expressions "grain culture,”" "fruit culture," et cetera-a
manmade environment that selects certain forms of organic life to
survive-we are speaking of "man culture." Religion is man culture;
its fruits are men, flesh and blood individuals-not behavior
patterns, not societies, not ways of living, but tangible realities
that breed their own kind. We are interested in the religious
forces of the world because of their selective influence on the
evolution of man. The cultural force of a religion is often very
conspicuous. For example Moses came down from Mount Sinai

bringing commandments (including "Thou shalt not kill"™) which

he represented as coming from god.

After determining the extent of their acceptability, he ordered
each person who believed in the god who gave the commandments to
kill the members of his own family who did not. This is an
evolutionary selective force of some sort-perhaps in favor of those
who, by innate temperament, are ready to accept dogma without
conscious examination, those who are susceptible enough to
word-inspired fanaticism that they can be led to act against their
own perceptions and instincts.

The spread of Christianity - with its appeal of civilization's
products to those who were told they should not seek to lay up
treasures on earth, and, with its inquisitions, witch burnings, and
routine executions of all pagans who would not profess to believe
what they had no background for comprehending-was a definite
selective influence, removing much innate personal integrity from
the evolutionary base determining future man.

Perhaps the major cultural forces of religions are less
conspicuous. One religion may make for a way of life, a
civilization, a man-made environment, favoring the quiet.
contemplative, patient, scheming man over the active, free
speaking, open motivated, forceful man; and so result in early
marriage and many children for the one who has a feeling of
security, and an unsettled semi-vagabondage and few or no children
for the other.
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Another religion may result in community help for the complacently
indigent, and jail or other institutionalization, with consequent
reduction in offspring, for the actively uncomplying, and so affect
the mental and emotional characteristics in the evolutionary stream
of a people. Culturally inspired suicide and monastic seclusion
often reach proportions that significantly affect the evolutionary
stream. And so on endlessly. It is not our purpose to trace these
cultural influences, but simply to recognize them as a compelling
reason for studying the major world religions.

Religion is not religion when it is only a concept; it must be a
fruit bearing concept. If their concepts have for us no
significance, by their fruits we must know them. We must not forget
that religion is man culture, and its fruits are men. Recognizing
that there is a great deal of overlapping and inaccuracies, we can
say that the professed religions of the world, with over a million
adherents, have roughly the following memberships.

Millions
Buddhism 150
Christianity 740
Confucianism 300
Hinduism 255
Jainism 1
Judaism 11
Mohammedanism 315
Shinto 25
Taoism 50

The persons whose religious concepts do not coincide with any
institutional religion but who adhere to one either because of
expedience or "purpose hunger" doubtless make up significant parts
of the quoted memberships. Comparing the religious statistics with
the population of the world reveals that there are many persons who
definitely do not adhere to any established religion. But we cannot
consider that any person, who is capable of conscious reasoned
behavior, is without a religion as we have defined it.

It may be uninstitutionalized, and it may be extremely nebulous,
but by our definition it still must be considered as a religion.
Some of these religions are sufficiently manifest to be
recognizable, and have enough adherents to be considered as major
religions, even though not institutionalized. So we will consider
them under arbitrary headings of: Western Science Ethical
Christian-Democracy Popular Materialism Membership in these
arbitrarily named religions could probably be guessed closely
enough to be as significant as that reported by the other
religions, but we will not invite fruitless controversy on the
point by making estimates.

It is enough to recognize that it is substantial. We have decided
that classification of religions according to the basis on which
they are accepted has little significance in the case of
metropolitan religions, and all conspicuous religions are
metropolitan, but we will place the ones we have named in the
classes we tentatively considered just as a general commentary.
This list will also serve as a picture of the religious field which
we will consider in the order that we will look at it. So placed,
the present religious cultural forces may be comprehensively viewed
as follows:

Major World Religions
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Analytical and introspective Approximate date of origin

Hinduism 3,000 B.C.

Taoism 600 B.C.

Jainism 550 B.C.

Buddhism 550 B.C.

Shinton 500 B.C. (very rough estimate)
Western Science 1,800 A.D. (very rough estimate)
Expedient ethics

Confucianism 550 B.C.

Ethical Christian-Democracy 1,500 A.D. (very rough estimate)
Dogmatic

Judaism 1,300 B.C.

Christianity 0 A.D.

Mohammedanism 600 A.D

Popular Materialism 1,900 A.D. (very rough estimate)

In discussing these religions it should be remembered that we are
not attempting to be comprehensive but to orient our Pagan point of
perspective.

We recognize that we could no more present a comprehensive
knowledge of a complex religion in a few words than we could
present a comprehensive knowledge of a three-dimensional house with
a two-dimensional photograph taken from one point. But when several
photographs of various houses, all taken from one point, are
presented the point from which the pictures were taken becomes
fixed in the mind of one who knows the area. In this way we are
merely trying to orient our point of perspective in the minds of
those who have a broad knowledge of the world's religions.

THE EXISTENT RELIGIOUS CULTURAL FORCES
A. The analytical and introspective religions
HINDUISM, JAINISM, AND BUDDHISM

Hinduism is the oldest metropolitan religion in the world. Jainism
and Buddhism are conceptual offshoots of Hinduism. As cultural
forces, also, they can be considered together with it. These
religions of India were developed by a people who migrated to the
Indus Valley before historical records.

Anthropologists identify the people as Indo-European; their
prehistorical religious heritage is presumably the same as that of
the other Indo-Europeans who gave us the Greek, German, and
Scandinavian "mythologies." We can postulate a common
pre-metropolitan pagan heritage and find no difficulty tying the
Indo-European "mythological" concepts to the metropolitan religious
concepts as they first appeared in the Indus Valley. Greek, German,
and Scandinavian religions apparently underwent modification
tending toward more ritualism and drama in trying to compete with
the metropolitan religions of the Mediterranean peoples.

The religions of the Indo Europeans, who migrated to the Indus
Valley, apparently underwent modification to give their adherents
a cultural advantage among the dark-skinned peoples that already
occupied India. These people were in such profusion that it was
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impossible to drive them out or destroy them, and survival of the
Indo-Europeans required that they find a religious basis for
coexistence. The Indo-Europeans are conspicuously a warrior people
and, therefore are doubtless the product of a cultural force or
religion which favored the evolution of warriors.

Coexistence with an incompatible people violated both their innate
temperament and religion. To reconcile temperament and religion
with peaceful coexistence was impossible, and yet an attempt was
made. The product is the most complicated theology known to
mankind. In addition to the complications inherent in the
condition, the native religion of the original population had to be
absorbed. This added problem appears merely to have intensified
introspection, for all the concepts seem to be traceable to a pagan
warrior thought pattern.

The religions of India have by far the greatest number of adherents
of any group of religions that has its basis for acceptance in
analysis and introspection, and so might be assumed to be a very
rewarding field in which to look for concepts acceptable to
perceptive men. It is, however, a very tedious job to separate, in
these complicated religions, those concepts that come from the
clean perceptions of men studying their beings from those that have
been absorbed into the religion on a basis of expediency. Most
conspicuous of the concepts that appear to have been created by
expediency is that on which the caste system rests.

The leaders of the invading warriors had to sit down and consider
what was strategic and honorable in a situation where there was no
hope for victory.

From these leaders therefore came the priest caste, rather than the
priest caste being the spontaneous voice of superstition turned to
political expedience as is more usual. Five thousand or more years
of cultural influence have bred out the original invading leaders,
and left more physical evidence of native population in priest
roles, but the basic concepts still bear the stamp given them by
the original problem that faced the invading leaders who sat down
to reconcile the irreconcilable.

The caste system was the expedient form of the stalemate which
attempted to avoid racial integration. Varna, the earliest Indian
word for caste, means color. There are now many castes but the
original four are still strongly defined. These are the priestly
(Brahmin), the warrior-ruler (Kahatriya), the merchant-farmer
(Varsya) and the artisan-laborer (Sudra). These are intended as
hereditary and immutable, and have retained that character to an
amazing extent.

However, it i1s probable that the priest caste originally was
composed of native priest-rulers as well as the invading leaders
who thought integration on the top level was no danger; and, as
priesthood was a compatible life for the native, but not for the
invading warrior leaders, the culture of the religion soon left
natives almost exclusively in the priest roles. Another evidence of
expediency that is found in Hinduism is the doctrine of Dharma: the
way things are and ought to be. It sets forth rules of duty, social
custom, and laws that were designed to maintain the truce between
incompatibles, the status quo, until the right decision could be
made.

No decision that appeared honorable to the invaders was possible

and the status quo continued. The invading strain of Brahmins
became ascetics seeking a death they could not find. What was once
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a happy religion, of how and why the great unknowable created the
universe of his being, and how men, who were sons of god, could
live, love, fight, and die with honor, became an inquiry into how
the created could regain identity with the uncreated first cause of
the universe. The will to know the creative cause of the universe
became the search for a method of satisfying a purpose that had
become too strong to be questioned-the desire to be uncreated.

Reincarnation can well be a logical growth of man's observation and
introspection, and it may have been so in India. However, whether
it was or was not, the need for it demanded that it become an
accepted concept. A compromise before death or victory appeared to
be a dishonor too great to be cleansed simply by suicide. The
aboriginal Indo-European concept of an afterlife offered no such
emotionally satisfying punishment as the Christian concept of hell,
nor was there any logical basis for conceiving a hell or conceiving
that a dishonorable act could be cleansed by punishment.

Wiping out dishonor was conceived as involving an almost endless
cycle of return to earth to face the suffering and degradation that
compromise had caused, until the soul was finally stripped, layer
after layer, of the concepts that gave it being. If this could be
accomplished it could be dissolved into its uncreated oneness with
the soul of the creator. First, the old joy of life, the prime
mover of all being, had to go, and then the work of this joy, of
desire and ambition, had to be torn down systematically from the
top, piece by piece.

A primary conclusion from observation of the universe and from
self-examination is that every force has its counterforce, and if
these are brought together and accepted, each by the other, in a
compatible existence they will reciprocally cancel out and reduce
themselves to nothing.* (Western Science is now searching for
anti-matter, the existence of which must follow the postulate that
matter" exists. Destroying sound by playing a negative record of
the sound has been effectively demonstrated)

Thus it was concluded that the reverse value of every thought,
word, and deed that man experienced also had to be experienced by
him if his existence was to be negated. This is the basis for the
law of Karma which has undergone some conceptual change as the
original problem was forgotten.

Asceticism was the first act aimed at negating the self. Then,
after drawing the stature of future acts down to their minimum by
a life of asceticism, Karma was the sought for, and welcomed, path
to undoing the past. But death, which cannot be accomplished by a
physical act of will, is hard to conceive.

So the basic problem of the existence of the universe had to be
faced. It was faced narrowly. The individual soul's return to its
uncreated state was the only problem and, therefore, the universe,
as a totality, was ignored as being of no concern to the
individual.

The individual's responsibility for his acts was part of the
problem and therefore the supreme ideal was, not only to dissolve
the soul, but also to uncreate the body and retain no
responsibility to the world of others. Otherwise matter, as such,
was not construed to be an individual responsibility. The objective
of self-destruction is unacceptable to all who postulate joy of
living as good. Also this limited objective obviously distorts the
field of study by its failure to give adequate attention to the
universe that is not self.



Nevertheless, Hinduism's study of the self, which is the only
channel through which the universe can be perceived, has been so
long, so intense, and so well coordinated that it forms by far the
broadest body of thought from which to gain a perspective for
viewing individual conclusions regarding the self. In addition to
that, there is no known break between Hinduism's present basic
concepts and the basic concepts of the aboriginal Indo-European
from which the Western man was evolved. It might therefore be
assumed that the basic concepts were strong enough to survive while
a warrior people turned into a people where one fourth the
population are dedicated to a life of asceticism and meditation.

This argues for the concepts an added probability of validness.
Pantheism, or the concept that the universe in its entirety is
inseparably identifiable with god, is as fundamental to the
religions of India as it is to what we can discover of the
religions of the prehistoric Western Indo-Europeans. Also,
polytheism, the practice of trying to explain a pantheistic god by
factoring the concept into many aspects in an artistic creation, is
common to Hinduism and the apparent religions of the Western Indo-
European people. Among the Greeks and Romans polytheism degenerated
into dogma as the original religions underwent their death
struggles for survival against the simpler, dogmatic religions of
the Mediterranean.

The basic concepts of Hinduism that warrant our unpragmatic
attention are those that deal with the nature of our fundamental
perceptions and the faculty by which we build from them our concept
that there is a universe. In our Western concept we visualize an
unbroken chain that begins with a stimuli creator, which we call
matter; passes through sense organs and nerves to the brain center
and finally becomes consciousness. Western science gives its
attention to an objective study of the stimuli creator, or matter.
It has not conceptually bridged the final gap from brain center to
consciousness and it has not considered consciousness, itself, at
all.

Western science might therefore be seen as starting from the wrong
end of the chain, for only by these final conscious sensory
percepts, and the concepts in consciousness that make patterns of
them, through an unknown faculty, can it be known that there is a
universe. A few Western philosophers have given intense thought to
this basic problem but Western science largely ignores it. Hinduism
ignores the material world and starts with consciousness. For five
thousand years the Hindus have been attempting to uncreate
themselves by tracing their conscious awareness and concepts to
their source, and then trying to discover the Karmic thought that
would cancel them out and dissolve the soul.

The evidence of their gigantic efforts argues strongly against the
unsupported dogmatic denial of a few Western scientists that there
is such a thing as consciousness. But presumably those Hindus who
have found the Karmic thought that totally cancels the soul have
made use of it. At least we have no contact with consummate masters
of uncreation if there be such. However it is worth noting that,
after all their broad analytical and introspective experience, the
Hindus teach and practice what is, purportedly, an absolute
conscious control over the existence of awareness in consciousness.
To do this they do not attempt to bridge the gap between
consciousness and sense organs but to make the essential self
entirely independent of external stimuli.

Since their study of the ability to consciously create and cancel
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out awareness at will is for the purpose of total cancellation, it
may be presumed to be an unbiased research. We will consider
concepts for validity later; we recite them now only to note their
origin and influence. It is the evolutionary effect or efficacy of
religious cultures that chiefly concerns us now. In addition to the
study of how awareness come to exist in consciousness, the concepts
of time and space take a fundamental place in the pattern of a
universe-concept. Hinduism does not concede the reality of the
Western concepts of time and space.

It sometimes appears that Hinduism is classifying these concepts as
relative rather than absolute. However, if the influence of
external pressures on free projection of innate concepts is to be
considered, we must recognize that it is as natural for conditions
that turn man inward upon himself in self-examination to minimize
space as 1t is for the reaction against such condition, exemplified
by Western science, to minimize time by conceiving it as a fourth
dimension of space. But Hinduism also minimizes time. Aside from
the apparent fact that time and space are prime elements of
creation, and to achieve uncreation they must be destroyed, the
Hindu had to deny time in order to deny a specific willful act of
creation.

The will to be uncreated was too strong to admit a unique,
purposeful act of creating the universe. By avowing that the
universe was not the problem of the individual, the founders of
Hinduism avoided the necessity for examining the purpose of
creation. Their problem was to uncreate their individual souls. We
must remember this bias whenever we look at present-day Hinduism,
which no longer consciously remembers its origin. Most reform
movements have been wholly absorbed in the changing Hinduism, but
Jainism and Buddhism exist as separate religions.

They are not radically different in their concepts; they are mere
outgrowths of and reactions to the trends that Hinduism has taken
over the centuries, after forgetting the problem that originally
gave it its direction. Jainism, rationalizing rather superficially
on the Karmic principle, conceives the universe as simply an
existing balance in a postulated opposition between spirit and
matter. It looks at matter and conceives it as having permanent
individual forms and so conceives the soul as having permanent
individuality.

Jainism thus arrives at a belief in an individual indestructible
soul, whereas original Hinduism's compulsion toward uncreating the
individual required it to consider the individual soul as a part of
the universal soul. Jainism reasons that if all is individual soul
and individual form of matter, existing by reciprocal opposition,
there is, logically, no place for a supreme being, and all is
individual responsibility. This concept of individual responsibility
which was evolved without going back to the creation of the universe
and picking up the constructive motive, has become a doctrine of
non-injury to others.

Thus the main doctrine of Jainism is to refrain from taking life
(Ahimsa) Its adherents do not condone war, capital punishment, or
the killing of any animal, or fish, for food or sport. They protect
insects, carrying brooms to sweep away ants, lest they step on
them. They advocate nudism to avoid crushing insects that may be
caught in their clothes. Buddhism is a superficial adherence to the
basic concepts of Hinduism. The Buddhists simplify the concepts by
the belief that the soul is merely a bundle of elements held
together by desire, and dispersed when the desire is overcome.
There is no new basic perception in this concept or elsewhere in
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Buddhism.

The founder, Gautama Buddha, was not concerned with concepts, but
with the alleviation of the suffering that he saw all around him.
He abstracted, from his Hindu background, the concept that
suffering results from desire and therefore the way to relieve
suffering is to escape from desire. Buddhism simply evidences the
tendency of metropolitan religions to either oversimplify or else
muddy original concepts.

In Buddhism, Nirvana, the act of blowing out or dissolving the
soul, has gradually come to be vaguely conceived as a state of
being. This is merely the will to live, forgetting the original
objective of the religion and seeking for one that is more
universally acceptable, while still not free of its original bias.
Jainism's unpractical doctrine prevents it from becoming popular;
but Buddhism, by translating the complex thought patterns of
Hinduism into something simpler and declaring them with a greater
tone of authority, has become popular both in India and elsewhere.

Both Jainism and Buddhism have individual founders, whose teachings
have virtually become dogma, and so these branches of Hinduism tend
away from the classification of analysis and introspection. They
are so classed here because their basic concepts stem from no
authority other than self-study, nor did their founders claim other
authority. Originally Hinduism sought no disciples, and its
branches have not been aggressive in seeking disciples, so its
evolutionary effect has been circumscribed.

Its obvious evolutionary effect has been toward weeding out all in
whom high intelligence was combined with an aggressive self-reliant
temperament. Because of the caste system, innate temperamental bent
toward particular ways of life has been so inbred into the
stratification of the people that interdependence has become almost
a necessity for survival, as it has among the cells that compose a
man's body. Indeed the interdependence perceived in the organic
analogy is the argument on which the caste system was built.

