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.

Oh my gosh! This book is
absolutely amazing.

Dr. Rick Schaefer, M.D.,
USA

.

The Leaders book is quite
unlike any before; it makes available the soul perspective of those
incarnates that we know as world leaders from the last century. To
potential readers, all I can say is that it will be an emotional
experience. This may be shock, amazement, fascination, or when the
words of the evolved spirits resonate with you, simply transform
your thinking. An amazing although controversial book that will be
debated for many years to come. I can totally recommend it.
Andy Tomlinson, Dorset, UK

.

I highly recommend this
intriguing book.

Tiziano, Amsterdam,
NL

.

I highly recommend this book
- it's just brilliant!

Linda Hopkins, UK

.

This book is so fascinating
and mind opening. I love the way it was organized with a brief bio
of each Leader to refresh your memory of each individual, well
thought-out questions for each one.

Julia Marino, N. Carolina,
USA

.

This book was truly an
incredible read … at times I laughed, cried, and almost shook with
fear whilst reading Hitler's words. I've never read a book that has
had such an impact on me before.

Kerrie Keeling, UK

.

It was an interesting,
refreshing and mind opening journey through the past century. If we
take into account, that it is channeled material and not written by
some historians trying to come up with new perspectives, then it is
indeed mind blowing. Thumbs up!

S. Strobel, USA
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Introduction



Working with Spirits

 


These days, large numbers
of people are openly examining the spiritual issues of daily life,
and are reviewing their personal philosophy and spirituality. This
book aims to provide fresh ideas to inform that search for truth
about the meaning and purpose of our human existence.

Compiling this material
involved Toni Ann Winninger in psychically channeling from
the Other Side the vibrational thoughts of a wonderful group of Masters of
the Spirit World (the Masters), with whom she
interacts daily. With their help, she made contact with fifteen
leading individuals of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
(the Leaders),
who dwell currently in the spiritual realm, which they usually
call Home.

This group of Ascended
Masters includes wise souls who became spiritually enlightened
while still in physical form, and a number of mature advisors who
previously incarnated on planet Earth but who have finished doing
so. There are also souls in the group who chose never to incarnate,
whom people sometimes describe as angels. Our group of Masters tells
us that these celestial beings are involved in counseling
incarnated souls on planet Earth.

In addition to the large
core group of Masters were fifteen individual Leaders, named in the
table of contents, with whom we were encouraged to speak. When
these souls were last in physical form, each was a leading figure
in some part of human society. We were not told what degree of
spiritual enlightenment these individual souls may have attained at
this stage, but they were made available to us with the Masters’
enthusiastic agreement.

Interviews of the Masters
and Leaders were conducted by Peter Watson Jenkins. In making his
choice of topics, he aimed to cover issues of interest and concern
to a wide audience. He conducted the dialogues fully aware that,
being just a layman, he had only a little background in the
historical or academic disciplines involved in the study of each
personality.

Toni channeled the
thoughts transmitted from Home by the Masters and Leaders as
faithfully as possible. She has a great facility at channeling and
is exceptionally accurate. She is painstakingly aware of the need
to suppress all interference from her own mind that might influence
the meaning of the messages transmitted from Home. She is justly
proud of her skill in cutting off her own thoughts during each
interview by maintaining a self-imposed regimen of strict mental
control. Scholars might prefer more extended discussions than are
given here, but contacts with Home are necessarily short, not
because of any restriction by the souls involved, but because of
the limitations of the channeler’s body. This book has no academic
pretensions, however; we just saw that our task was to get to the
point with dispatch in order to meet the practical needs of psychic
contact and communication.

How accurate is
channeling? Certainly anyone who does not question whether those we
interviewed can possibly be who we say they are must be lacking in
curiosity! As authors we know full well that we are inviting
controversy and risking criticism by asserting that those with whom
we have spoken are neither imposters nor figments of our
imagination. Based on our experience of regular but ever-critical
contacts with the Masters, however, it is our sincere judgment that
all those interviewed in this book are genuinely who they say they
are, or to be more accurate, who they used to be when last in human form.
Back again in the spiritual environment, these souls are only as
much the named person interviewed as they are any other individual
whom they have been during their series of personal incarnations
over a multitude of lives.

We publish these
interviews with both of us wholly sure—in the language of the law,
“beyond a reasonable doubt”—that those we interviewed truly are the
people whom we have sought. We are convinced of this mostly by the
subtle differences of their energy, tone, style, and use of
language—and also because Toni had no prior knowledge of some of
the people with whom Peter spoke. Nevertheless, we are very aware
that it is quite impossible for us to offer any absolute proof about those whom we
interviewed here. We also appreciate that even daring to ask people
beyond the grave for their opinion may not appeal to everyone’s
sensitivities—a sensitivity that frequent bursts of loving laughter
from back Home has long dispelled within us.

If you are among the
skeptics, we respect your view and commend the Masters’ words to
you for their fascinating content. After all, it is neither
impossible nor ridiculous for the curious to ask, “If these people
really are who they say they are, what might they want to tell us
now?” We believe absolutely in the authenticity of these
interviews, but should you prefer to read this book as a work of
fiction, enjoy it—it is thought provoking.

It was fascinating to
observe many shifts and even some clear reversals of personal
opinion that have followed the earthly death of the Leaders whom we
contacted, and whose words are this transcript. Above all, we want
to tell you how the Masters, who have made this volume possible,
always appeared to us as being happy, modest, and full of love. It
has been a delight to work with them, and so we affectionately
dedicate this volume to “The Guys,” as we call them, with our
grateful thanks.

Toni Ann Winninger works
daily with clients who are helped by this ever-changing, friendly,
fun-loving group of spirits. She is very careful in her preparation
for sessions with them to request that “only those beings who are
in and of the Light,” and who come “for the highest and greatest
good,” will enter into the discussion. As a channel, Toni is
involved in a very specific contact with this spirit group. Unlike
mediums who choose to work with discarnate souls who have not yet
returned Home, Toni has dedicated her contact to be with only the
most advanced spiritual sources available, those who will give wise
counsel to her many clients who come seeking growth in spiritual
knowledge and wisdom, and psycho-spiritual health.

Channeling is as much an
art as a science. Although most ideas transmitted by the Masters
come in thought forms similar to language, some are given as
metaphors, frequently in picture form, necessitating that the
channel herself find appropriate words. Having worked for some time
in this way, Toni usually can make a close approximate
interpretation. So, as you read our conversations, be aware of the
problem of having too narrow a reliance on the precise words of
every statement—although each line we have written has been
carefully double-checked for accuracy with the souls involved.
Coming from the Masters and the Leaders are wise words and vital
information, not legalistic formulas which should be interpreted
literally and strictly

We need to understand that
the Masters work under different conditions. They live in the
timeless, genderless, non-judgmental, and unconditionally loving
Home environment, where the concept of our free will dominates many
conversations, and where ego trips are noticeably absent. This
brings a refreshing flavor to every discussion. Spirits have little
ability to be accurate about issues based on earth-time, however,
so it is no good asking them for future winning Lotto numbers (we
tried!) because they cannot (or, in love, will not) tell you on
which day the game is played. More importantly, if any of our
questions can even remotely be answered with the words, “You have
freedom of choice,” they will be! Finally, although their answers
are very helpful, the Masters seldom initiate conversation. Their
role is to answer, if they are able, whatever we ask sincerely, so
we must always do the asking. Anything else and they might risk
violating the strict free-will rule.

One thing must not be
missing from this statement of our relationship. We stress that the
whole experience of working with the Masters is shot through with
their kindness and immense sense of fun. They all laugh freely! We
remember their greeting us one day when we had dodged the raindrops
to get from our cars to the office. Toni opened her psychic channel
to them and immediately enjoyed a ham group recital of Gene Kelly’s
dance from Singing in the
Rain, replete with lampposts and unfurled
umbrellas.

If some of the discussions
we have in this book ramble a little, they may have been drawn from
more than one session. Together, however, they comprise a powerful
comment on how we should view and live our life, and how we may get
to know that help is always available for our physical and
emotional healing.

 


The Spirit Masters and this
book

 


Over the years spent working
with the Masters, we have become
aware that this unique contact provides
us with exceptional
information and enlightenment about the nature of spiritual life.
Wanting to deepen our understanding of the process of
reincarnation, we began to grill the Masters on their views. In the
early discussions, not recorded in this book, we compared our
existing knowledge with theirs, only to find that they frequently
did not agree with many of the so-called “informed” views put
forward by contemporary past-life regression, reincarnation, and
New-Age gurus whose work we mentioned to them.