Despite the obvious inequality and temperamental differences
between men, who may have been products of such a culture many
times in man's million or more years on earth, we cannot accept an
expediency that destroys man as an entity by building an organism
of men, unless it be shown to be a dictate of universal purpose.
The basic concepts of Hinduism weaken man's joy of living, and tend
to destroy the full man's innate tendency to grow unhampered, and
to take aggressive action to facilitate and feed that growth.

Hinduism's concessions to expediency make possible the practical
life of those of its adherents who do not involve themselves too
deeply in its basic concepts. In art, architecture, poetry, music,
dances, et cetera, India has shown the material productive efficacy
of its culture, but we consider that the first concern of religion
is man culture. Until otherwise shown, we will assume that man
should be a full rounded, whole man. What characteristics he shall
have must be dictated by a universal purpose that directs him by
giving him joy of living whenever he is moving in the direction to
which it points.

TAOISM
Taoism is often considered as a conceptual offshoot of Hinduism but

it has its major following in China. It had an individual Chinese
founder, Lao-tze, who lived at the same time as Buddha and
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Confucius in the sixth century B. C.

He was the Keeper of the Archives in the Imperial Library at
Lo-yang, and the author of a short book, Tao Te Ching, on which
Taoism was originally based. Tao is variously translated as The
Way, God, Nature, the principle of cosmic order, et cetera. Lao-tze
claimed that Tao is immanent in all things as that which gives to
things their significance, that it is the fundamental wvalue in all
values, but that it cannot be taught to those who do not know it.
He apparently believed that teaching tended to destroy perception
of Tao. He said that "those who know Tao are not very learned; the
very learned do not know Tao."

That we need a clean word to be used for the purpose for which
Lao-tze coined "Tao" is obvious to all perceiving men, but all such
words quickly take on color from the conceptual climate in which
they are used. That the word "Tao" was born in and carried forward
as a mixture the learned thought patterns then current in religious
circles of both China and India is clearly apparent in the behavior
patterns advocated in the Tao Te Ching. The following quotations
will illustrate: "Therefore the sage, in the exercise of
government, empties the peoples' minds, fills their bellies,
weakens their wills, strengthens their bones. He constantly tries
to keep them without knowledge and without desire, and where there
are those that have knowledge, to keep them from presuming to act
on it."

Where there is this abstinence from action, good order is
universal." "There is no greater guilt than to sanction ambition,
no calamity greater than to be discontented with one's lot, no
fault greater than the wish to be getting." The ruler-subject,
father-son relationships from the Chinese thought pattern is
brought to bear upon the Hindu desire to be uncreated, and the
aggregation becomes a collection of pithy statements advocating
that the self seek contentment and that the individual try to still
the turbulence of discontentment in others by example, or by the
use made of whatever authority he possesses.

Much of Lao-tze's work is simple dogma, and is accepted as such,
but Lao-tze's point of tangent brush with reality, evidenced by his
seeking to create the concept of Tao, stimulated perception. Also
Tao Te Ching, despite the fact that it is only 5,000 words long,
contains enough obscure verbosity to incite those, who can get no
nearer to probing self than probing for the meaning of words, to
turn the search for the meaning of Tao and the search for the
meaning behind obscure statements in the little book into a search
for the unknown in self. In that way it becomes a crutch for those
who would become introspective.

In some aspects it may, therefore, well come within the analytical
and introspective classification we have hesitantly given it. There
are some followers of Taoism who tend toward analysis and
introspection but on the whole Taoism has become a search for the
mysterious and magical, and the religion has become overlaid with
meaningless magical rituals designed to control evil spirits that
are of the most superficial conception. The monks practice
seclusion and communion, after the fashion of the Buddhists and
Hindus, but the priests are mere conductors of rituals.

In its general practice the appeal of the religion is largely that
of adding colorful fancy to a religious landscape made rather
barren by the expedient ethics of Confucianism. Its major effect
appears to be that of filling minds that, if made empty as Lao-tze
advocated, might be capable of significant perception of Tao. It

23



has little missionary zeal and its effect is largely that of inert
obstruction. As Taoism exists today, it does not interest us,
either because of its concepts or because of its pressure as a
cultural force. The cultural force of Confucianism overrides it. We
take cognizance of it only because it has a relatively large
following and such a body of inertia may later need our
consideration.

SHINTO

Scholars who proudly claim to be objective and unprejudiced, and
who orient their studies of religion by a concept of "evolutionary
progress," often make such remarks as the following regarding
Shinto: "It is little advanced from the most naive and primitive
form of nature worship" and "The Japanese soul has never risen to
the concept of monotheism."

If an agnostic, atomic scientist were relaxing on the seashore,
watching the waves dashing against the land, cutting it away, with
great chunks of land falling in and I filling the sea, he might
think of the sea as devouring the land. If he saw a tree being
undermined he might think of it as clinging precariously to its
foothold. Knowing that the tree is organic life and that it
exhibits every evidence of motive and purpose that man does, he
might feel that "clinging" was an entirely correct word. Knowing
the thin line between organic life and inorganic matter, that seems
to get thinner with each new discovery of science, he might wonder
if the sea "devouring" the shore might not be more than a poetic
concept, might be a simple fact.

He might then feel anew respect for the not uncommon concept that
religion is a form of poetry and that poetry is properly religion.
But if he were a strange man, on a strange island, speaking his
thoughts in a strange tongue to a scholar who adhered to a concept
of religion's evolutionary progress and did not know the
scientist's back- ground, the scholar would note that the man
possessed the most naive and primitive form of religious concepts.

He might even add that it was a form of religion that was "lower"
than that which endowed natural objects with god-personalities.
Apparently a difficult thing to understand, in the emotionally
charged field where men try to define subtle purposes that they
will live and die for, is that, in a battle of words, subtle
thought is lost to blatant bleating. Shinto is a subtle religious
concept. It might be better understood in the West by thinking of
it simply as a consistently reverent and poetic attitude in viewing
the natural world.

Like Hinduism, Shinto conceives the entire universe as god, but the
god-universe identity is closer than the Western concept of the
relationship between man's soul and body. There is no conceivable
conflict between matter and spirit. There is no will of god that is
not the will of the universe. There is no being of god that is not
the being of the universe. Shinto has no teachings of morality.
Human beings are conceived as being naturally endowed with all
knowledge of what they should and should not do. It is therefore
unnecessary for them to have formulated systems of morality. Shinto
has no belief in a personal soul that survives death. This might be
conditioned by the Japanese custom of considering family and
community above self.

It appears rather, to indicate a freedom from the pressures of
prejudices and predilection, intense feeling of guilt, or
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unsatisfied hopes, that would lead to conjectures about life after
death. Like morality, the matter is conceived as needing no
discussion. Looking at the history of the world's religions it
might be easy to conclude that men need religions only as defensive
measures against the religions of peoples. In the essence of its
concept and the essence of its practice, Shinto should apparently
be acceptable to all men of all times.

It is nothing but the belief in a reverent approach to the wonders,
mysteries, and beauties of the universe, and looking within oneself
for sincere purpose and an acting upon that purpose. But the battle
of words and concepts comes before, after, and concurrent with the
battle of acts and, although the validity of reason can be followed
more accurately in acts, we apparently must enter the battle of
concepts in self-protection, whether we wish to do so or not. In
conceptual essence Shinto was originally not an aggressive cultural
force. In pure essence it is still unchanged, and its essential
efficacy may be seen only in the art and grace of it adherents. But
it early began acquiring appendages. The most conspicuous history
of Shinto is not that of its effect on peoples but that of an
honest, "primitive" religion's fate.

It particularly interests us because it lasted two thousand years,
and still exists in fair semblance of its original form, whereas
most "primitive" religions fall at one contact with the "higher"
religions. The known history of Shinto shows how a religion that
appeals to sincere individuals is modified to gain appeal for
metropolitan peoples. To hold the people together an elaborate
story of the migration of the Japanese from the Asiatic mainland
was given a supernatural implication and made apart of Shinto. It
was later recast into a dogma stating the divine right of the
ruling family to rule.

This made Shinto politically expedient and this is the appendage
that has made its survival possible among the more blatantly
colorful and dramatically awesome religions. Buddhism came to Japan
about 600 A. D. and was at first accepted because it brought from
China material evidence of more accomplished craftsmen, which is
usually spoken of as "higher civilization." The religion, on the
strength of its own appeal to metropolitan people, gained a
foothold because Buddha, who warned against deifying men, had now
become a deified and dramatic personality. A further sect of
Buddhism known as Zen Buddhism was brought in from China about 1200
AD and gained a competitive advantage over Shinto because of the
ritual of meditation that it had detached and dramatized from the
Hindu's intense search to be uncreated.

Attention to posture, breathing and ritualistic control of sense
perception was novel and it could be dramatically imposed upon the
Japanese tendency toward introspection and self-discipline. The
idea that the deepest intuitive insight into the nature of things
cannot be expressed intellectually, which Zen Buddhism taught, was
thoroughly compatible with Shinto. Only the objective was
different. Buddhism still carried in its essence the death desire
that molded Hinduism. So the desire to be uncreated that was still
apparent in Hinduism had to be rephrased for those who had not
grown up with a tolerance for a cultural death compulsion, if it
was to be acceptable to them.

It was rephrased as the attainment of "the white silence of truth,"
where one became identified with the ultimate reality. The Japanese
concept of reality was affected by the institution of this new
religion that differed from the old so subtly that it seemed merely
to have a hauntingly mysterious and undefinable new flavor. Shinto
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with its contemplation of nature and its talk of a way of life, was
unable to compete victoriously, in the minds of the metropolitan
peoples who were losing their pagan perceptions, with the
mysterious appeal of a religion that contemplated "white silence"
and proclaimed, not simply a way of life, but a way of "truth."

But Shinto and Zen Buddhism each took on something of the character
of the other and both survived. Christianity was introduced about
1550 AD with amazing success. Original Buddhism had set a pattern
for worshipping a divine personality when it was accepted as
intricately interwoven with the products of a higher civilization.
Now the European traders, who came with the Christian missionaries,
brought a new evidence of "higher civilization," firearms, which
made Christianity readily acceptable. After thriving for about a
hundred years, Christianity was suppressed and went underground.
Buddhism was given the Jjob of keeping it suppressed and impotent.

Political authority clearly opened and closed doors admitting
religions into Japan and pushing them out. After the suppression of
Christianity, Confucianism was officially encouraged because of the
teachings of self-discipline, faithfulness to duty, and stern
justice which constituted the core of its morality. About 1850 AD

a movement toward strong nationalism restored a ruler of the
original line to power. To support this movement Shinto was
resurrected from its deteriorated position because it had of old
been identified with the dogma of the emperor's divine right to
rule. Its pagan concepts and its appeal to innate perception were
tolerated by a people becoming metropolitan because its appendages
were useful to them.

The present Shinto is split between State Shinto and Sectarian
Shinto and has been much influenced by Buddhism, Christianity, and
Confucianism. However, it still retains enough of its original
character to make it unique among the influential religious of the
world. This "nature worship," that for two thousand years has
continued to be a cultural influence of a people who hold a high
place among current civilizations for their art and gracious
living, gives us much cause to re-examine religious classifications
that talk of proceeding "upward" from "naive primitiveness."

WESTERN SCIENCE

If aboriginal religions had not become entwined, we could follow
the development of Western Science back over a clearly discernible,
and perhaps very admirable, trail. This would lead through
something resembling Shinto back to the first man who ingquired into
the god spirits that motivated the sun, the wind, the sea, and the
fire. Along that trail we would find the first use of fire, the
smelting of iron, and much other "magic" that has flowered and
often perished with civilizations. But what we would be looking for
would be much more significant. We would be concerned primarily
with what Western Science, as a cultural force, had done to the
evolutionary stream of man. It is as a cultural force that we
consider Western Science to be a religion.

If we were looking back from some future date at the present, we
would probably have to look very closely to see the short life of
Western Science as a religion, separate and distinct in itself. It
is probable that the "magic" of Western Science will be
appropriated as evidence supporting some dogma; this has always
been the fate of all "magic." The manner and proportion in which
Western Science will be absorbed into and mixed with other
religions is not fully apparent at this time. We see two much more
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powerful religions, "Popular Materialism" and "Ethical
Christian-Democracy," trying to appropriate it, and present trends
indicate that one will probably be successful.

The complete absorption of scientists in their work is making them
less than whole men. They are already becoming appendages to mobs

who are as ready to adopt any religious concept that is expedient

as to absorb any people who can add to the build-up of power. But

as of this moment Western Science must be considered as a separate
religion by our definition. As such it has no specific founder and
its date of origin is indefinite, but for about two hundred years

it has been a religion. Its concept of the universe is not new. A

concept of the universe in terms of atoms, for instance, goes back
to Greek thought before the Christian era.

The Greeks, however, did more thinking than experimenting and so
science, as we know it, can hardly be said to have existed then.
But about the sixteenth or seventeenth century the concept that
experiment and empirical observation were the only valid bases for
knowing the universe began to gain adherents. We have set the
beginning of the nineteenth century as an arbitrary date when this
concept had become fixed enough and had begun to affect men's lives
enough to be called a religion.

At first glance, Western Science appears to go counter to our
general observation that metropolitan religions do not clear up the
aggregation of old thoughts and place their foundations on innate
concepts. Certainly Western Science carries forward nothing from
Christianity, Judaism, and Mohammedanism, the religions which
predominate among the peoples that gave it birth. But undeniably it
is conditioned by reaction against the dogma and irrationality of
these religions.

The prejudice against admitting into its holy of hollies any
concepts that cannot be demonstrated by rigidly controlled
observation and experiment is a reactionary prejudice which, at
this stage of its development, appears to promise its undoing. If
Western Science does not amalgamate with a religion that
compensates this distorting tendency, it will eventually bring
crashing down an admirably well integrated, but unbalanced,
conceptual structure.

Science purportedly deals with realities but it is 56 reluctant to
admit the only uncontestable reality, consciousness, into its
concept of the universe. As is generally true of metropolitan
religions, its line between the sacred and profane wavers
irrationally. The major tool of science is mathematics, which has
its origin and existence solely in the realm of consciousness,
without a recognized connection to any external universe.

The correctness of all mathematical conclusions is dependent upon
limiting the material in which mathematics deals to concepts in
consciousness. If mathematics were a religion it would have a clear
and positive line between the sacred and profane. Everything sacred
to it exists in consciousness; the external universe is profane and
inadmissible. But mathematics cannot be a religion by our
definition because this concept of it limits it to a world apart
from the actions of men.

If science began with "consciousness is" as its first axiom,
mathematics as its primary exercise in being, and then attempted to
branch out into concepts of innate awareness of mathematical
verities, concepts of external stimuli, concepts of external
appearance, concepts of external forces, and, finally, to concepts
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of organic life, it would be developing in a well-rounded manner.

But the dogmatically accepted concepts of god and soul, that cover
the ground it plows, give it an aversion to including a concept of
consciousness in its mathematics, and then recognizing that a
relation has to be discovered between consciousness and the
external world. The Greeks did something approaching that, but then
began looking only at words, rather than perceivable realities, and
ran amuck. Then the dogmatic religions, with their muddy concepts
of souls, made consciousness a subject to be avoided by thinking
men. So science created a gulf between its tool, mathematics, and
its subject matter in the external world.

The gulf appears to be widening. Psychology, sociology, and
political science have tried to step into the yawning emptiness.
They spring from Christianity, with a predilection in favor of the
way of life it advocates, and are not compatible with Western
Science. Indeed, although they claim to follow "scientific
methods," their existence is a major basis for an argument by
Western Science that it is correct in leaping over the field
against which it has prejudices. They have done little that
commands its respect. So the field of consciousness, outside the
existent scope of mathematics, continues to appear to "pure
science" as a voodoo swampland.

Some scientists feel that if the secret of organic life, which
seems just beyond the finger tips of "pure science," could be
discovered, the voodoo swamp would lose its mysterious power over
man and the decision to ignore it would be vindicated. The
one-sided evidence that they admit leads them to a tentative
opinion that the relative magnitude of the inorganic universe to
organic life, both in time and space, argues the probability that
organic life is a freak accident having no relation to the overall
purpose of the universe; that the consciousness by which man
perceives the universe is a peculiar attribute of this freakish
organic life; and that the matter of which all the universe,
including organic life is made, has no direction or purpose not
decreed simply by its mechanical construction.

They feel that they will eventually find an explanation of
consciousness in mechanical terms. That attitude is the one that
concerns us in our looking at Western Science, with the
consideration of its cultural efficacy foremost in our perspective.
Whether the position be affirmed, implied, or denied, it is the
position in practice. The presently unbalanced religion of Western
Science is a cultural force in favor of beings who are less than
whole men. It advocates the development of men who seek purpose;
these men become effective only when combined with men who have
purpose.

However at the present moment, we have to conjecture its possible
future to evaluate its efficacy. We can easily conjecture what
would be the course followed by its adherents if some circumstance
should make it a dominant aspect of some religion rather than
consign it to the usual fate of magic as an appendage to some
religion. Like the warrior leaders in the Indus Valley, who could
not hope for victory and sat down to consider what was strategic
and honorable and never got up again, the leaders of Western
Science would attempt to hold the status quo while they pored over
their concepts, and made some more laboratory experiments.

A thousand, or five thousand years, might go by while the "holy
men" of science devoted themselves to their religious rituals,
became more ascetic in their devotion and drew into their ranks
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ever more of the population. Certainly the one out of four holy men
in Indian would not seem excessive as compared to the number of
"holy men" who would give their lives to science. The complexity of
the religious concepts would increase many times and new leaders
would arise and develop new sects. Meanwhile the status quo would
continue with only the cursory and expedient development necessary
to avert catastrophes.

In time, perhaps, a vigorous race of "barbarians" would invade,
take command, and absorb those processes which were useful and
understandable to them, and those religious concepts that appealed
and could be added to the awesome pile of their own. Sooner or
later the scientists' mania for empirical study must be directed by
those who do not seek purpose but have purpose. But in a thousand
or five thousand years of ascetic devotion, would not Western
Science, that has made so much progress so quickly, find the
"truth" of the universe, and be able to give "scientifically
correct" direction to all mankind? So far, only the "magic" it has
performed is impressive.