That was the starting
point. So, wanting to have a firm and accurate basis for our own
ideas about reincarnation, we decided to formalize the dialogue.
Parts of these early conversations are recorded in the first
chapter. Then we went on to health issues, where we found that the
Masters had a very specific viewpoint on the nature of human
disease and healing methods, which we knew would cause great
controversy when published. Consequently the chapter on health was
taken out of this book and now provides the basis of our first
publication: Healing with the Universe,
Meditation, and Prayer. Our agenda thus
simplified, we were free in this book to concentrate on observing
and analyzing the many aspects of human reincarnation.

In thinking of ways to
expand the discussion of reincarnation, both sides agreed with the
idea that having dialogues with a number of recently incarnated
spirits would add muscle to the book. This enhanced our
reincarnation studies and brought the spice of personal discovery
to the proceedings. Working with leaders of the past gave us a new
set of options. We could ask now if the historical record of their
life is correct, and if the soul—now back Home with a clearer and
more balanced vision of the past life—had had any personal change
of heart since its physical death. We got much more than we
bargained for! Many corrections, even reversals of opinion came to
light, and some explanations and elaborations given us were much
more radical than we ever anticipated.

The main burden of coming
up with a list of names of potential subjects fell to Peter,
although he is sure that his intuition was stimulated by the
Masters themselves. We made a practical decision that all our
subjects should have been born in the nineteenth century, giving a
small measure of distance from our present time. Actual physical
contact had taken place with only one subject: Peter had spoken at
a peace rally also addressed by Lord Bertrand Russell, and they had
talked together very briefly. Peter had also been in a student
audience at Bristol University where Sir Winston Churchill,
recently turned eighty, was the featured speaker. The selection of
leading individuals was hard to make. With help we chose fifteen
(more might have been too many), and left lots of good people
out.

To start with, we picked
five men of contrasting religious and philosophical beliefs: Dwight
Moody, the popular Protestant evangelist; John XXIII, the Roman
Catholic reformist pope; Bertrand Russell, the agnostic
philosopher; the aesthete and playwright Oscar Wilde; and William
James, philosopher, psychologist, and author of Varieties of Religious Experience.

There followed a trio of
leading ladies, Margaret Sanger’s humble birth contrasting
powerfully with the privileged background of Florence Nightingale
and Eleanor Roosevelt. Each was involved in working for the
betterment and emancipation of women. Their styles of serving the
community were sharply different, but their honored place in
history is secure.

The theme of empire was
the basis for the choice of Andrew Carnegie (industrial empire),
Winston Churchill (British Empire), and Mahatma Gandhi (the
overthrow of British rule). We had not given any great thought to
including Adolf Hitler (Nazi Germany’s Third Reich), but the
Masters strongly wanted us to consider him and, with no little
trepidation on our part, his name was eventually added to the
list.

To round out the Dialogues
on a scientific note we selected three intellectual giants: Charles
Darwin, Carl G. Jung, and Albert Einstein, whose major
contributions to science have clearly changed forever our
understanding of the nature of human evolution, human psychology,
and the physical laws of the universe.

We have no pretensions
concerning the briefly sketched biographies and the series of
questions and comments Peter employed in the dialogues. We do not
claim to be scholars of these quite different fifteen historical
lives, and our dialogues delved only a small amount into the
religious, philosophical, sociological, or scientific issues of
each subject’s past life. It is vital to add that during and after
the interview each soul was given an opportunity to correct and add
to the record, and all of them did so both modestly and
helpfully.

We discovered that many of
the Leaders have changed their opinions and broadened the basis of
their knowledge since going Home. Some human opinions, which are
mere speculation, are seen quite differently by the truth-centered
community of souls at Home. Back in this atmosphere souls express
little concern for personal reputation, so their once-cherished
beliefs may be freely abandoned. Examples are Margaret Sanger’s
outright rejection of eugenics, and the qualifications Gandhi now
places on vegetarianism. Of import are radical reassessments in the
thinking of John XXIII, Russell, James, Darwin, Jung, and
Einstein.

There is no hidden agenda
in this book, just the authors’ desire to get to the core of the
secular issues of human reincarnation. But, like T. S. Eliot
in Little Gidding (1942), during the course of our discussions we rediscovered
the enigmatic truth that:

 


We shall not cease from
exploration

And the end of all our
exploring

Will be to arrive where we
started

And know the place for the
first time.

 


In a nutshell, we are
transmitting ideas and concepts of significance from master spirits
who live in that dimension from whence every reader of this book
has come, and whither, in due course, every reader will return. The
Masters have chosen this time of deep trouble and chaos in our
earthly society to make their views plain through us (as they have
done through other chosen writers). To our mind it is as
challenging a set of opinions as any humanity has ever met.
Although we remain essentially their messengers, we thought it
right to draw our own conclusions of the world view they have
presented. These comments we have shared with them, and we have
gratefully received their broad approval.

Peter Watson
Jenkins

Toni Ann
Winninger


Notes

 


In the book, questions and
comments by Peter Watson Jenkins are in italic script.
Toni Winninger’s channeled replies, are in roman
script. Editorial
comment is in square brackets.

Some Leaders used the male
pronoun inclusively. English usage has changed only recently, and
we decided, so as to retain the historical overtones of an
individual’s speech, not to adjust the record to be gender neutral
(as both of us would prefer).

In the commentaries following
individual dialogues, Toni portrays what the energetic feel of the
conversation was like. Then Peter reviews its content and comments
on selected issues.
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“Without a body the soul is
in the realm of unconditional love, and it doesn’t have the
opportunity to experience anything else.”

.

 The Masters on
Reincarnation

.

The Incarnation
Process

 


Q: Please explain the process of incarnation. I understand that
a soul, who is a distinct being, comes into relationship with a
body, a physical organism that becomes enlivened by the presence of
that soul

 


A: Correct.

 


How is it done?

 


The soul is a spark of
light which is a fragment of the Creator. It is an energy able to
inhabit many different things. When a soul chooses to experience
something it must have the vehicle of a body, a living organism, to
do so. It determines, with its council of advisors, what it wishes
to experience within the life-span of that living vehicle. It then
chooses the parentage for that vehicle, who will allow it to be
placed into an appropriate situation to experience whatever it has
decided to experience.

So, should the soul want
to experience grief, it chooses parents who are going to die, or a
family in which there is going to be a physical loss. Therefore it
chooses to inhabit the cellular division, the fetus, that occurs
from the union of those two parents. The soul generally does not
inhabit the growing organism until it is near to birth, but it
remains close, monitoring what is going on, to ensure that the
circumstances being set up are those which it had anticipated, and
which it wants to experience. Sometimes, because of the freedom of
choice of the parents, the situation may change; there may be a
stillbirth, or some anomaly, so that which is delivered does not
need the soul.

 


Can a human being exist
without a soul?

 


Although a soul may not
choose to fully enter a fetus until it is being born, it has to
make a connection in order for the fetus to be viable.

 


When the fetus starts
kicking, does that indicate the soul has entered it?

 


Yes. There only has to be a
connection. [Toni: They are showing me fine strands
between the soul and the fetus.] That’s
how the soul can travel outside the fetus and still maintain the
viability of the “host”. The host in this sense is the body that
the soul has chosen to inhabit. This happens even within an adult
host—it has to have at least some contact with the soul. At the
moment of conception there is a determination made by each soul
that that unique fetus is in fact the chosen one. That’s not a
connection but an energetic acknowledgment. The soul is aware of
the act of conception, but this is not a specific connection. The
soul may, in fact, be acting in cooperation with the biological
parents to give the urge for the conception at a moment of its
choosing. It also determines whether it wants to be male or
female.

 


How does the soul actually
inhabit the physical body: is it by an interface at the cellular
level, or at the level of the DNA?

 


It goes into the fetus and
brings knowledge of its DNA and its prior experiences—not the DNA
strands which have been identified on Earth, but additional strands
with which you are unfamiliar. It enters into everything, like a
liquid totally saturating a piece of material. It becomes
everything that is within the body. In the same way the light—the
energy of the soul—comes in contact with the body and can be
completely absorbed. In addition to having a connection with that
body, the soul can also project out through the ether.

Then the memories of the
soul are downloaded progressively. The soul is still free while the
fetus, whose DNA is gradually being filled up, is becoming a
storehouse of the knowledge and experience that the soul has had in
its prior lives. Ultimately, this part of the physical memory bank
is stored in the DNA. Contained within the DNA of the host are all
of the soul’s memories and lessons, including whatever is desired
to be accomplished in this particular incarnation.

 


At what point does the
total connection take place—if it is, in fact, total?

 


There is no set format.
There are instances, with less mature souls in particular, where
they enter the fetus almost at the point of conception and remain
there. The more experienced souls “watch the cake baking” but don’t
become a part of it until it is ready to be consumed—or in this
case, delivered. These souls will spend their time elsewhere,
saying goodbye to their friends, for example. There is also a small
part of the soul left at Home, but the majority of the energy is
put into the learning experience.