Its accomplishments are an argument for accepting its concepts as
dogma, but Western Science would be the first to warn against such
acceptance. It has learned many formulas for achieving predictable
results. A great number of highly intelligent person's working
together, with a precise language for coordinating effort, could
not fail to do otherwise. Many of its concepts appear to be the
most plausible interpretations of phenomena in the external world
that are available.

But they do not add up to an interpretation of the universe in
totality. It is a young religion filled with a forceful momentum of
reaction to dogma, and courted by two religions more powerful than
itself. But it is no more than that. Its efficacy is yet to be
known and evaluated. It will probably never be known except as a
mere part of some other religion. We Pagans who postulate joy of
living as the prime mover of all life, can see little promise
either in Western Science's ability to survive as "pure" science or
the direction of its research.

When man's most searching analysis begins with the axiom that
consciousness exists and reasons that matter, if it exists, is
perceived by consciousness, the exclusively empirical perspective
from which Western Science approaches the universe appears no less
narrow and unable to comprehend reality than the perspectives of
the religions against which it is reacting. Its concepts must be
considered with this narrowness in mind. Yet, even so, we find them
worthy of consideration. Some mystics of the East make patterns in
colored sands with their fingers while they think. The Western
Scientists make experiments in their laboratories while they think.
They discover many useful recipes.

These we consider as a mere by-product of their introspection. It
is their intense introspection and the concepts that bubble up from
their subconscious during their experiments which merit our study,
not because their "magic" has impressed us, but because we
postulate that they have consciousness like ours, and what is
innate validity for them is innate validity for us. We need only
remember that our total perspectives are not congruent because of
distorting influences.

THE EXISTENT RELIGIOUS CULTURAL FORCES

B. The religions of expedient ethics
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CONFUCIANISM

The cultural force that has been the selective factor in the
evolution of the Chinese people appears to be a doctrine of respect
for expedience in day-to-day living, rather than a concept of
creative purpose. Adherence to agriculture as a way of life appears
as a cultural influence that overrides all concepts of the origin
and purpose of the universe in selecting individuals for survival
and prolific procreation.

Into the stream of agriculturalists have been absorbed all mutants
who became warlords or bandits, all attacking nomads and herdsmen,
and no religious concept has ever become a sufficient force to
upset the inbred viewpoint that, in the Western world, finds
admirable expression of spirit in Longfellow's "Village
Blacksmith," Gray's "Elegy," and in an almost unlimited number of
other works. In different scenes and under different circumstances
the Western world has viewed with full understanding and approval
the concept of the "good life" that has been the Chinese ideal:
"Toiling, rejoicing, sorrowing onward through life he goes; Each
morning sees some task begin, Each evening sees it close." -
Longfellow.

"Let not ambition mock their useful toil, Their homely joys, and
destiny obscure; Nor grandeur hear with a disdainful smile, The
short and simple annals of the poor." - Gray. The Chinese have
certainly not lived in simple pastoral peace without conflict and
bloodshed, nor have they been without god concepts of creation and
elaborate religious rituals, but, before the dawn of history, the
concept of the "good life" had already affected the evolution of
the people and no religion has ever replaced it in efficacy.
Scholars find in the oldest language of the Chinese words for god
and heaven.

Interpretations as to what the oldest beliefs were vary, probably
in accordance with the prejudices and predilections of the
scholars, from worship of one god to some sort of nature worship.
However, the formalized religion that dominates today is frankly
the ethics of expedience for perpetuating the "good life." At the
time of Confucius, 550 BC, there was much war and unrest among the
people, and by reacting against war and unrest Confucius was
successful in starting a religious trend that, after his death,
became the dominant religion. His teachings were based on more
ancient Chinese teachings of expedient ethics.

The discipline in "right" and "wrong" which children receive from
their parents is often more influenced by day-to-day pressures than
by perception of long-range objectives, and it is very positive in
its authority. To some extent the body of accepted thought in the
group, and the power of the group, usually takes over where the
parent leaves off, so that no one is permitted to become an adult
who thinks for himself and acts on his own volition. In the West
there is a strong fiction of freedom for adults that the people
tell themselves, and believe with an incredible childlike naivete.
In China, from prehistoric times, a frank submission to parental
discipline has been a revered part of the "good life."

It continues, as either a form or efficacious fact, for the active
life of the parents and after their death. Tablets with the
ancestors' names inscribed upon them, or stone images of the
ancestors, have, from ancient times, been revered in worshipful
rituals. A ruler has been considered merely an illustrious
descendant of the common ancestry who combined the many-branched
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family again under one head for the common good. Confucius
considered the origin and purpose of the universe as a subject
beyond human knowledge.

He restricted his teachings to organizing, and clearly restating,
the rules of conduct, which had been taught by parents to children
for so long that they were considered axiomatic. Thus Confucianism
needed no exploration of universal purpose to become efficacious.
It assumed that the purpose of adults was to continue the peaceful,
unquestioning acceptance of custom that makes for happy children.
Acquiescence to established customs and religions was taught as an
objective in itself.

Learning and self-discipline were considered as a means to this
end. The authority-responsibility and obedience-respect
relationship between parent and child, husband and wife, elder
brother and younger brother, and ruler and subject, are set out
with practical rules of conduct. Moderation in all things, the
"Doctrine of the Mean," is the general ideal of conduct,
implemented by the practical criterion of "what you do not want
done to yourself, do not do unto others."

Equilibrium is viewed as that state where no emotion is involved.
Harmony is viewed as a state involving emotions but where actions
are in accord with environment. Taoism and Buddhism have been
absorbed in the stream of expedient ethics without any conspicuous
effect on the efficacy of Confucianism. The concept of the "good
life" is so strong in China that it outweighs all other
considerations. Like the will to be uncreated in Hinduism, the will
to the "good 1life" in China has overridden all considerations of a
universal purpose. The Chinese do not ask of a religion "Is it
right?" but "Is it moral?"

The thought pattern that poses this question is saying that customs
which appear good from long experience may be embroidered but not
challenged by introspection or critical analysis of concepts. If,
as Confucius concluded, man cannot know the purpose of the
universe, it would be an easy matter to fall into a morality built
upon family relationships. The instinctive love of parents for
their children would properly be carried over into the benevolent
ruler who considered all his subjects as his children. By further
extension a creator of all men would presumably have a parent's
feeling for all men; that is, a god, if such existed, would be
presumed to be a loving father.

And so the behavior patterns of a loving father, teaching his
children, would be in harmony with the morality advocated by a
single god, who was both creator and ruler of the universe. The
expedient ethics of Confucius doubtless helped to create the
Christian concept of Jehovah as a benevolent modification of the
original Jewish god of vengeance, but Confucius did not presume to
set forth a dogma that such a god really exists. To do so would
have been incompatible with the background of the Chinese people,
who presumably had long ago fought the battle of tribal gods, and
had retained no such concept as Yahweh that had to be dealt with in
some manner - built upon, modified, or destroyed.

Lacking this unifying dogma, the Chinese have preserved some
semblance of their pagan perceptions, rather than become wholly a
metropolitan, purpose-hungry people. But somewhere in their
history. a high degree of tolerance was bred into them, with a
result that population is controlled largely by famine, disease,
and natural catastrophes rather than mortal combat. The resulting
dense population, standing between the perceiver and the universe
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as it was before man, has precluded balanced perception of man in
relation to the universe that is prior to him. Thus, in China, the
expedience of a man dealing with men has been of paramount
interest, and in its religions we find little exploration of basic
concepts regarding the universe, or the relation of man to that
portion of the universe which is not man.

ETHICAL CHRISTIAN-DEMOCRACY

This ethical religion, or one substantially the same, is widespread
throughout the world. It is not confined to Christian lands nor to
lands which claim to be democratic. It is uninstitutionalized and
has no name. We have merely chosen the name that seems most
descriptive in Western language. Buddhism, in its original concept,
with emphasis on relief of mankind's suffering, might conceivably
be a parent religion instead of Christianity. Confucianism has much
the same spirit as Ethical Christian-Democracy, and might have been
its parent, except that its concern with parent-child, husband-wife,

elder-brother, younger-brother, and ruler-subject relationships creates

a slight incompatibility with the intellectual concept of democracy.
Socialism or communism could be substituted for democracy in the
name with little disturbance of intellectual concept.

These differ only in that their several names relate to their
environmental basis of conceptual origin and method of development.
All are identical in taking their power from a majority, which
finds it expedient to proclaim that the welfare of the majority, as
distinguished from the danger to the majority resulting from
individual tendencies toward mutation, is a sacred thing that no
"good" man will challenge with violence. A "good" man in the
language of the group is simply one who does not claim more rights
for the individual than the group will concede. Those who ask for
more "rights" are restrained as "evil" men who advocate anarchy.

Thus, despite any lip service that the group may pay to the dignity
of the individual, the group has an efficacious superiority that
tends to destroy the individual as an entity. Many streams of
thought have gone into the making of this present-day ethical
religion. It often appears to be the ultimate metropolitan
religion, springing from so many diverse sources that it gives
religious scholars, with more breadth than depth, the impression
that all religions follow definite evolutionary trends. A
metropolitan religion, whatever it may be, owes its existence to
the fact that those who cannot, themselves, perceive universal
purpose look to the purpose of the greatest number of men, and
construe this majority purpose as being the purpose of the
universe.

It therefore follows that a religion that makes "the greatest good
of the greatest number its shibboleth, and supports it with some
semblance of argument, has a strong bid for efficacy. Of course if
its efficacy is great enough, and it is not consistent with the
purpose of the universe-and the evidence of real evolution that is
predicated on the possibility of a mutant individual triumphing
over the type conclusively says that it is not-it will simply
destroy man as a species.

We do not postulate that it may become that efficacious. Since we
do not yet have Ethical Christian-Democracy segregated from the
other religions with which it is momentarily compatible,
coexistent, and confused, we cannot yet discuss its efficacy in any
terms that would lead to other than fruitless argument. So we will
leave efficacy to each person's individual appraisal, and limit our
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discussion to the intellectual argument on which it is based, and
to its methods as a cultural force.

In this restricted space we must even limit discussion of the many
streams that lead to this final product of what some scholars term
"evolution of religion" to mere examples. We have chosen the two
streams of democracy and Christianity that are now mixed together
in the Western world. To the adherents of this religion, the
rightness of democracy is considered proved by the religious
background of ethical Christianity and the rightness of ethical
Christianity is considered proved by the efficacy of democracy. The
whole is a superficial, rationalized attempt to ride the stream of
popular thought in its current directional trend. In other words,
it is a rationalized approval of the flowing stream of unexamined
cultural tendencies that has no roots in any basic concept of the
universe.

We therefore are being over generous when we talk of its
intellectual argument, but we need to sketch the course of its
appeal to waking consciousness at least as far as its adherents
trace it. The concept of democracy had its Western origin in the
Greek city states. These were created when some of the northern
European warrior peoples established themselves in a permanent site
as rulers of a people with an agricultural economy. These they made
into slaves and the pagan warriors with a background of individual
freedom, experimented with the creation of a government in which
all adult warriors had an equal voice. The son of a warrior, on
becoming an adult, had the choice of voluntarily becoming apart of
the city state, or taking his possessions and going elsewhere.

Those who remained did so on the assumption that joint rule could
be a science, that orderly discussions among themselves could lead
to agreement, and that combat between themselves would result only
from a stubborn refusal to discuss issues. Their background as
warriors of homogenous breeding, and a common culture of individual
integrity, led them to this conclusion. They gave no consideration
to the possibility that such a government could include men of
slave temperament, or anyone who was not a potential warrior of the
breed that had, from time immemorial, been accustomed to enter
discussions only when fully armed and ready to fight at any
infringement upon his integrity as a whole man.

Whole men, beings of integrity, honor, courage of conviction, and
the habit of living that backed conviction with mortal combat, were
assumed as the only possible citizens. The city states were
extremely small, the citizens continued as warriors, and so it took
several centuries for the breed to deteriorate and the metropolitan
culture to lose its tolerance for individual integrity. Meanwhile
the "science" of democratic government was profusely documented,
and this "science" has been modified and adopted since in less
favorable circumstances, without adequate inquiry into either its
specific or universal validity. The "Golden Age of Greece" has
simply become, in common usage, a sort of past utopia, made
possible because government was not a monarchy, but a "science."
Then, without examining it in the light of the purpose of the
universe, the purveyors of this "science" have transformed the
possible relative virtue of democracy into an absolute virtue.

Those who accept it as such can not see clearly the realities
before them because they are blinded by the aura of shining virtue
that surrounds them when they are given the name democracy. And the
name is applied to an ever-changing variety of realities. For
example, states are now so large and powerful that they effectively
claim title to all the land in the world. Therefore no one, who

33



might wish to be an individual, has a choice of being a free man,
detached from a state, or a free man, who has voluntarily
subscribed to citizenship in a state. A territory is annexed to a
state or transferred from the title of one state to the title of
another by conquest, purchase, or upon application by the majority
of its residents.

Many of the citizens of the states, therefore, have the origin of
slaves. They, together with their lands and possessions, are
acquired by conquest, purchase, or brought in against their will
through circumstances in which their dissenting voice is ignored.
Sometimes, slaves who are conspicuously bound in chains are brought
in and later made citizens of the democracy. To meet these
circumstances, the concept of citizenship has gradually changed
from voluntary union of free men to an obligatory union of all
adults within certain boundaries.

There is now nowhere for a man who would be free of any state to
go, and nothing for him to do but commit suicide, be hounded in all
states as criminal, or accept the cloyingly benevolent rule of one
state, or the more austerely tyrannical rule of another. It is no
longer a privilege for free men to join a state and have a voice in
the government, but a duty of captives with no place to go, to cast
their votes and thereby tacitly approve their captivity as well as
proclaim their worship of the state religion of democracy. With
such an efficacious method of gaining converts to its ranks,
democracy has inspired those motivated by expedience to try to
rationalize it into a full-blown religion. Borrowing ideas from
currently popular religions, they have blended them into a
superficial argument so as to endow democracy with a Christian
connotation.

The argument runs that family life among the Homo sapiens, by
interdependence and the long helplessness of the children, taught
men the virtue of considering the welfare of others ahead of the
mere welfare of self. Then the religion of Judaism replaced the
welfare of the family with that of the Jewish race as a "good" that
opposed the "evil" of selfishness. Jesus brought self-abasement and
self-sacrifice for others to its ultimate excellence, as an example
for all. With this example Christianity broadened the "good" of the
Jewish race to the "good" of all mankind as the noble objective to
which all thought of self should be sublimated.

The old Jewish Ten Commandments, that were designed to keep peace
within the tribe, contained a concept that human life, rather than
human dignity, was sacred. When this dogma had been made a part of
the stream of accepted concepts, the popular mind was led to the
conclusion that the democratic rule of citizen-warriors, that made
possible the "Golden Age of Greece," was outmoded, because there
should be no war and warriors. Having convinced themselves that
Christian-Democracy was "higher" in the evolutionary scale than the
democracy of the "Golden Age of Greece" its adherents looked back
at their prototype and told themselves how much more advanced,
broad-minded, and just they were than the Greeks who did not make
women and slaves into full fledged citizens.

Shamefacedly they set about "making it up" to women, to those who
were known to have been former slaves (forgetting the ones who had
never actually worn shackles), and finally set themselves to the
task of "freeing" the children from the control of their parents.
Those who tend to believe that a currently widespread idea is
essentially a valid one can tie together, by superficial logic,
wholly incompatible concepts, and accept the misfit of pieces with
a complacency that is unbelievable to those with perception. Then
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they blatantly proclaim that their lack of perception is a virtue.
Combining the "Golden Rule" and the "Golden Mean" from other
religions, the Christian-Democrats have made, without any
conspicuous inspiration, an ethical precept of tolerance. Instead
of the "Golden Mean," this might be called, in current language,
the "tolerant gray."

In the enforced coexistence between strong men who would be free,
weak men who would have charity and guidance, women who would be
women, women who would be men, helpless children, the indifferent,
the aged, the religious fanatics, the adult "criminals," and the
juvenile "delinquents," those who hold positive opinions naturally
irritate the others. A cult has therefore arisen which says that
those who have positive opinions on any subject see everything as
black and white, while the tolerant see that all viewpoints are of
mixed virtue, or some shade of gray. This proclamation of a beauty
in grayness, because it surpasses in restfulness the meaningless
pattern of the unselectively collected blacks and whites, is merely
the current one of many fad phrases shouting "tolerance is good"
that the adherents of this religion pronounce as each becomes a mob
shibboleth.

The adherents of Ethical Christian-Democracy pronounce these
shibboleths with the same meaningless fervor that other religious
disciples intone "The Lord He is God, the Lord He is God." They are
expressing their true faith, for this grayness, this lack of both
color and pattern, is the distinguishing characteristic of this
religion. It has accepted so many unexamined precepts that it can
see only grayness. It has grayed down the dogmas of Christianity in
an attempt to make Christianity, not attractive, but simply
nonirritating to all. The ethical precept that seeing grayness is

a virtue has precluded all but the strongest individuals from
incisive examination of any basic concept.

Under democracy, the widespread acquaintance with the religions of
the world, all claiming to be the only true one, and all
superficially contradicting each other, has led to wide- spread
semi-skepticism, or grayed skepticism. Many who have been reared in
the tradition of Christianity have not been able to accept its
dogmas nor yet reject them. They simply think moderately well of
what they vaguely construe to be the Christian way of life, or of
the material benefits which they vaguely assume that it brought,
and build up an ethical religion to replace the dogmatic one. There
is a point in the transformation of adherents from the colorful
dogmas of Christianity to the gray emptiness of this ethical
religion that arouses the observer's sympathy by all the elements
of significant tragedy.

The Ethical Christian-Democrats do not believe in Jesus as a
supernatural being, but simply as a great teacher. Some vacillate
between a semi-belief in a benevolent father-creator of the
universe and of man, and the mere wish to believe in such a being
because it would be comfortable to do so. Some face the tentative
conclusions of Western science with semi-acceptance, but some, who
are incompletely conditioned to see only grayness, are horrified by
the picture Western science paints of a universe of inconceivably
great size in which there is a little world, something like a speck
of dust, and on this speck of dust a green mold has set in at a
particular stage of decay and evolved into man.

Their egos cannot accept the picture, and those of Christian
heritage want to run back to the god which they no longer believe
fall on their knees and cry, "Father Tell me, assure me,

that you created it all; that as its creator you are greater than
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it, and that I am your child in your own image." These
semi-skeptics crying, "Oh. God - if there be a God - assure me it
is so - Give me some sign" touch the sympathetic understanding
deeper and more piteously than any cries of a martyred saint upon
a cross could ever do.

When first denying the god. whose shadowy. devitalized image they
still retain from the forgiving and protective god-father concept
of Christianity the semi-skeptics have an attitude of humble
obedient children who want to get along well together and maintain
harmony as cooperative struggling orphans. And when instead of the
tyrannical but merciful father-image. sacrificing his own son for
them. one sees the expediency-motivated rationalizers offer them
the gray symbolic monotheism, upheld as the ultimate in "religious
evolution" by the scholars, he has no sympathy for a religion that.
seeing starving children begging for food has given them a stone.

When the same semi-skeptics come from their shamefacedly stolen
devotion. and try to rationalize their ethics with a passion that
betokens their lack of faith in their rationalization, they come
without reverence for the universe. respect for man, or clear
reason in their arguments. They then make themselves utterly
unsympathetic when they try fostering on to others. as a god
substitute, a nebulous concept that they call mankind. Those
struggling desperately to synthesize an ethical religion, to
transform the drab. dehydrated remains of old dogmas into some
symbolism. without conspicuously insulting an agnostic
intelligence, have created nothing that merits our attention.

They have merely mixed the streams of democratic and Christian
thought with each other. and jerry-built new concepts by a
superficial logic that has been accepted by those who do not
examine basic concepts. The impulse that moves them is simply the
unadorned purpose-hungry impulse on which all metropolitan
religions are built. The objective is merely the vague one of
uniting all mankind, considered as one people, under some
world-wide government, with "liberty" and "justice" for all. The
same objective exists whether this "ultimate" religion be called
Christian-Democracy, Communism, Socialism, One Worldism,
United-Nationism, or any other name. Since it has not yet been
achieved, those who are satisfied with superficial thought have
never been called upon to examine the objective further.

All differences between the adherents of this religion are the
insignificant differences regarding the best route to the first
limited objective of "one world." The way a religion such as this,
that has no obvious emotional appeal whatsoever in its grayness,
can be spread and perpetuated without the actual use of the sword,
is an example of the pressures that make it impossible to find
significance in statistics regarding the numbers who have
"voluntarily" accepted various metropolitan religions. A method
presently used for perpetuating and spreading the
Christian-Democratic branch of this "ultimate" religion, 1is
particularly worthy of note. This method involves enforcing a
choice between conformity and social embarrassment.

The social embarrassment results from limiting the popular concept
of alternatives so as to make the individual choose the one
advocated by the religious fanatics because it is the least
unsavory. Any reasons for nonconformity that are based on personal
perception, and might be acceptable if declared, are shouted down
by the mass that is "educated" to mouth the unsavory alternatives
to conformity. First, one is required to choose between being
called criminal and traitorous or upholding the mob in power,

36



regardless of what it may be. As this social embarrassment has kept
masses of unthinking people in line since the beginning of time, it
is not peculiar to Ethical Christian Democracy, but is only the
prototype on which further choices are patterned.

The second point, on which it is easier to choose the most socially
acceptable than try to explain that the two choices do not exclude
all other possibilities, is "Are you one of the responsible,
intelligent persons who takes action in the democratic processes of
government, or one of the illiterate masses who must be governed by
others?" The third goes to the hidden emotional core of this
ethical religion. It is an attempt to regain the god in whose
actual existence they can no longer believe-the loving
self-sacrificing father-image. The adherents of Ethical
Christian-Democracy try to make the state, with its increasing
number of welfare laws; or society, in the semi-official form of a
state-approved charity organization, into the lost god.

In this attempt they are able to combine the confused emotional
basis of the religion with a real, universal fellow-sympathy, and
therefore extract the maximum efficacy from social embarrassment.
Each person is allowed to choose one of three roles: (1) He can be
an inhuman, unsympathetic monster. (2) He can be a pathetic object
of charity himself, as evidenced by his inability to help others,
or (3) he can be apart of the omnipotent, benevolent, radiant-faced
god of Ethical Christian-Democracy, as evidenced by his donations
to charity or his vote in favor of welfare legislation. This
religion is obviously affecting the evolution of man very rapidly
and in an unmistakable direction.

By preserving the congenitally unfit and making it possible for
them to propagate themselves, it is breeding great physical
weakness into the race. By institutionalizing "criminals" it is
breeding aggressiveness and all tendency toward non-conformity out
of the race. It is breeding out aggressiveness and non-conformity
to a much greater extent by supporting, and thus making possible,
the large families of the unthinking conformists who would not be
competent to survive in a competitive society; and making
conditions so emotionally incompatible for the intelligently
perceptive, and strong principled, that they frequently have small
families or none at all.

Ethical Christian-Democracy has not conceived a purpose of the
universe, so it can have no ethics that is rooted in anything more
enduring than momentary expedience, but its direction, as a culture
favoring certain types of men for survival, is clearly apparent. It
is to the meek, those with weak vision, and the poor in spirit that
this religion of the tolerant gray appeals.

THE EXISTENT RELIGIOUS CULTURAL FORCES
The dogmatic religions
JUDATISM

Those who attempt to create an integrated religious concept by
analysis and introspection are often thrown off balance by their
confused religious heritage, and by the pressure of immediate
circumstances. Those who attempt to create a religion of expedient
ethics, without going to the root problem of the cause and purpose
of the universe, cannot be expected to have more than a tentative
and temporary code of conduct for men of weak vision, men who do
not perceive that they take their beings historically and
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continuously form a natural universe with which they must
harmonize.

But Judaism, the parent of the powerful dogmatic religions of the
world, introduces a new note. It asserts dogmatically what is right
and wrong on the basis of a purported special revelation direct
from the creator of the universe in words.

Judaism, in itself, is of interest because of its apparent efficacy
in keeping a people united in thought and direction when these
people are thoroughly scattered. But we have a still greater
interest in it because it is the parent of two much more powerful
religions, Christianity and Mohammedanism, and these have inherited
its characteristics.

Judaism originated at the crossroads of commerce between the
craftsman-civilizations of the world. The Jews were a buffeted,
overrun, and often enslaved people. They looked at civilization as
slaves looking at their masters, and created their concept of their
god, Yahweh, in this circumstance. In their thinking, he was the
supreme master, a god of vengeance, who was obviously punishing
them for some misdeed. If they repented and mended their ways, he
would give them all the rewards of civilization.

Judaism is a metropolitan religion. Its emphasis is not on the
relations of an individual to his god, but the relation of a
"people" to their god. In this religion the creator of the universe
is conceived as an omnipotent, man-type being. He is the typical
master as seen through the eyes of a slave - vain, jealous of other
gods, and vengeful. The relation between a "people" (or more
specifically, the Jews) and their god becomes for them an
all-absorbing drama which ignores the natural universe as a present
reality, but retains a valid emotion regarding it - a deep feeling
of guilt for man's inability to live in the "Garden of Eden."

Beginning with their original refusal or inability to accept
nature, and the punishment therefor, the Jews read into their
repeated buffeting by circumstances a pattern of defiance,
punishment, repentance, and redemption, until the dogmatic origin
of their god's characteristics is forgotten in the long imaginary
god-people drama. Real events which they construe as illustrating
this god-people relationship are recorded to the exclusion of
others, until the history of the Jews appears, to them, to prove
the existence of a god who has made a chosen people, with some
obscure but noble destiny, out of those whose original act in the
drama was refusal to accept and call good the universe as it was
created.

Concentration on man-to-man relationships, to the exclusion of
man-to-total-universe relationships, is the impetus of metropolitan
development. A religion that sees the universe only as an
insignificant stage setting for a people-god relationship is
therefore a highly favored metropolitan religion. And when the
God-creator of the universe is not a nature god, but a man-type
being, who can create a world in six days, then settle down to the
more serious business of trying to exact obedience on penalty of
punishment, or wheedle praise out of a people, he is an eminently
acceptable metropolitan god. It is therefore not surprising that
the Jewish Yahweh has been translated, with little modification,
into the Christian god, Jehovah, the Mohammedan god, Allah, and
that he is becoming the super-civilized being whom the Popular
Materialists hypothesize as existing in some planet of outer space.

The guilt feeling, which strongly permeates Judaism, is a highly
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important part of a broadly appealing metropolitan religion. Those
who have denied the impulses that are inherent in their beings,
closed their eyes to the evidence of the natural world, and then
presumed to speak for god regarding what is good and evil, must
find some act to which they can ascribe the feeling of guilt that
tries to rise from the depths of their beings and claim the
attention of consciousness. Otherwise they cannot live with it.

In seeking a universal purpose they have denied the purpose which
the total evidence of the universe proclaims and substituted for it
a worship of the desire for group-solidarity which develops in the
purpose-hungry metropolitan mind. They feel that some atonement
must be made for the wrong, for to the slave mind a wrong can be
corrected by atonement. In choosing myths and historical events to
record and fit into the religion taught by Moses, Judaism has left
a trail of the evolving metropolitan man's thought pattern, albeit
it is sufficiently obscured by other concepts to be acceptable to
the metropolitan man, himself, a being who cannot face a record of
his thoughts that is entirely clear.

For presuming to partake of the forbidden fruit, for seeking
equality with his creator in decreeing good and evil, Adam was cast
out from the Garden of Eden and required to earn his living by the
sweat of his brow. But toil and sweat were not enough. The natural
universe, from which the people were trying to escape, was one
where the criterion of survival was mortal combat. In atonement for
man's rejection of this universe the Jews thought blood had to flow
from some source. Therefore when Adam's two sons, Cain and Abel,
came to offer part of the fruits of their toil to pacify the angry
god, both sacrifices were not believed to be equally acceptable.

Cain was a farmer; Abel a herdsman. Abel's sacrifice was considered
acceptable because it involved letting blood. Cain's sacrifice,
without spilt blood, was not considered acceptable. For a man's
sacrifice to be acceptable to god the Jews thought he had to offer
deliberately the thing he had tried to save in presuming to decree
a good and evil opposed to that which is evident in nature. The
entire religion is one of offering blood sacrifices to god in
atonement for the original sin. Following the established custom of
offering the first born and finest, Abraham took his son up the
mountain to sacrifice him to god.

But as he cringed before this super compensation for his feeling of
guilt, he saw a sheep caught in a bush and made a substitute
sacrifice. There was no ill effect; on the contrary, Abraham's son,
Isaac, became the father of a race. This was construed as showing
not only that god had directed Abraham, but that god must have had
some special use for Isaac and the race he would found. After a
long trial and error effort to find an acceptable atonement for
presuming to deny the natural world, the concept of sacrificing the
desires of self to the good of the race became paramount. It seemed
to satisfy the objective of atonement and also the objective of
finding a substitute for universe-purpose which had been denied.

The major difference between Jewish ethics, and the ethics of its
children religions, Christianity and Mohammedanism, is the
substitution of all mankind for the Jewish race. But still the
ethics of all three are rooted only in the man-to-man and
man-to-god relationship of the purpose hungry being - the "part of
a people”" being - who has refused to accept the dictates manifest
by the greater universe beyond the narrow circle of metropolitan
man. Moses is considered the essential founder of the ethical
aspect of Judaism. The Ten Commandments, which he purportedly
received from god while alone on a mountain, are the ethical
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foundation of Judaism and, to a very great extent, of all
subsequent dogmatic religions.

The first three commandments state that the Jewish god is a
jealous, vengeful, merciful god, and a god of action, who will
punish, to the third and fourth generation, those who disobey, and
lavishly reward those who keep the commandments and hold his name
sacred. The fourth commandment is an attempt to restore the habit
of leisure and contemplation to a slave people by giving them a
periodic day of rest. It appears that the Jews borrowed, without
understanding, the story of creation from some other religion, for
they made no use of it but to establish a day of rest to account
for the difference between six days of creation and the seven days
of a moon's quarter.

Setting aside a day for rest and contemplation, or a week, a month,
or a year, has unquestioned merit for metropolitan peoples who tend
to establish routines and rituals, but it becomes an ethical
concept only if it is accepted as a dogma handed down by god. The
fifth commandment, "honor thy father and mother," is one of proved
efficacy for keeping peace in the family. It can be evolved into a
habit of behavior that insures acceptance of dogma by keeping an
adult individual from becoming fully adult in his thinking.

The last five commandments are designed to keep peace among all who
adhere to the religion. These are: Thou shalt not (6) kill (7)
commit adultery, (8) steal, (9) bear false witness against thy
neighbor, or (10) covet thy neighbor's possessions. These
commandments are designed to produce a people who gather and guard
civilization's concept of wealth without internal squabbles, and
who have no individual honor or morality other than obedience to
"people-creating" dogmas supposed to have come from god. Initial
acceptance was accomplished by the simple expedient of killing off
opposition.

So it has been ever since. According to the sixth commandment no
man can kill another, but those who conceive themselves as being
not individuals - but part of a people feel completely justified to
kill, and never question the inconsistency, if the official group
leader, or an official group vote, directs killing that is
construed to be for the good of the group. The individual has
become nothing; the group everything. Thus in its ethics Judaism
meets the requirements of an efficacious metropolitan religion.

The concern of its ethics is simply the protection of the
metropolis from all who raise a hand against it, whether within or
without. Originally the Jews had no belief in a life after death.
Obtaining the fruits of civilization was their purpose, and
evidence that their god was pleased with them was to be measured by
the prosperity and growth of the race. In periods of hard times, a
belief in an after life of reward for obedience to the laws became
useful, and this has now been rather generally adopted. The
religion has undergone numerous changes over the years. There are
now several schisms in it, and it might well be construed that the
common history of the Jews is a bigger factor than their religion
in binding the scattered people together.

The efficacy of Judaism, as a metropolitan religion, has been
largely passed on to Christianity and Mohammedanism. As we
mentioned, the main point of difference between them and Judaism is
merely their attempt to embrace all mankind, rather than a single
race. Judaism however has always changed whenever expedient to do
so, and, In the twelfth century A. D., Moses Maimonides, having
observed the efficacy of Christianity and Mohammedanism, updated
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Judaism by a formal condensation of its current beliefs. This was
never officially adopted but students of Judaism state that these
are widely accepted and are fairly representative of Jewish
theological opinion.

For possible reference we recite the thirteen articles set forth by
Moses Maimonides here: (I) Belief in the existence of God, the
Creator; (2) belief in the unity of God; (3) belief in the
non-bodily nature of God; (4) belief in the priority and eternity
of God; (5) belief that God alone must be worshipped; (6) belief in
prophecy; (7) belief that Moses was the greatest of all prophets;
(8) belief that the Law was revealed from heaven; (9) belief that
the Law will never be annulled and that God will give man no other
Law; (10) belief that God knows the works of men; (11) belief in
reward and punishment; (12) belief in the coming of the Messiah;
(13) belief in the resurrection of the dead. Analytical Jewish
scholars summarize the basic objective of Judaism as victory over
nature.

If we were only attempting to find religious concepts that might
open fertile fields of analysis and introspection, we would dismiss
a religion which said that the creator of nature had commissioned
man to overcome nature with less attention than we would give to
the spurious arguments of a psychopathic liar trying to excuse
himself for some shameful act. But we not only seek to know the
purpose of the universe and bring our purpose into harmony; we also
seek to know the religious forces that swirl around us. The
dogmatic religions are the most efficacious in the world at this
time. So whether as psychiatry or religion, we must give them a due
proportion of attention.

CHRISTIANITY

Judaism, like most metropolitan religions, was formed around a
purpose of a people that was so strong that it blotted out all
consideration of the purpose of the universe. The Biblical myths
reveal the subconscious and ideological history of the Jewish
people. The Ten Commandments, which apparently are attributed to
god merely to give them authority, are the pragmatic laws of a
buffeted worldly-wise people, with a burning passion to become a
metropolitan race.

The Jews were, and are, a spiritually tough, stiff-necked. people
eminently fitted to withstand and prosper under the friction and
petty annoyances of metropolitan life. At the time of Jesus, their
metropolitan culture had sufficient stature to be no longer a rosy
dream of a nomadic tribe, but an existent reality. As such it had
all the contrast, in the hard light of accomplished fact. To the
fresh perception of a sensitive being-a mutation which sometimes
occurs even among a stiff-necked* (They proudly attribute this
description of themselves to the lips of their god) people-the
machination of a brash metropolitan civilization, made up of a
people deliberately bred for metropolitan life, was so offensive as
to make his aversion to it an all-consuming passion.

Jesus looked at the glaring evidence of human kindliness and fellow
feeling crowded out by aggressive acquisitiveness, of spirit
replaced by form, and of honesty replaced by legality; and he found
it all an offense to his innate predilections. He set about to
develop a corrective train of thought and teach it to the people.
He taught meekness and compassion, instead of brash aggressiveness.
He looked at the Ten Commandments of Moses and, seeing form rather
than spirit, implied, as clearly as it was safe for him to do so,
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that they should be replaced with only two: "Thou shalt love thy
God with all thy heart, soul, and mind; and love thy neighbor as
thy self." He appropriated the growing doctrine of life after death
because he saw in it an emphasis on spirit as opposed to form. With
it as a lever he tried to appeal to an acquisitive people by
preaching that they should not seek earthly material possession but
should lay up "treasures in heaven."

Jesus was highly imbued with the strong Jewish race feeling and
made it clear that he wanted nothing to do with non-Jewish people.
His reaction was against the Jewish way of life, and his teachings
were aimed at correcting it. Stiff-necked people do not like to be
told their faults, so they crucified him, and the reform movement
that he had started among the Jews died out shortly after his
death. But there were many other peoples about the Mediterranean
who had been caught up in metropolitan culture, yet did not have
the inbred temperament for the constant friction. Among them, the
preaching of Jesus caught on. The strong pronouncements he made in
his life against wasting time with non-Jewish people, taking the
children's bread and casting it to dogs, had to be overcome to make
him acceptable to others. This was done by emphasizing the fact
that the Jews had crucified him.