For the baby to live apart
from the mother, the soul must be inside. The idea is incorrect
that the fetus may be delivered and ten minutes later the soul
would inhabit it, because within that ten minutes the
shell (body) would die. It is rare that the
connection between soul and fetus ever takes place after birth.
Incorrect readings of this process come from the physical host’s
faulty memory, not from the facts. It takes a while for the host to
be acclimated to the energy of the soul, and to be aware of the
point when the two united, which accounts for the occasional
incorrect perspective.

 


How is it that all the
people we have sought to interview for this book have not returned
to Earth?

 


There are various reasons.
Some of them have not come back because they are acting as guides
for people now in similar incarnations. Others are still going
through their life-reviews, comparing and contrasting what they
learned with what is going on now. Some have chosen not to enter
the chaos which is on Earth at present—we can choose to come when
we want to.

 


Soul groups

 


Dr. Ian Stevenson’s
research shows some souls going back into their immediate
biological families, and others back into the extended family of
the tribe. How common is that compared with people coming back more
randomly, not to the family but to other situations?

 


It depends completely upon the
contracts which were made within the soul group. You continually
reincarnate with a fairly small number of peers. Within your group
are up to 144 souls. Most souls have a close soul group of about
24. If you make very involved contracts within your soul group, it
is possible that if you transition
(die) but have agreed to more complicated
contracts, you will have to come back to complete the rest of the
contracts. This is particularly true of grandparents who have
started things with grandchildren and then come back, perhaps as
siblings or cousins.

 


This appears to happen in
the Tlingit tribe in Alaska.

 


There is a very closely
intertwined soul group there.

 


How much does the culture
of the tribe influence the soul group?

 


Not at all. If no complicated
contract has been made necessitating your coming back into the same
close-knit group, you have no reason to come into that
group. Most people choose to have
differing experiences: you might be a native American Indian, then
an African, then a white in the United States or in Europe, so you
get a varied experience. Then you would make contracts with others
among your soul mates who are not occupied within the initial close
group.

 


Why do so many souls appear
to make contracts?

 


For a number of different
reasons. One is that a lot of souls want to prove something that
they can best get by having contracts. This is secondary to their
choosing to experience such things as prejudice, or lack of
self-esteem, so severely that it results in their not being
functional. In some situations [Toni: the
Masters are showing groups in Africa where so many are
starving], there’s a richness of life
(besides the hunger) that a lot of souls want to experience. So
there are all kinds of reasons in these choices.

 


Gender

 


When is gender decided
upon?

 


The decision concerning
gender is made before the joining of egg and sperm.

 


How about differences of
sexual orientation and trans-sexuality?

 


Those are all lessons which
the soul wishes to experience.

 


So sexual orientation is the
lesson? 

Yes.

 


How does it come about? Is
it that the soul is now wanting to be the other sex?

 


That’s only how it is
manifested. The soul wishes to experience ambivalence, prejudice,
and self-worth issues generally. It goes further than that in their
ability to clearly feel themselves in the physicality of the body.
In feeling the physicality of the body, souls begin to re-feel
their own essence.

Primarily, souls come down
to learn lessons, and then, while in the process of learning or
after having learned those lessons, to recall the essence of who
they are. So people who are going through an apparent conflict
between whatever their physical body shows everyone else and
whatever their inner feelings may be, are actually leaning toward
connecting with who each of them is as a soul, as opposed to who
they are as a physical being.

 


Is a gay male truly in a
male body with an emotional desire to be a female?

 


It is other than that. It
is that they are able to tap into their emotional core, which is
sexless. They choose to experience what it is that makes them feel
better in a human body, which are the emotions and the energy of
the female aspects of themselves. Because society says that makes
them female, they identify strongly with that gender, which makes
them feel so good that then they choose to be female, or to play
the female role while remaining in the male body.

 


Can homosexuals be talked
out of their attitude by society?

 


If they choose not to
continue to grow, experience, and learn lessons, yes, they can. But
in that case they wall themselves off and fail to continue to grow
and to mature.

 


So a gay’s not a hard-wired
female in a male body, but a soul tapping into its female nature
more than its male nature, and who happens to be in a male
body?

 


Yes.

 


Soul and body

 


Describe the relationship
between the soul and the body.