The natural resentment that could be attributed to him because of
this made him actually appear anti-Semitic to the anti-Semitic
gentiles. His words restricting his mission to the Jews, that he
had spoken in life, were counteracted by a pronouncement his spirit
purportedly made to his disciples after his death: "Go ye into all
the world and teach all nations." Thus the metropolitan culture
force of Judaism was spread throughout the world by the life and
teachings of a man who was strongly opposed to the manifest fruits
of it. But he apparently considered that the fruits were not an
essential product of the objective and ethics but only of too much
formalization. He never challenged the basic proposition of
"victory over nature."

The evolvement of Christianity, as it exists today, from the life
and teachings of Jesus, is intricate, and its study would serve no
purpose here. We are concerned with cultural efficacy and trends of
existing religions, and with the distorting influences that account
for their being. Initially, as we have indicated, the movement
which Jesus started continued among the non-Jewish people of the
Mediterranean because it filled a need for leadership in something
they wanted to do; it gave direction to a nebulous desire to revolt
against metropolitanism.

Also the promise of reward in heaven was both an opiate for the
miseries of the downtrodden, and an intoxicant, giving a feeling of
strength to the failures and to the have-nots of the metropolitan
civilizations. But when Christianity was carried to the pagan
peoples beyond the Mediterranean, Christianity and the products of
civilization became identified as one in the concepts of these
non-metropolitan peoples. The character of Christianity reverted to
the character of its parent metropolitan religion because of this
identification. This reversion was also given impetus because there
was no need for the teachings of Jesus among the pagans.

Among the pagans, there was no formality to be condemned in favor
of spirit, no legality to be condemned in favor of honesty, no
acquisitiveness to be condemned in favor of love and
fellow-feeling. In their councils the pagans chose their leaders on
a criterion of innate spirit. There was no law above the sacred
honor of a spoken oath. A contempt for material possession was
considered an essential quality of a nobleman. And, as these pagans
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loved war and fought on the slightest pretext, those who remained
alive had a love for each other and a comradely fellow-feeling to
an extreme that, if it be judged at all, was, in itself, a fault.
But these pagans, who were in complete agreement with the direction
of the reform movement of Jesus, did not have a religion to which
the reform could be applied; they did not have a religion that was
a metropolitan culture force.

They were individuals who made their own decisions as soon as they
were adults, and they were ready, at any time, to stake their lives
to defend that prerogative. So the formality of the Ten
Commandments of Moses was imposed on them, rather than the
spiritual substitute that was offered by Jesus. The first three
commandments merely said to them that the god of the Christians was
intolerant of other gods and a clean decision for or against the
new religion would have to be made. The fourth commandment, with
regard to resting on the Sabbath, was meaningless to these
non-slave people, but it fitted in easily as merely another
holiday. Honoring father and mother, whether or not worthy of
honor, was hard to swallow but it was largely academic.

To a very great extent the people continuously bred out all who
were not worthy of honor with the ready use of the sword. "Thou
shalt not steal," and "thou shalt not covet" were largely
meaningless; the pagans did not have an acquisitive culture; they
measured a man's stature by his heroism, not by his possessions.
"Thou shalt not commit adultery" and "thou shalt not bear false
witness" were axiomatic in their culture and did not need to be
commanded. But "thou shall not kill" was an utterly ridiculous and
unthinkable commandment. The pagans were a warrior race, not a race
of slaves. Not to kill would upset the selective evolution of
heroes, and the world would become cluttered with dastards and
weaklings. It was against every evidence of nature's purpose. The
ready answer, only a few hours younger than the commandment itself
was "you shall confine your killing to that done for the glory of
God."

The pagans, to whom the commandment "thou shalt not kill" was an
unacceptable offense against the manifest laws of nature, were
simply told that god, not their perception, would now dictate who
should be killed. The spokesman for god was the church. And, as has
always been done, the commandment "thou shalt not kill" was
enforced and spread with a sword. The guilt-feeling regarding
Adam's original sin in presuming to surpass nature in deciding good
and evil was carried over from Judaism and embraced by
Christianity. The atonement therefor, the sacrifice of self for
race, was broadened into the purportedly nobler sacrifice of self
for all men who were born in a metropolitan civilization and
therefore were guilty of Adam's sin. Only the rituals of worship
are different in present-day institutional Christianity and
Judaism.

The cultural direction is the same. Around the life and death of
Jesus, Christianity has built a story of a god's self-sacrifice for
mankind which has been deftly tied to the sacrifices and prophecies
of Judaism. Jesus has been deified as Jehovah incarnate, or as the
son of Jehovah, who was crucified voluntarily to atone for man's
sins. This vicarious sacrifice of god for the original sin of Adam,
and the sins of all who follow his footsteps, effectively
transforms the old god of vengeance into a god of love, while
capitalizing on the long history of the Jewish sacrifices as
archetypes. As self-sacrifice in the right time and place is
eminently admirable in all eyes, the story has universal appeal
when the underlying dogma is ignored.
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Also a beautiful, poetical fantasy of the birth of Jesus has been
created, and the festival of Christmas has been superimposed upon,
and has usurped the place of, the original festival of the new
year's birth. Two thousand years of art, music, and poetry, by a
highly individualistic people, pressed into the service of a
metropolitan religion, has created from Judaism, and the gentleness
of Jesus's life in reaction to Judaism's harshness, a religion much
more acceptable than the raw pragmatism of Moses to those who do
not have the innate callousness essential to metropolitan
existence.

But it contains still the dogma that man's purpose in life is to
deny and overcome nature. It is a metropolitan religion, which
satisfies those who would rather be carried in the stream of a
people's purpose than be separate entities and accept individual
responsibility for their own decisions and acts. It has a long way
to go before it completes its work as a cultural force acting upon
the evolution of warrior-bred, individualistic peoples, but its
efficacy is being manifest at an accelerated rate.

The massive, impersonal forms of charity organizations have usurped
the reformative desire for a spirit of love and human kindness
expressed by Jesus, and have themselves become cultural forces
reacting against the reformative teachings of Jesus. Spirit has
been lost in the letter of the law, and honesty has been replaced
by legality. Inquisitions to destroy the opposition of the strong;
monasteries and nunneries to breed out the truly religious; jails
and insane asylums to breed out the rash and questioning; mass
warfare to destroy the physically fit; medical aid to preserve the
congenitally weak; all are tending to create a metropolitan people
who will feel comfortable with a metropolitan religion.

The callous indifference to the petty irritations of a metropolitan
acquisitive civilization, that is a distinguishing characteristic
of the Jews because their metropolitan religion was a cultural
force long before Christianity came into being, is now clearly
becoming a characteristic of Christians. Every religion is a
cultural force, and by culture we mean pressure that shapes the
evolutionary direction of man. Religions based solely on dogma are
unworthy of attention on a basis of their beliefs, but by their
fruits we shall know them.

The cultural force of Christianity is breeding meekness in
significant matters of spirit and creative will, but it is also
breeding the unperceiving callousness to one's fellows that must
characterize the beings who survive in metropolitan cultures. The
ultimate effect of this in decreeing the fate of the civilization
it produces has ample: precedents. The fate of our present
metropolitan civilization is obvious. but it does not concern us.
What does concern us is the mass pressure this highly efficacious
metropolitan culture exerts on individuals who by nature are
incompatible with it and the direction it thereby gives to the
evolutionary stream of man.

MOHAMMEDANTISM

Six hundred years after its birth, Christianity had become a force
greater than its parent, Judaism. It fought , with Judaism, and
claimed to be entirely different from Judaism but, to the detached

observer, similarities were much more in evidence than differences.

Christianity was going into all the world, whereas Judaism was
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confined to a single race. That was the only difference the
detached observer could see. But with that little difference
Christianity was having an amazing success. Apparently it was going
to turn the entire world into a single metropolis, one that would
respond to the whim of whoever controlled the source of dogmatic
pronouncements and interpretations of "god's words," if someone did
not rise up and stop it.

The Germanic tribes of Europe had comradely love developed to a
fault, and love of heroism developed to a point where every man
sought for worthy causes in which to sacrifice himself in battle.
The story of Jesus' teachings of brotherly love and his heroic
self-sacrifice appealed to them. The metropolitan aspect of the
religion was merely identified with fine craftsmanship of the Greek
and Roman civilizations.

The Germans were caught off guard by a culture that was foreign and
incomprehensible to their natures. Therefore they made no effective
stand against it. The Arabs, on the other hand, were traders, and
they understood the thought patterns that had developed Judaism. In
fact, Yahweh was a north Arabian deity, whose acquaintance Moses
made through his Midianite wife.

When the tide of Christianity began spreading in the direction of
the Arabs, it is not surprising that a man arose who could
recognize its essential efficacious characteristics and quickly
develop a religion of the same design and efficacy as a counter
weapon. Mohammedanism, or Islam as it is more correctly called, is
a religion created by one mature, worldly-wise man.

Mohammed lived among a people who were metropolitan by temperament,
but who had no metropolitan religion; they were simply realists
with a tradition of wise teachings. They lacked the fanatical unity
that had been given to the Jews by dogmas purported to have come
direct from god, and they lacked the fanatical missionary drive
that had been given to the Christians by dogmas purported to have
come directly from the son of god.

Mohammed set about to remedy the situation by the simple expedient
of appropriating the dogmas of Judaism and Christianity and turning
them back against their sources of origin. He conceded that Moses
and Jesus had access to special information in words, direct from
the creator of the universe, and that these words were therefore
higher than any observable phenomena of nature. Any contradiction
between commandments from god in words and the evidence of god's
work in nature could therefore be either ignored or interpreted as
meaning that man's purpose was to change and triumph over nature.
He denied that Jesus was the supreme god incarnate, but stated that
he was even a greater prophet than Moses.

And, as in order of time, so also in progression of greatness,
Mohammed claimed to be a still greater prophet than Jesus. He
wanted to be sure that no one else would appropriate that maneuver
and successfully claim to be still greater than Mohammed, because
of following in time, so he announced that the line of prophets was
definitely ended with him. Then he set about to adopt the
opposition's dogmas. The dogmas he set forth show how directly and
precisely he went to the source of Judaism's and Christianity's
fanatical strength. The teachings of Islam may be briefly
summarized as follows:

1. There is one god, Allah. He is an undivided entity, existent

before the universe, the creator of all things, omnipotent,
omniscient, and eternal. "He begets not and is not begotten; nor is

45



there like unto Him anyone."

2. Mohammed is a messenger of god. He is a prophet as was Noah,
Abraham, Moses, and Jesus but he is "the seal of the prophets," the
last and greatest. He is the final channel of revelation for all
time and all generations. He is not divine and he performed no
miracles other than his participation in writing the Koran as the
means through which it was revealed.

3. The Koran is an exact replica of god's uncreated word which
exists as a divine book carefully guarded in heaven. God ordered
its contents revealed to men and it was dictated to Mohammed by the
angel Gabriel.

4. There is a hierarchy of angels in heaven who assist god in his
functions of administering the affairs of men. They were created
before the universe and are of finer material.

5. Man's soul is immortal. There is a heaven and a hell which are
places of extreme pleasure and extreme pain. There is a judgment
day for each man and after death he is rewarded or punished
according to his acts in this life.

6. All that happens to man is fixed by god. "No soul can ever die
except by Allah's leave." Mohammedanism is designed as a universal
religion and makes a point of not being highly intolerant of the
inability of peoples with various customs to adapt themselves to
its teachings.

It does, however, set forth six essential duties formalized from
the observedly efficacious practices of Judaism and Christianity.

1. The public profession of belief in the one god, Allah, and in
the prophet, Mohammed.

2. The adherence to a prescribed ritual of worship which includes
five prayers daily at dawn, noon, mid-afternoon, sunset, and night.
These are to be performed in a fixed position which makes each
believer an advertiser and defender of the faith. There is also

a weekly congregational prayer and sermon.

3. Almsgiving for the support of the religion.

4. Fasting at definite periods. (This was recognized as an
impressive ritual but it is one point on which Mohammedanism does
not seem to follow Judaism and Christianity in spirit. The Jews and
Christians practice fasting to mortify the body. The Mohammedan
viewpoint appears to have been slanted more toward Hinduism. Fasting
for the Mohammedan is a period of communion with god.)

5. Pilgrimages to the holy places of Arabia.
6. Holy war.

In the Mohammedan concept the world is divided into two zones; the
abode of Islam, where peace prevails, and the abode of war, which
includes all the rest of the world. It is the duty of all
Mohammedans to keep expanding the abode of Islam until it
encompasses the earth. There is none of the inconsistency of
Judaism and Christianity which teach "Thou shalt not kill" and then
ask their adherents to go into holy wars "to save Judaism,
democracy, or Christianity."

The Koran frankly declares to be good what the Christians practice
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and deny. "Fight in the path of God against those who fight against
you," 1is a precept of Mohammedanism; "but be not the aggressor";
the worldly-wise Mohammed transcribes the words purportedly
dictated by the angel Gabriel, "for verily God loveth not the
aggressors. And slay them wherever you find them, and drive them
out of the places where they drove you out, for persecution is
worse than slaughter. But if they desist, then verily God is
forgiving, merciful."

POPULAR MATERIALISM

Judaism, Christianity, and Mohammedanism as cultural forces still
bind purpose-hungry men into mobs, and in these mobs the individual
can forget his lack of purpose by losing himself in a tide that
appears to have purpose because it has direction. Their dogmas are
still those that metropolitan peoples must have to keep the tide
running but the miracles and myths on which their authority depends
have outlived their credibleness. The metropolitan people, who
would deny the nature that gave them being, would like a new
authority for their objective of "victory over nature."

They would not think of opposing the tide, but they would like a
new and more credible god to proclaim that the direction of the
tide is good. We live in a scientific age that claims adherence to
cold, hard facts. The precision of its language, the scope of its
disciplines, and before all the concrete evidence of its
achievements, inspires in us a certain respect. Few would hesitate
to admit that a healthy respect is deserved. But the perceptive man
will pull up short and check his expression of admiration when he
sees the millions who bow before SCIENCE with the same religious
awe that has been lavished by their kind on gods and demi-gods, of
flesh, or stone, or fable, since long before the dawn of recorded
history.

We need to remember that, despite the long, tedious road that
Western science has traveled with imagination, courage and
discipline, there is no evidence, whatsoever, that it is any nearer
to a real understanding of the universe than is a savage child
looking through the interlaced branches of the jungle roof above
him to the infinite depths of the blue nothingness beyond. Science
may even be further away. It may have to retrace the long tedious
path it has come, searching for a lost clue, to which the direction
given it by its verbalization will make it blind.

The science that deserves our respect, the science that is made up
of a body of dedicated men, would, if necessary, have the courage,
strength, and intelligence to throw over the massive tower of
consistent hypotheses it has built and start again with a fresh
viewpoint. But the momentum developed by the great mass of
compulsive "believers," who look to scientists and see them as the
high priests of a new materialistic religion, could never be
checked by reason. Their old gods have disintegrated and they have
snatched at a new one. For them there is no god but matter, and for
them the only problem is that of finding the scientist-prophet, who
can interpret the message of the god. Somewhere between the
dedicated scientists, and the purveyors of scientific information
for public consumption, there is a shadowy line where the fruits of
analysis and introspection become dogma.

Scientists are credited by a worshipful public with having a
special knowledge, understandable only by those who are geniuses by
birth and erudite beyond comprehension by training. Their super
knowledge must be interpreted and handed down by lesser priests,
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who present adequate credentials in the way of scientific degrees
or personal conversations with the "gods," to a public hungry for
deities and commandments. The popular faith in science is the most
unadulterated form of faith in dogma. Those who believe and act
upon this faith, while uninstitutionalized, constitute an
efficacious dogmatic religious body of major proportions. For
identification we have given their religion the name of Popular
Materialism.

This is a metropolitan religion with a new modern perversion behind
its dogma of metropolitanism. The savage child, lying on his back
and looking into the blue depths of infinity, is most susceptible
to having his innate being, which is trying to break through into
consciousness, perverted by a fantastic story. The child who has
grown up on fantastic stories is most susceptible to having his
perception perverted by denying a portion of the evidence before
him as fantastic and then dogmatically ignoring it.

Judaism, Christianity and Mohammedanism hypothesized a monotheistic
god with a special affection for man out of nothing more
substantial than purpose-hungry men's need for such a god. Then
endowing him with characteristics that men seeking direction would
attribute to their ideal master, they said he created the universe
for the pleasure of man. When man violated god's obvious decrees of
good and evil that are evident in the natural world, they said that
the universe was transformed by god into a testing ground
containing obstacles for man to overcome.

In this hypothesized circumstance, winning a victory over nature by
cooperation, or withdrawing from nature, and from the natural self
into a "spiritual community," became the basis for metropolitanism.
Any evidence in support of the purported monotheistic god on which
the first three dogmatic religions build their belief is difficult
to produce, but this lack of evidence has been largely passed over
until recent times. Now children raised on fantastic and obviously
spurious stories as "stimulants of the imagination" ask for
evidence that the old gods exist, or else for some new religion.
They find a face lifting for the old religion in Popular
Materialism.

Popular Materialism has no conspicuous fiction to be attacked. It
has merely refused to consider apart of the evidence. Popular
Materialism believes in no god but matter; it seeks only for a
prophet who can interpret matter's message. It does not concern
itself with spirit, or commandments, but with the search for the
meaning of its god, matter. It says that the evidence does not
indicate that the universe was created either for man's benefit or
as a testing ground for man but everything indicates that man could
triumph over it. They therefore conclude that universal cooperation
of all men in discovering the "secret of the universe," and then
subduing it for the benefit of man, is a logical objective.

The rejection of a single, albeit all important, fact as a
fantastic concept is the modern twist that appeals to the over
entertained, over sophisticated, and therefore highly skeptical
modern child. The unadmitted evidence is that organic life and man
have consciousness which cannot be conceived as an attribute of
matter. Even if the complex purposes that motivate organic life and
man could be construed as resulting from a complex mechanism
inherent in certain accidental combinations of intricate molecular
structures, consciousness would still remain unexplained. This is
dismissed, by the true believer, as a minor thing that will be
cleared up when the coming Messiah finally arrives and reveals the
"secret of matter."
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The Popular Materialists insist on ignoring everything that does
not fit into their dogmatic doctrine that the material universe is
the only reality. They insist that if something that might be
called god is to be found, it must be found by the study of matter.
They ignore the possibility that matter, which is known by
consciousness, may be purely a concept of consciousness. They can
conceive fantastic worlds in the fourth or fifth dimension but
believe that they can be found only through physical science. The
Popular Materialists believe the scientists will find these
marvelous worlds and exhibit them with fitting fanfare.

They would not, for a moment, consider that they may already live
in a dimension other than the material to which their dogmatic
faith in matter and physical science blinds their perception. Their
new world of another dimension must be found in some place other
than home. Novelty and bizarreness is their desire. This desire is
a simple product of a childhood overstimulated by clever,
intricately contrived, spoon-fed entertainment. The Popular
Materialists vaguely believe that an awe inspiring something, not
consciousness, but SCIENCE produces the fascinating products of
Western civilization which they consider a preliminary proof of
their contention that god will be found in the laboratory. Most of
the faithful followers of this religion go about the streets
shouting, "SCIENCE is on the verge of discovering the secret of
matter, Give alms, or vote more taxes, for the cause. Consecrate
your children to SCIENCE. SCIENCE must not be handicapped by
insufficient funds and insufficient neophytes. We must have more
and better schools. We must insure that no genius shall lack the
erudition and discipline that would fit him for a dedicated life in
the service of SCIENCE. Your child might be the promised Messiah."

Others look to the skies for the coming, in all his glory, of He
who shall reveal the "secret of the universe." Flying saucers and
interplanetary space ships are dreamed of, sought for, seen clearly
with the waking eye, and recorded by instruments of "scientific
fidelity." "If He does not come, we must go into outer space and
find Him," they proclaim. "Surely," they rationalize, "in all the
great universe the same conditions favorable to the development of
analytical intelligence that we find on earth must have been
duplicated, perhaps before the earth was born, and beings of
inconceivable superiority must have been living for countless
aeons, as far above man as man is above the first cell of green
scum that wiggled in the Cambrian fen."

Ah, the religious ecstasy of the imagined meeting Moses came down
from Mount Sinai bearing a commandment "Thou shall not kill" and
asked those, who believed in the god who gave it, to kill those
members of their families who did not. They killed; and the
followers of the concept that man's purpose is to unite and triumph
over nature have moved against the universe, against those they
held dear, and against their own natures, with the same
unreasonable fanaticism ever since. Now the momentum continues
under a new banner, with new weapons, new efficacy of organization,
and an unprecedented clarity of purpose. It is Metropolitan
religion brought to a new level. It even has a new and unbelievably
efficient form for trying and condemning unbelievers.

It is one that surpasses the efficacy of the Christian inquisition,
as a cultural instrument for affecting the evolutionary stream of
man in favor of mass faddishness and against individuals of
perception, as far as the atomic bomb surpasses the bow and arrow.
The use of social statistics has become an adaptable combination of
punishment and commandment for all who would digress from the true
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faith of metropolitanism. Social statistics is called a science,
and so holds a position equivalent to a god incarnate, or the son
of a god. Those who worship this god are completely deaf to the
voice of the individual. His existence is not recognized. He must
become part of the statistical majority or die.

If man is, in fact, the purely mechanical creature the Popular
Materialist conceives him to be, this religion cannot fail to
triumph over all others. It is stripped of the confusing concepts
of the past religions, yet it rides the cultural wave created by
the other dogmatic religions with an increased pace rather than a
pause for readjustment. But like Christianity, which gained its
power by harnessing the force of a people diametrically opposed to
its concepts, Popular Materialism must take its power from a people
diametrically opposed to it. Its sinews are the fanatical
child-1like people who can accept dogma without criticism, because
they stand in open-mouthed awe staring at miracles worked by their
gods.

But its life blood is the sincere, reflective scientists, who make
possible the products of Western civilization. The blood and sinew
are incompatible. However, Christianity gained its power by
harnessing the force of a people diametrically opposed to its
concepts. And Popular Materialism may be able to do the same. It
may synthesize the incompatible blood and sinew into a terrible
monster, of bizarre and unpredictable purpose and direction. If it
succeeds, the monster may well leave an indelible mark on what
might remain of man, before its blood coagulates and its sinews are
tied up in a death paroxysm. Again our major concern is the effect
it will have on the remaining evolutionary stream of man.

WESTERN PHILOSOPHY

We have noted the distorting effects that the pressures of existing
religions have on the formation of new religions. However, in
pointing out these we do not want to imply that religious history
serves no purpose and that we advocate its destruction. We have
concluded that it is primarily the pressure of religion as a
culture, rather than simply the conceptual heritage, that distorts
and overrules individual perception, and tends to destroy
individuals whose perception is too strong to be perverted.

If the history of all religious perception were preserved in
graspable form and studied by each individual with the minimum of
social pressure, it could be very useful. For the pressures of
religion are not all that distort innate perception from
functioning freely. Religious history, perceptively analyzed, might
save some new religion from a distortion of perception caused by
another pressure.

One very conspicuous pressure that has strongly bolstered the
dogmatic religions of the West, and is a strong factor in those now
being formed is a simple, innate compulsion born of the fact that
man is a gregarious animal. This simple fact they blow up into
amorality and code of ethics. And because gregariousness 1is innate
in man, these religions are seldom bothered with a need for
supporting dogmas which proclaim that the metropolis is holy, that
majority rule is essentially right, that the state is more than its
citizens, that the group should have priority over the individual,
and that mankind is greater than man.

There is an emotional pressure towards this point of view, and a
careful study of religious history might be able to show how big a
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factor this pressure has been in creating a tendency to believe
certain dogmas. In a study that distinguished dogmas from the
realities that were distorted into dogmas, religious history could
help man to more clearly perceive himself and his place in the
universe. Man is a gregarious animal. It is a fact, but is not a
basis for a religion. It surrounds man with a mass of men to such
an extent that he cannot see over their heads to the rest of the
universe, but it has no discernible universal value. It is not
something that raises man above other animals. It is by no means
even unique and peculiar to man. Man is evolved from monkey-like
ancestors. Monkeys are gregarious.

If man were evolved from the cat family, he would be considerably
less gregarious. If he were evolved from the sheep family, he would
be more gregarious. If he were evolved from the lemmings, he would
have his gregariousness already developed to the point of periodic
over-population and mass suicide, and would not have to accomplish
this feat of questionable merit by a metropolitan religion. From
looking at these examples we can see that, while gregariousness has
a survival value, if pressed too far it becomes a survival hazard.

At best it is only one of a great number of survival methods, and
it is so widespread throughout nature that only the grossest lack
of perception makes it possible for one to think of it as a special
virtue when found in man. Man is utterly ridiculous when he
proclaims that his herd animal tendency to give herd interest
priority over individual interests, when solemnly proclaimed and
dramatized by religious trappings, should merit him a select place
at the right hand of the universe's creator.

But the number of man-like creatures who are unconsciously
proclaiming this causes one almost to despair of the species, and
to think that man might be a better being if he had evolved from a
less gregarious animal. Instead of trying to justify a
hyper-gregariousness by rationalizing it into a religion, man
should be able to see, from the study of religious history, his
innate need for guarding against the pressure of gregariousness on
his balanced perception of reality.

It should be obvious that a man, in the center of a mob, who cannot
see over the heads of other men to the greater universe around him,
cannot hope to evolve a proper religion by merely considering man's
relation to man. The highest purpose of man, which might be
extracted from studying men, is not necessarily the purpose of the
universe. The earth is a very small part of the universe and man is
a very small part of the earth, both in power, and in the length of
time he has inhabited the little planet.

For thousands of times the total existence of man, the world
existed with organic life that was not man. The long duration of
this prior organic life indicates that it was apparently adequate
to whatever purpose it served. For countless aeons before that the
world existed without organic life. So far as has been shown by any
religion, it had no all-consuming need for organic life. Therefore
the religions have laid no foundation for assuming that the purpose
of the universe is to be a mere stage setting, or virtue-testing
contraption, created by an omnipotent and omniscient god, who was
preparing to engage in some master and slave, or cat and mouse,
drama with man.

That the universe is useful to man, and must of necessity be, is as
obvious and unimpressive as the fact that , the race is useful to
man; the universe evolved, cradled, and nourished man. By man's
very nature this is a continuing and inescapable relationship.
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Religion must not be based on this, but on an answer to the
question of whether man is useful to whatever god or force created
the universe.

The question which we must ask of man is whether he is a mere
momentary parasite, struggling to make the status permanent and
improve the take-all-give-nothing relationship, which he seems to
have in the universe when viewed from some perspectives, or whether
he fits into a universal scheme and purpose. Western science asks
this question of the Western dogmatic religions, and knows that
their inability to answer it is their weakness.

It knows that the evidence of the evolution of man and other
organic life-from the simplest one-celled organism, over millions
of years-and the evidence of the earth's antiquity prior to organic
life, effectively refute the dogmatic religions, all of which
consider that the universe is a mere insignificant stage setting
for a man-god drama.

However, this evidence produced by Western science does not affect
the basic concepts of the ancient introspective and analytical
religions of the East. The concepts of the universe held by Western
science and those held by Hinduism and Shinto do not coincide, but
the objective data regarding the material world which has been
accumulated by the West does not invalidate the studies of the
"self' in the East and vice versa.

Their fields of study are entirely separate. Western science deals
with matter as a reality, and the Eastern religions deal with the
"self," or more loosely "consciousness," as a reality. Thus we see
that, while any single religion is distorted, some pattern of
balance may appear when religious history is looked at in the
whole. Religions are created by man, and if there is meaning in
man, the source from which man's creations spring, it must somehow
exist, regardless of whatever distorted and fragmentary form it may
take, in the man-created religions themselves.

When we note that the analytical and introspective religions of the
East and the West do not contradict each other, but simply deal in
two separate subject matters, we become interested in finding a
point of contact for these separate subjects. We look again at how
the religions have each treated the relations between the self, or
consciousness, and the material universe; and we find that each has
assumed a dogmatic position on the subject, then proceeded to
construct a code of conduct based upon its assumptions. After once
developing into a metropolitan religion, each has tried to maintain
a consistent emotional appeal and has tried to minimize, ignore, or
distort for its unifying purpose, the stream of concepts being fed
into the pool of general acceptance. As a result of this, no
religion has ever really come to grips with the problem of
reconciling concepts of consciousness and concepts of matter.

Then we turn to the Western philosophers, who, although
occasionally martyred for their insistence on the right to a free
expression of opinion, have not built active religions on their
concepts. We find that the problem of reconciling consciousness and
matter is one of their major concerns and, since they are not
trying to justify past actions, we should find that they are not
hostile to extraneous concepts, as are the religions. When we
investigate we find that they are not hostile. Indeed the opposite
proves true to an extreme that is distressing. Western philosophers
have welcomed every new concept over zealously. Instead of trying
to ignore or minimize new concepts they have blown them up until
they became too bulky for integration into the lives of practical
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men, whose concepts of the universe and the purpose evolved
therefrom must be expressible in everyday action.

Thus the verbosely expressed concepts of philosophy have not led to
actions that would test them as often as they have led to more
verbosity. Western philosophy has become a complex game, played by
highly trained professional players, and watched by a grandstand
audience, much as a baseball game is played and watched. The
philosophers are, all too often, carried away by their own logic.
They become, not only distorted beings by thinking too abstractly,
but also distorted logicians by an over meticulous attention to
superficial ratiocination at the expense of distorting a more
subtle logic subtle, subconscious logic, that deals with realities
rather than words, and is evidenced by what practical men call
sound judgment and common sense.

After a distortion has been effected by one philosopher, another
comes along, sees the distortion, sets about correcting it, and in
the effort, he also becomes over meticulous in attention to
superficial ratiocination and distorts in another direction. To the
audience in the grandstand it looks like an amusing, highly complex
game that attracts brilliant intellects, but a game of the
unsolvable type called idiot's delight. It offers its players no
more than any other such game-nothing but the exquisite torture of
new vistas of ever greater complexity.

To a few, who have faith in the existence of an absolute
intellectual truth, it looks less like a game being played than
like the writhing of a hurt, groping thing, struggling in blindness
behind a veil, a veil which it never seems able to penetrate. We do
not here propose to rend the veil, to open the womb that gives
birth only to stillborn religions; but, to continue our
orientation, we will set forth the problems that must be faced in
all attempts to find an integrated concept of the universe, the
problems which Western philosophy has faced with a mountain of
words that is available to all.

Foremost among these is the question of whether consciousness,
matter, or both, are real. At first glance they both appear to
exist and to be somehow related, but neither appears to have any
need for the other. If consciousness appears to be actually
hampered by matter to such an extent that most heavens which are
created in imagination from the desires of men are places I where
the consciousness, or self, is free of matter.

Many religions and philosophies posit matter only as an education,
or punishment, of the consciousness, or soul. If it learns or does
its penance then it will be freed and all problems will be solved.
These various concepts of the universe which must posit a heaven to
give matter meaning cannot satisfy us, for we have even less
evidence that heaven exists than we do that matter exists. We
cannot be satisfied to posit one unknown as an explanation for
another. Matter, if it exists, does not appear to be hampered by
consciousness, but consciousness appears to be of no use to it.

If we assume the existence of matter we can well imagine that a
universe of matter could exist independent of consciousness.
Indeed, if we dwell at length exclusively on material evidence, we
develop an inclination to believe that the universe was once
entirely without consciousness, that life then came along by some
mechanical accident, and that certain forms of matter developed a
strange, indefinable attribute which we call consciousness. If we
follow along, we postulate that this unexplained consciousness
developed and became more intense until it began to turn from a
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useless attribute of matter into its master.

But when we halt our intense interest long enough to recover our
balanced perceptions, we find that the acceptance of this
perspective without a clear concept of consciousness as an
attribute of matter, without even a plausible theory of how and why
it could have developed, is as great a demand on our credulity as
accepting matter as a testing ground for gaining entrance into a
matterless heaven. Both consciousness and matter appear to belong
to incompatible patterns. Both appear to exist, yet no metropolitan
religion or no widely accepted philosophy satisfactorily reconciles
their coexistence. Also no such religion or philosophy presents
convincing theories or points out persuading evidence that one is
an attribute of the other.

We cannot believe matter exists without consciousness, because
consciousness is what does the believing and knowing. We find it
difficult to believe that consciousness exists without matter,
because it does not appear to have the full control it would be
expected to have if it were all. The concepts of time and space
need to be fitted into any all-embracing pattern which we may
develop. They seem in some way to be a connecting link between
consciousness and matter. Or if matter does not exist perhaps they
are the key to why consciousness insists on holding to its concept
of matter. We must not lose sight of them.

If we admit the real existence of matter, with time and space
either as attributes of it or the attempts of consciousness to know
it, we must admit the evidence of evolution. We must believe that
there was a time when man did not exist, and, prior to that, a time
when organic life did not exist. If matter did not create
consciousness, then consciousness may have existed before there was
organic life upon the earth, and so was, and perhaps is,
independent of organic life upon the earth. Presumably, then, it
existed from the beginning, perhaps before there was matter, or
else it was created by something that was not matter.

If we do not admit the real existence of matter, with time and
space either as attributes of it or the attempts of consciousness
to know it, if we insist that consciousness is all, we must explain
why consciousness conceived the material world, and why it insists
on believing that the material world existed before man was. If
consciousness is all, it must give its reason for all of the
concepts it clings to which seem to handicap it. It must explain
why it holds on to the seemingly burdensome concept of the
material, while considering happiness as a heaven without the
burden of the material. And through it all we must watch for
implications from which we can develop amorality that is soundly
rooted in our concept of the universe.

The Christian morality is not so rooted. If we accept that man is
evolved from animal, and is animal, we cannot say that any behavior
pattern which contributed to the evolvement of man is immoral.
Quite the contrary. If we accept man as an animal, because evolved
from animal, we must condemn as immoral any attempt to thwart man's
fullest expression of his animal nature. If man is animal, and more
than animal, then the morality of man must add to, but not detract
from those things that the animal finds good.

And if we accept that animal-or more broadly, all organic life-is
inorganic matter with something added that is purposeful and
meaningful, we must be able to see that organic life adds to, but
does not detract from inorganic matter. We can never be satisfied
with the position of the popular materialism that claims organic
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life to be a freak accident in an inorganic universe, which may
become its master but is incompatible with it. Nor can we be
satisfied with the concept that organic life is merely a peculiar
form of rot that attracts matter in a certain stage of its decay.

Something in this consciousness, or self, the existence of which
upsets the materialists' theories, demands a consistent purpose for
everything in the universe. It does not demand harmony; on the
contrary consciousness shows a decided inclination toward a desire
for relieving excessive harmony by conflict; but it wants the
conflict to be purposeful drama, not unguided chaos. In our concept
of the universe there must be no thing and no effect that we feel
cannot be traced to a first cause, and we must know the intention,
the direction, and the purpose of the first cause.

The key to the first cause appears always to be lodged in the
answer to the question of whether consciousness, or matter, or
both, are real. This is the major problem that has interested
Western philosophy for twenty-five hundred years. But it would be
an over meticulous logic that would attempt to point out a trend in
Western philosophy of the sort religious scholars try to point out
in their studies of religion, by their theories of the evolution of
religious concepts. The expressed opinions of one philosopher have
stimulated another, but there is very little evidence of continuous
building on the work of a predecessor. Two, three, or four thinkers
build on the same foundation, then the foundation is taken up and
relaid.

Often the same concepts are simply rearranged, but the whole never
reaches a stable form. Therefore, to avoid becoming mired down, we
will restrain a strong inclination to enter into at least a brief
review of the history of philosophy and only recognize, in passing,
the pattern of vacillation between a preference for consciousness
and matter as the basis of reality that our Western philosophic
history has left. About 400 B. C. Democritus declared that "in
reality there is nothing but atoms and space."

A little later Plato presented the world of ideas as reality, and
the world of perception, or phenomena, as a world of appearances
only. He based his viewpoint on the consideration that ideas are a
result of rational thought, or scientific knowledge, whereas sense
perception is less dependable. He conceived the real world as
static, composed of universal ideas, entities existing without time
or space. He conceived the world of the senses as in the process of
becoming, a world that was approaching the world of ideas.

Matter, to him, was a principle of variability and multiplicity in
the world of becoming (a world part way between non-being and
being) . His pupil, Aristotle, insisted that Plato's world of ideas
did not explain the phenomenal world, that it was only a generic
representation of the sense world, and that the relation between
the two worlds as presented by Plato was only metaphorical.
Aristotle presented universal ideas as real, in the sense of being
the formative principle of things. He conceived all things as being
composed of two principles, form and matter, except the Prime Mover
of the Universe, which he considered as pure ideal form.

He considered that the Prime Mover was the uncaused first cause of
the universe, motionless itself, but the cause of all motion
because it was the ideal form toward which all matter strives.
Matter was a very vague concept to both philosophers. Neither
denied its existence in a world known by sensory perception, but
neither gave much attention to the world known by sensory
perception. They considered it unfit for scientific study. But
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both, in effect, believed in the reality of both consciousness and
matter. This dual aspect of reality, as matter and consciousness,
with consciousness the controlling force, predominated until about
the sixteenth century. At that time Bruno attacked the
Aristotelians. He spoke of god as a principle of nature.

Consciousness was still conceived as existing but it was no longer
conceived as controlling matter; it was considered to be an
attribute of matter. Motion, within the universe, was not conceived
as being directed by consciousness toward a goal, but as being
simply the nature of things. This line of thinking continued to
grow in favor during the seventeenth century. Descartes and Hobbes
presented mechanical concepts of the universe, with consciousness
playing a very small part.

Spinoza presented all as being god and behaving according to god's
nature, but denied will, or intention, as the directing force. In
the eighteenth century, scholars reversed the tendency of the
previous century; they again placed the accent on consciousness,
not matter, as being reality. Berkeley attempted to dispose of the
concept of matter by considering matter as the thoughts of god, and
therefore more forceful than the thoughts of men. Hume's concept
completed the expulsion of matter entirely from the world of
reality. Kant again brought matter back within the concept of
reality. He presented a world of things that have an existence in
themselves, apart from the consciousness that perceives them.

However he injected anew idea that, inasmuch as the consciousness
has certain conceptions and ways of knowing which condition its
perception of things in themselves, perception of things can never
be trusted to be accurate. In the words with which we started, Kant
conceived reality as composed of both consciousness and matter, but
reasoned that consciousness can be known and studied, but the
reality of matter must be accepted on questionable evidence. This
dual quality of reality continued in the concepts of the major
philosophers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, wvarying in
conception but retaining its duality.

Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel presented systems of idealism based on
duality. Schopenhauer conceived the world as will and idea, but
concluded that the will was blind and purposeless. What we wish to
point out in this hasty glance is that, after twenty-five hundred
years of circling, zigzagging, and oscillating back and forth
between various concepts of consciousness and matter, philosophers
end up, as of this moment, with the concepts of both consciousness
and matter still in a nebulous state.

Twenty-five hundred years of the most intense study by thinking
men, who accepted metropolitanism as good, have produced no
irrefutable concept of reality. The major criticism that we can
make of them is that they appear to have been looking at each
others words and thoughts too much, instead of looking at reality
itself. Of this much we are positive: words seldom clearly point to
reality and so deflect perception in ways that are often too subtle
for discerning.

The philosophers have tried to avoid this distortion and we have no
quarrel with them. It is those who distort and turn distortion into
dogma, that are cultural forces which we must meet. As we have
previously indicated, materialism is now becoming a dogmatic
religion. Because of the long dominance of Christianity in the
Western world, consciousness has become associated with the
Christian concept of soul. Persons who are dogmatic by nature,
reacting against the Christian dogma of soul, are rapidly
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popularizing a dogma that there is no such thing as consciousness.

This is not a carefully expressed opinion, such as the
materialistic philosophers have produced, but an unadulterated
dogma, something to be accepted because it is pronounced by persons
claiming authority to pass judgment. It is often taught in schools
and colleges as an incontestable fact, handed down by the "highest
authorities," and the dogma is supported only by the most
superficial reasons. Great weight is given to the implication that
any concept of consciousness, soul, or any such thing, as a reality
is "old fashioned" and modern science has "progressed" far beyond
such "nonsense. This dogma has a free field in a world where the
Christian dogmas are disintegrating.

The preponderance of present-day research is concentrated on matter
because such research can be turned to economic advantage.
Consciousness, as a reality, receives no attention. The hazy
concept of consciousness is left unexamined because it has become
identified with the Christian "soul" which is conceived only as an
entity in a fabled god-man drama that ignores the material
universe. We admit that this concept of a self, or consciousness,
is completely indefensible. But the time has now come for us to
examine realities and their relation to each other as a basis for
our religion, and we cannot dismiss consciousness as non-existent.

CONCEPTS, KNOWING, AND SOURCES OF KNOWLEDGE

We cannot accept, merely on the basis of some religious dogma, the
existence of something resembling the Christian concept of a soul.
We refuse to accept such a concept merely on the basis of a
re-reaction to the reaction against it.

We restrain ourselves from believing, merely because of an
emotional need born of the emptiness we feel as we stand over the
motionless body of one we love, that the something which once gave
that body an extra quality it no longer possesses is a detachable
entity, which has found the blue that together we tried to attain
when we climbed the mountain.

We find it impossible to believe that there is no distinction
between matter and dream, and that this matter, which appears to us
as different, is nothing but a dream product of our consciousness;
it does not respond to our will. But we also cannot accept the
position of the materialists, that consciousness is only a
functional complex of matter. That is completely untenable. We
perceive consciousness directly. It is of our essential "selfs,"
the one reality that is known unequivocally.

The universe that is not self is known, if is known at all, only by
consciousness. Not only must data regarding it pass through sense
organs that may distort, and are unquestionably selective, but that
data forms part of the pattern of the universe as we perceive it
only if it can be fitted into the pattern of the universe already
existent in our selfs at the time we make our first analysis of
data. Thus all patterns of the universe which our selfs form, and
can form, are highly suspect unless we know our selfs thoroughly.

The knowledge of our selfs on which all are in agreement is very
limited. We consider the following assumptions of sufficiently wide
acceptance to form the basis for a discussion that will be
preliminary to placing them in a pattern, a pattern that is
intended to give significance to the assumptions themselves.
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1. The self has unequivocal knowledge that it is.

2. The self knows awarenesses that we can recognize under the terms
light, darkness, red, blue, pressure, sour, sweet, fragrance, heat,
cold, et cetera. Awarenesses is not the word we want. There is no
undogmatic word for the perceived realities. These awarenesses are
thought of as sensory perceptions in the Western world. Sensory
perception definitely does not point to the idea for which we claim
general acceptance. For lack of a better word we will call them
awarenesses, but the Western coloring of sensory perception is not
included in this statement of wide acceptance, simply the
awarenesses as a conscious experience, without reference to the
body that is often identified with the self, or the universe, or
anything other than the awarenesses themselves.

3. Some of the awarenesses the self knows are patterns. As with
other awarenesses, no implication that the patterns exist outside
of self is contained in the statement of general acceptance.

4. The self has will and can choose among known awarenesses.

5. The self has memory of awarenesses; that is, the self has the
ability to recall and reexperience those that have been previously
experienced. This memory is, at least partially, an act of will.

6. The self has memory of patterns; that is, the self has the
ability to recall and reexperience patterns that have been
previously experienced. This memory is, at least partially, an act
of will.

7. The self has ability to create either new awarenesses in new
patterns or new patterns of remembered awarenesses. Geometrical
figures, musical melodies, mathematical systems are examples of
creations by self. At least some of the innumerable concepts of
reality for which men claim exclusive validity are creations of
selfs.

8. The self enjoys its being and the joy of being is the prime
mover of the will.

On the basis of our own self-examinations, and the works of others
who have made intense self-examinations, we conclude that certain
patterns are essential awarenesses of our selfs at the time we
first become conscious of our selfs as entities. We will assume
that the concepts of time and space are sufficiently recognized as
innate patterns of awarenesses so that we may talk of them as
existent in self during our discussion that precedes presentation
of the pattern in which they are contained.

We know that all of our awarenesses, including patterns, do not
respond to our wills. Conceivably this could be because our selfs
contain conflicting wills. Dual wills within one self are
frequently posited, and the positing of such constitutes a major
phase of disagreements among individuals and peoples. When dual
wills within one self are posited, they are usually considered as
being (1) the true, or broad will of comprehensive wisdom, or the
will of god, and (2) the false, or narrow will, still in the
process of learning, or the will of man.

This concept of dual wills in one self has its largest following in
India, but spills over into the Western world. In its unadulterated
form, it is an alternate for positing the existence of a material
universe. For those who posit a material universe it is an
unnecessary duplication of assumptions to account for the basic
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awarenesses, including patterns, of which the self is conscious but
which do not respond to the will of the self. To continue laying
the basis for a discussion, we must choose to speak the concept
language of one side or the other.

We choose to carry on our initial discussion in the language of
those who posit the existence of a material universe. In so doing
we are recognizing that the self has hypothesized a material
universe to account for what does not respond to its will. It can
fit all awarenesses and patterns into its essential being and find
them compatible with its Own essential patterns, including space
and time, but it cannot make them respond wholly to its will. It
must hypothesize either a dual will in self, or the existence of
something outside of self.

In hypothesizing the material world, the self is deciding that an
integrated will is essential to its being. Whatever pattern is
necessary to preserve that concept of self as a being with an
integrated will must be accepted. Thus, if the body does not
respond to the will in a crucial test, then the body must be
conceived as not being self. If the body dies when the self says
"live," then it cannot be construed to be part of the essential
self, and we may be left with a question of what the essential self
is. Thus we see that the material is merely a concept of that which
does not respond to the will of self, and self is merely a concept
of that which is not beyond the control of the will.

While recognizing that all are mere concepts hypothesized by the
self, we find the hypothesis of a material world preferable to the
alternate choice of an unintegrated self. Later we will consider
the total pattern into which this choice fits, but at present we
will only say that the choice appears to be what the Western world
calls an instinctive or innate preference. In our initial
discussion we will assume the material world to be a reality, and
assume that those awarenesses in an organic being which appear to
be stimulated by it are, in fact, so stimulated.

Having accepted that hypothesis, we can accept all the data that
Western science has amassed about the material universe by its
amazingly ingenious methods. However we must be careful to
distinguish between data and interpretative patterns for the data
which are created by the self. Having recognized that our selfs
divide the total field of real knowledge into: the non-material, or
self, which we know exists; and the non-self, or material universe,
the segregated existence of which we have merely assumed; we find
ourselves in a strange position regarding our relative knowledge of
each. About the self, it first appears that we know very little;
while, about the material universe, we know a great deal.

This causes us to pause and ask, why, to inquire as to whether the
self is a minor entity and the universe a major one. However, even
if that be true, it is still strange that the self's knowledge of
the universe, which is made part of self, should be more than the
self's knowledge of the self, that contains all knowledge. A very
brief look at the nature of this knowledge reveals that the
unbalance exists simply because knowledge regarding the material
world has been amassed, analyzed, and organized by Western science,
while knowledge regarding the self is a chaotic junk pile of
abortive concepts contained in religion, philosophy, psychology,
mythology, poetry, novels, history, et cetera.

Whether by acquiring fresh knowledge or organizing what we have, it
appears that, in our attempt to find a satisfactory working
relationship between our selfs and the universe, our first efforts
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should be directed toward attempting to recover our balance of
knowledge, by concentrating our attention on the self. At the
present time, while Western science is still a pure introspective
and analytical religion, while it has not yet been absorbed into
the other religions that are attempting to make it part of
themselves, we are in a highly favorable position regarding the
non-self world.

We can accept the major portions of Western science's findings
about the universe with the same confidence that we have when we
accept, after assuming the existence of a material world, that the
awarenesses that appear to be stimulated by the material world are,
in fact, so stimulated. Western science gives us a great abundance
of data and suggested assimilation patterns to consider, and
carefully segregates its data, its currently accepted assimilation
patterns, and its speculations.

We may find some slight difference where the concept of the
material trails off into transcendental hypotheses regarding the
ultimate essence of matter, but, on the whole, we find no need to
review the major conclusions of Western science. We can concentrate
our attention on that field where accumulated knowledge is but a
junk pile - albeit a field where we have ever with us the full and
vital subject of our study - our selfs.

The evidence amassed by Western science leads us to assume that
life existed long before man evidenced a conscious will as an
organism, that the universe existed long before any living thing,
and, therefore, the universe has a pattern and purpose that is not
a product of the will of any organic being. It is that pattern and
purpose which Western science seeks to discover without reference
to self. It seems to assume that the pattern of the universe will
explain its purpose and possibly the consciousness and will of
self.

In Western science's exclusive concentration on the material
universe, the self seems nothing, a mere point of
perspective-perhaps a real zero point. We have no wish to attempt
to discredit the evidence amassed by Western science but the
conclusion that it tentatively draws from the evidence, as
indicated by the direction of its further inquiries, we cannot
accept even tentatively. We remember that it was the self that
hypothesized the material universe. The self cannot be a real zero
point. If it were no more than an undefinable consciousness
mirroring the material it would still not be a real zero point. It
must be a reality.

Translated into the graphic language of Western Concepts, the
non-material self and the material universe appear like two cones
whose apexes meet in an absolute zero point which is our fixed
perspective. If we look at the material we do not see the self. If
we look at the self we do not see the material. But while looking
at the material, our selfs are selecting what we see and how we
compose the conceptual pattern of the universe. If the material
world be real, then, when we look at self, something in the
material - perhaps the design of our brains and the pattern of our
atomic structure - is affecting the manner in which we compose the
conceptual patterns of our selfs.

If we continue to concentrate unwaveringly on the material universe
we are at a great disadvantage: we do not have any conscious
knowledge of self and of its influencing will to selectivity, and
thus our interpretation of the material universe comes upon us from
out of the darkest dark. When we recognize that, in the concepts of
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the Western world, we cannot look at self and the material at the
same time, albeit we look at them from the same point, and we then
turn to look at our selfs, our position is greatly improved.

Our knowledge about the material universe is knowledge in our
waking consciousness, and we can carefully observe to what extent
it influences our selection of what we perceive to be innately
existent in self. Our knowledge of our selfs is direct knowledge.
It comes to us through no medium that is suspect. We cannot deceive
ourselves that we have "proved" its validity when we have merely
checked over, with painstaking care, the medium through which we
received it. We must pass on it simply as knowledge, bare and
unadorned. We want to interpret learned and/or self-created
patterns by a master test-pattern which we postulate as being
existent within our selfs.

Our concern is to discover any comprehensive master test-pattern
that innately exists in self, and see how it relates to the
perceived realities of the material universe. Our attempt to find
this master test-pattern cannot be creative. It must be
destructive. Our success in this venture depends on our ability to
destroy with the same calm, considered selectivity that we employ
when we create. We are faced with the task of stripping our selfs
of patterns that can be clearly recognized as synthesized during
our lifetime and then looking only at what is left in our selfs.

As the selective factor that seeks to bring forth from the unknown
immensity of our selfs the comprehensive master test-pattern, we
hold up before our selfs the pattern of the universe produced by
our own observations and those of the currently available
introspective and analytical religions: Shinto, Hinduism, and
Western Science. These various patterns we seek to keep in
composite form, with their lines of disagreement a mere blurred and
hazy suggestion, and we deliberately blur any points of clear
agreement with all alternatives which we can conceive.

We want this hazy indefiniteness in the hypothesis; its purpose is
to give our selves full freedom to present any remotely comparable
master pattern, without the danger of losing its original lines by
our desire to enforce upon it a congruity with known patterns. What
we want to guard against is the danger of encouraging our selfs to
create patterns or to fill in partially known patterns. We do not
want to create; we want to find what is innately existent in our
selfs. We are interested, therefore, in clearing our selfs of what
we have created by our own abilities.

For example, we have either created, or found in our selfs, a world
of geometric figures. They are approximations of figures that we
perceive in the material world but they are not the same. The
figures that we perceive in the material world have a complexity
that is beyond our ability to grasp as a single awareness, but the
geometrical figures are easily graspable. Some of them may,
conceivably, be innately existent in self. But as we play with them
we observe that we can clearly create patterns similar to them in
our own consciousness. We need to distinguish between our new
creations and any similar innate patterns.

Presumably, the innate should have priority and be useful for
evaluating the others. Let us press the example still further to
where it touches what we believe to be an unquestionable reality.
We believe that we have an innate concept of a three dimensional
world. We can conceive a two-dimensional world that is like a flat
sheet of paper. If we dwell on it, we become absorbed in our
creation. In our absorption, we designate two points, A and B,
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which are M miles apart. We can conceive the possibility of taking
the two dimensional world and bending it around so as to place
point A on point B.

Then continuing the pattern, we can 1 hypothesize the possibility
of a fourth dimension, and the I possibility of bending the
three-dimensional world so that two points, thousands of miles
apart, could be made to Coincide and reduce travel time. We have
not found a pattern for this four-dimensional world innate in our
selfs, but we can made a mathematical formula for it, and we can
spend our lives building "space benders" instead of "means of
transportation”" and building intricate conceptual patterns that
purport to show that each "reduction in time of travel" is, in
reality, a partial success in "space bending." if we are to find
the patterns that innately exist in our selfs, we must avoid this
sort of pattern building.

There is no obvious reason to doubt that we could create a
thoroughly logical concept of a four-dimensional world if we

lived with the assumption long enough; it might even be satisfying
to the innate self if we worked it into complete compatibility with
what we now are. But before we expand our beings by new concepts,
we want to know what our innate concepts are and what purpose and
direction of growth they indicate. So we look at what we know
innately or instinctively. We do not know a four dimensional
universe. Therefore until we know our selfs, and why we have an
innate concept that the world is three dimensional, we should not
hypothesize time as a fourth dimension of space, and spend our
lives trying to determine whether it is or is not.

We want to know the essential connection between: the
three-dimension space that we know; time that we know; the self
that we know, particularly the will of the self; and that portion
of the awarenesses-pressure, red, sour, et cetera-that we
hypothesize as evidencing the existence of a non-self because they
do not respond to our will. We want to find the patterns that
relate our knowns. We want to limit our efforts toward developing
our potentials until we know our selfs as they are. We recognize
that we can create and exist in a world of concepts regarding our
ability to evaluate facts, and to measure the validity of
impressions received from the material world and patterns created
by others, through processes that we call logical and reasonable.

This activity gives considerable happiness to those who create and
live in such a world. Some men, such as Aristotle, have wvalued it
highly. They have projected the concepts of this world of reason,
and their high opinion of it, into whole civilizations. Their
concepts might have survived as a separate religion, but instead
they have made up a substantial part of various other religions. We
need make very little effort to discover that the processes we call
reasonable or logical, like the examination of the medium through
which a sensory perception passes, do not contribute to what we
know.

They merely examine piece by piece a pattern that is too big for a
single awareness, with an attempt to see that all the pieces
dovetail in a manner similar to the way pieces of more simple and
more graspable patterns dovetail. They cannot pass on the validity
of each piece, nor the validity of the pattern as a pattern. Yet
the Western world has dogmatically given these man-created patterns
of reason and logic a supremacy over everything in and out of
consciousness, which is wholly unwarranted.

We have discovered no way of knowing but simple awareness. We know
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the color red. The acquired concept that red is alight wave of a
certain length and frequency, which acts upon the retina of the eye
to create a measurable electrical impulse, which in turn passes
along a nerve fibre, and finally stimulates a particular cell in
the brain, at which time the self experiences an awareness of red
all this adds nothing to our knowledge of red. We know red as
simple awareness of red. We may associate it with a particular
emotional awareness. We may associate it with other colors or
things.

We may associate it with a lifetime of elaborate scientific
experiments that gives us "more knowledge on the subject than any
person alive." We may be able to stimulate the awareness of red by
other external means than light waves, or we may be able to
experience the awareness by an act of will. But we still know red
only as simple awareness of red. We cannot say positively that our
knowledge of red comes through the senses, that it is accurate
knowledge by self of what is not self, but we can say that it is of
the stuff of which our essential existence is made, that it is of
the essence of reality.

The awareness of patterns about light waves, retinas, nerves,
electrical impulses, et cetera, can give our selfs awareness of
being, and, if we compare them to the pat- terns that we call
reason and logic, we will probably find that they fit the patterns
closely enough to be called reasonable and logical, but we must
examine them carefully before we say the patterns are real. They do
not appear to be part of self and they may be faulty self-created
representations of the non-self to the self. Without changing
perceived realities we could explain them to our selfs in other
ways 1f we spent as much time on other explanations as we have
spent on the ones that are currently accepted.

Something less contrived and more comprehensive than the patterns
of reason and logic tells us what is real. When we examine our
awarenesses of patterns that are comprehensive enough to include a
relationship between self and matter, we observe that we perceive
a mass of matter, a mountain, or a sea, as a challenge to the will
of self. Certain other patterns of awarenesses-some of red and 1
heat, for example-we perceive as danger to self. Red, fragrance,
and a certain shape is a pattern of awareness which we call a rose,
that signifies pleasure to self. This perception of relationship
appears to be evolved from certain basic innate relationships
between self and awarenesses, including pattern awarenesses.

The effect of the relationship upon the emotions of self, or the
will of self, is clearly recognized in many patterns that can be
perceived as embracing both the self and the non-self world. But we
also have an interest in patterns that embrace the self as a
perceiver and the non-self as the perceived, which may indicate
innate knowledge of an emotional relationship of the self, or a
will relationship of the self, to the non-self, which is existent
or potential in the patterns; but, if so, the memory of the
relationship is dimmer than the simple, seemingly disinterested,
preferences for some patterns over others.

We know this innate awareness of pattern preference as awareness of
beauty, goodness, or truth. Thinkers of the Western world cannot
talk of one portion of the triad beauty-truth-goodness without
referring to the others, but the Western world, with an apparent
inanity, the derivation of which would lead us to a mere
psychiatric study, insists on trying to factor the triad. Beauty is
the word it uses when talking of an object perceived by self as if
the emotion produced in self were intrinsic in the object.
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Truth is the word it uses when talking of abstract thought as if
the abstractions had existence independent of the realities they
feebly attempt to symbolize. Goodness is used chiefly when talking
of actions as if the actions could have reality distinct from the
self that is willing and distinct from the other selfs or non-self
realities that form part of the pattern. This makes it very
difficult for us to express ourselves in the language of Western
civilization. We need one word and one concept for the triad as a
whole. If we could call the triad beauty, we could say simply that
following our sense of beauty to its basic innate essence is the
only avenue by which we can hope to discover the comprehensive
master test pattern which we want as the basis for our religion.

But we recognize that Western civilization circumscribes a field
that it calls the field of beauty, which is separate from such
fields as science and religion. The field that civilization calls
beauty gives some of us an unwillingness to talk of beauty, because
we associate the limited field with its drooling missionaries, just
as we associate the limited field that civilization calls truth
with its preoccupied scientists and philosophers, and the limited
field it calls religion with its fanatical missionaries. Broadening
our perspective beyond the concepts of the West for a moment may
help to give us balance. Shinto emphasizes the exercise of an
innate preference for patterns, as such patterns appear in the
natural world before man came upon it, as a major religious
devotion.

If we think of Shinto instead of the narrower Western word
aesthetics and combine it with Hinduism, which emphasizes man's
study of his self and his willed actions, and with Western science,
which emphasizes study of what is real in the non-self world, we
will have a better balanced concept of our field of study, when we
turn to look for the significant test-pattern in our selfs, than if
we simply try to amalgamate into one word the triad of beauty,
goodness, and truth. Balance that will not distort our perception
is our greatest need, for we have nothing by which to evaluate the
master test pattern when we find it but an innate recognition by an
unknown faculty that is part of our selfs.

Concepts of proof, reason, and logic we must strip from ourselves,
because we recognize that they do not contribute to basic awareness
or basic knowledge. Let us therefore take the most comprehensive
concept of what we term our sense of beauty, free it from the
associations placed on it by the droolers, and expand it into our
criterion for valuing patterns that are innate in self. It makes no
difference whether we call it sense of beauty, sense of validity,
Shinto religious perception, or something else; but it is important
that we expand the field to which we apply it to include all
patterns for which we know affinity without a perceivable
involvement of will or emotions.

Thus if we call it beauty, then we must recognize that this sense
of beauty, this innate awareness of pattern preferences, is our
only test of validity. We must stand or fall on our perception. We
must say with Keats: "Beauty is truth, truth beauty, - that is all
ye know on earth." If we find a comprehensive test pattern that
satisfies us completely, we can carry our agreement further, and
say that is all we need to know. To segregate our innate preference
for patterns into a sense of validity, a religious or moral sense,
and a sense of beauty, is merely to create unnecessary stumbling
blocks to our perception.

There is one act of perceiving and valuing; the whole of the self
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and the whole of the material universe as it is known by the self
is to be perceived and valued as one comprehensive pattern. If we
cannot do this we fail completely. Since there can be no perception
independent of a perceiver, we have the obvious problem of getting
our selfs, with their emotions and willings into a perspective
where they may take their unbiased place in our perception of the
pattern. The Hindu method of attempting to avoid distortion is to
reduce the desires of self and the will of self to almost zero.

We consider that this distorts, because self with a near zero will
and desire is a self that has been conditioned to accept a
perspective that is not innate. Our method for achieving the
unbiased perspective of self is to perceive our selfs in the
pattern, and then tentatively substitute some other self, then some
other, each in its turn, until the most diverse assortment of selfs
that we have assumed to exist has been substituted into the
pattern-and see if that pattern still appeals to our sense of
beauty. If So when we think we have found the master test pat! tern
in our selfs we will turn around on the zero point, and project
that pattern into the material world. We will then ask ourselves
(I) 1if it is congruent, and (2) if another self can replace the
self we can perceive, our self, without distorting the pattern.

Then, to the extent that we can communicate, we will try to
discover how the other self feels in the pattern that we have
projected. Words are of little value for imposing that pattern on
others; we must do it by action. Words, also, are of little value
for them to tell us how it feels. But they can tell us by their
actions toward us if they have the capacity to act effectually.
This is the only test to which we can put our master test-pattern
or religious concept. The success of this test is dependent on
other selfs having their freedom to act unrestricted; it is also
dependent on other selfs not being "converted" to our opinion, but
having their own perceptions uninfluenced by ours as much as
possible.

We do not forget that we hypothesized the existence of the world
outside our selfs in the beginning. If it be not real there are no
other selfs. We know that "I am" is a reality. But can we know that
any other self is a reality? We know that we can create a machine
that can ratiocinate faster and more accurately than man, that can
react to stimuli in the same manner that man does. Presumably, if
we became sufficiently skilled craftsmen, we could make a machine
that would duplicate man's appearance and behavior so accurately
that it would be objectively indistinguishable from man.

But we cannot conceive that any mechanical ingenuity which we might
express in it, would endow it with that something which we know as
consciousness. We recognize that there are men who are color blind.
A mechanical device could translate different colors, red and blue
for instance, into identifiable patterns of gray, so that red could
always be identified as red and blue as blue by the color blind,
but the lack of incapacity to distinguish would not cure the color
blindness-only the functional disability resulting from it.

The effect of light waves passing through the eye, into the retina,
along the nerves to the brain, where they are compared with stored
images, actions decided upon and directed, all this can be
mechanical; but the awareness of red and blue as such is something
other than function. Just as there are men who are color blind, it
is not inconceivable that there are men who have no consciousness,
whatsoever; but, if so, we would have to think of them as different
from men like ourselves.
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We would consider them as a strange breed of man-like robots,
objectively indistinguishable, and indistinguishable by any
functional test, but still different, and different in the most
significant manner possible. We know that there are differences in
intensity and quality of consciousness; but we know that only
within our selfs, by comparing one conscious experience of self to
another, in our own consciousness. Any relation, whatsoever, to any
functional test that could be devised would have no significance.
This is knowledge, gained by ourselves from the study of our own
consciousness, and we can only assume that what is true for us is
true for others that appear to be like us.

From the fact that the intensity and quality of consciousness
within one self varies from time to time, it seems probable that
the intensity and quality of consciousness varies from individual
to individual. However, we persist in believing that those who
disclaim the existence of consciousness, entirely, are speaking
from an overwhelming will to be consistent in a pattern of logic,
a pattern based on an assumption that matter is the only reality;
that they are ignoring the empirical data regarding the self that
is supplied to them by their own beings.

In other words, we cannot know, but we persist in believing that,
although some seem to come very close, there are no man-like beings
in the world as we perceive it that are complete robots. We also
believe that no thing which appears to have life and will is a
mechanical robot. Many religions of the Western world dogmatically
assert that everything was created for man's benefit, and that man
alone of the animals has a soul. In these religions, the concept of
soul is merely a dogmatically distorted concept of consciousness as
a spiritual entity in a man-god drama.

Many persons, who are trying to sluff off obviously invalid
concepts, have exchanged the Christian concept of soul for
perceivable consciousness. But because the Christian religion
claims that man alone has a soul, they then are simply left with an
unexamined belief that man alone, among living things, has
consciousness. A very prevalent idea that man thinks with words
also contributes to the belief that man alone has consciousness,
for only man has words. It is obvious that some men do at times,
and perhaps most of the time, think with words, as it can be
clearly seen that their invalid conclusions result from invalid
concepts which are contained in the words they use.

We can even observe, by studying our selfs, that it is possible to
have conscious being, to a very great extent, exclusively in words,
or in mathematical concepts, or hypothesized concepts of the
universe, or in other self-created worlds. But we also know, from
the same source, that it is possible to have conscious being in the
world that appears to be material and does not respond directly to
our will. Objectively it appears that men all have some conscious
being in the material world. It appears that other animals do not
have words or any other discipline for maintaining self-created
worlds and therefore have conscious being in the material world to
a greater extent than man does. Conscious being is very much alike
in both the material and the self-created worlds.

Thus we assume that all living things have consciousness and that
this consciousness is similar, in its essential characteristics, to
our own. Our assumption that there are other selfs, similar to our
self, then, should be able to include all living things. This
assumption may help to save our tentative replacement of "I am"
with other selfs, in the comprehensive master test-pattern, from a
distortion it might have if we limited our concept of selfs to
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men-selfs. We do not want to forget that it is the total universe
with which we are seeking to establish an understandable
relationship.

The greater body of kinship our selfs can properly find, the
greater will be the scope of our test for validity. We do not want
to limit our kinship to man, for we recognize that we have a wvalid
claim to brotherhood with every living cell in every form of life
on earth. We have one more question before we look for the source
of our innate knowledge: What are the possible channels of this
innate knowledge? We sometimes feel we can perceive one
consciousness, or perhaps subconsciousness, that permeates all men,
and perhaps all living things.

However, the preponderance of our awarenesses indicates that our
own consciousness, along with our subconscious self, is limited to
a single perspective point so strongly that a point, having a
definable position in time and space, may, for the purpose of
discussion, be considered as identified with our living selfs, and
this point in past generations has been carried forward from living
organism to living organism with the fertilized ovum. The
analytical religions of the East consider consciousness as
identified with the breath, and consider it a detachable entity,
coexistent with everything that breathes. It is assumed to take up
residence in the living thing with its first breath, and depart
with the last.

In the West this Eastern concept of consciousness is often
distortedly pressured into conformity with the dogmatic Western
religions' concept of a soul, as an entity in a hypothecated
god-man drama, but in the East the soul is conceived as existing in
all living things, and so approaches more nearly our assumption of
consciousness in all living things. When a pattern that identifies
consciousness with a living cell and one that identifies
consciousness with breath are expanded to mesh with the total
pattern of the universe, a significant difference appears, but in
the present considerations they are substantially compatible.

Like the West, the East also posits the evolution of consciousness
from its being in simpler forms of life to man. In the East the
soul is conceived as inhabiting different bodies from simpler to
more complex life without reference to physical consanguinity. In
the West the consciousness is considered as coexistent, or
identified, with an unbroken physical heredity. We are concerned
with the patterns in consciousness with which the individual is
born. We want to separate the innate patterns from all patterns
that can be identified as learned. Whether the innate patterns came
into our world of consciousness identified with the breath or the
cell does not, at this point, concern us, so long as we can assume
that the innate patterns exist.

In the West we base this assumption on continuity of cellular life.
The conceptual language of the West is the one we have chosen for
our use so we will talk of what is inherent in the cell. The
evidence Western science has considered indicates that man's
behavior depends on learning to a much greater extent than that of
other animals, and this learning buries his innate patterns, or
instincts. But Western science conceives that man is of the animal
kingdom, and that the universal characteristics of the animal
kingdom are essentially valid for him. We have no quarrel with this
thinking. We, therefore, assume that man has instincts.

Instincts can be interpreted as nothing other than inherited
memories. After recognizing that a faculty for inherited memories
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does exist we become concerned with the extent of these memories.
Observations indicate that those things most vital to survival
constitute the strongest inherited memories. But, in theory at
least, anything and everything could be remembered. This memory
could go back anywhere in the unbroken chain of existence. Man
could remember the experience of his monkey-like ancestors, or his
fish-1like ancestors, or his one-celled ancestors floating in the
primordial ooze. Perhaps he could even remember the beginning of
organic life-and before.

A great wealth of knowledge had to be existent in, or identified
with, the spermatozoa and the ovum to enable these single cells by
growth and cell division, to design and become the intricate
physical organism, including the brain with its inherited memories.
Obviously if all memory and knowledge inherent in self should reach
the level of consciousness, an objective appearance of madness
would be the inescapable result. Even if that knowledge were fully
organized and comprehensible to self, it would have to come at a
speed that would be incompatible with normal existence if the self
were to consciously assimilate it all in one lifetime.

But just as the need and opportunity for the human baby to suckle
the breast, or the beaver to build a dam, or the salmon to go
upstream for spawning, open up the stored memory related to the
circumstance, so presumably, the scientists's, philosopher's, lover
of beauty's, and self searcher's need and search for the origin and
meaning of existence may - if the thought patterns afford a vehicle
through which the innate self can express its being - call forth
the specific memory that holds the answer. Theoretically it must be
there. The only question is: can it be brought to the level of
consciousness where we can grasp and recognize it?

Unless we believe that the self may be able to call forth from its
own being a concept of the universe more comprehensive and valid
than that of any of the major religions we have considered, we
waste our time in dwelling on religious concepts. And unless, when
a valid concept is found by one individual, its wvalidity can be
corroborated by others, we waste our time discussing religion on
any basis other than the pragmatic. That we proceed is evidence
that we believe both in the ability of self to find a fully
satisfying total concept and the ability of other selfs to perceive
its validity. In the language of the East, which identifies self
with breath, we are turning now to what the self knew before this
life.

In the language of the West, which identifies self with an unbroken
chain of life that began with the first living cell, we are turning
now to the knowledge inherent in the cell: that knowledge by which
it designed and controls the human organism, and that knowledge
which gave it purpose and will when it was the first cell floating
in the primordial ooze. Because our physical. bodies are constructed
by that cell, and because all our innate consciousness is its
consciousness, we believe that all the knowledge which it has is
also ours, and can be brought to waking consciousness by focusing
our attention intently and undistortedly on what the self knows.

PART ITI Concept.
Concepts of Knowing and Sources of Knowledge.

THE SIX DISCIPLINES OF MAN'S BEING
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In accordance with the concepts of the Western world, we have been
assuming the reality of the material universe and the reality of
self. Now that the time has come to present, for the corroboration
or rejection of other selfs, the comprehensive master test pattern
which we perceive, we must temporarily suspend these assumptions.
In our pattern, the material universe has a place, and self has a
place, but the pattern begins with neither.

The pattern is composed of six progressive disciplines, each
resting on all that have gone before. The material universe is
completed in the third discipline, and self as we know it begins in
the fourth discipline. The pattern of the first disciplines must
have priority and form a foundation for the latter dis