 


The soul connects with the
body to experience physicality. Without a body the soul is in the
realm of unconditional love, and it doesn’t have the opportunity to
experience anything else. It cannot experience anger, sorrow, or
joy of any kind—other than the joy of unconditional love. It can’t
experience particular kinds of love, such as a child’s love; it can
only experience the vastness of being in the presence of
unconditional love. So it has to have physicality in order to
experience any of the physical emotions that we have on
Earth.

There is an in-between
body—depending upon your perspective. The in-between body can be
thought of as the prior lessons that the soul has experienced in
other bodies. That is primarily a physical state rather than an
etheric one, so in that regard you can say that it is a physicality
that isn’t totally of the soul (which is etheric). Truthfully,
there is no real division; it’s akin to a physical body growing
from childhood into adulthood—the adult isn’t different from the
child but is just a different aspect of the child. The experience
of the child is still there. Such is the way that its experience of
past lives remains within the soul itself.

 


In our discussion, C. G.
Jung told me that when we tap into a past life we find the one with
which we have the greatest energetic connection, which is most
likely to be our own past life. We download our own experiences
into the DNA but sometimes happen to draw from a greater database.
Where is that database?

 


That database is
everywhere. It’s in the collective energy where everything is
interconnected. So the experience of one soul is the experience of
all—but not precisely the same, because you can know the experience
of running a four-minute mile, but if you haven’t actually done it
physically, you don’t have the experience of the exertion that it
takes. If you observe it occurring, you have the experience that it
can be done and the effort needed to do it, so in one sense you do
have an experience of it, but in another sense, you don’t. You
could tap into the greater database and draw on it to discover what
you need to know for the physical experience of it.

 


Does each cell’s DNA have a
holographic impression of everything, including an impression of
the whole of the body?

 


Yes—and of the
Creator.

 


So the current idea that
there is an interface between the body and the soul is ephemeral?
It’s a question of who is doing the looking?

 


Yes, and at what
depth.

 


There’s a lot being said
about our having many bodies: physical, etheric, astral, and so on.
I’m getting the feeling it’s all nonsense!

 


Yes. It is all a matter of
perception, and the reality that the spirit creates at the moment
of that perception.

 


If going into the body
involves downloading experiences into the DNA, what happens at
death?

 


The soul has kept all of
the downloaded information. It’s like when you buy a new computer.
If you have all of your files already on one computer, you have to
download them into the new computer in order for them to be easily
accessible. But you can still retain the original files.

 


So when the soul leaves the
body, it leaves the DNA to rot?

 


Yes, but it doesn’t make
any difference because there’s an exact copy. Everything is
transferred, with periodic updates. Only copies are involved in the
DNA.

 


Sometimes we can carry
negative ideas from one life to the next. Are they stored in the
general database?

 


All ideas are energy.
Energy is how the DNA imprint is conveyed. If, as we pass from a
physical life to the non-physical, then back to the physical, there
is something that is still firing—an emotion such as hatred or
jealousy which hasn’t been dealt with, hasn’t dissipated, and that
lesson isn’t learned—that emotion carries over into the next body,
and if not dealt with there, it is carried over to a subsequent
human lifetime. If you eventually go back and correct it at the
point of origin, it cuts the connections to the subsequent
lifetimes. You’ve changed the database; you’ve erased what’s there
and rewritten the program.

 


Past-Life
Regression

 


That is like my client
whose bad experience in one past life was resolved, and that
positively affected another past life and also her current
life.

 


Yes, you changed the master
database. It’s how past-life regression therapy works.

 


Does such a change in the
master database relate to the absence of time in the spiritual
realm, where everything co-exists—so if you change one part it will
have a ripple effect on the experiences of the soul?

 


The master database is in the
Akashic (celestial) records. Once you have experienced something,
you cannot un-experience it. So, regardless of where in your linear time
you may have had the experience, it becomes the experience of the
soul in all of its manifestations.

 


So, what is the effect of the
rewriting or reframing of the past-life experience in
hypnosis?

 


We make a distinction
between the two different types of possible action. If you only
rewrite the experience, changing the script without the person
learning the lesson, the energy of that lesson will still be there.
But if you totally reframe it, in terms of feeling that it was
wrong, or feeling that you can understand fully now, then the
change becomes permanent.

 


The change is permanent,
but the original experience is still etched in the
record?

 


It’s as if you have a
person who has learned just the rudiments of a foreign language.
They will always have those basic skills. If they then go and take
an immersion course and really understand the language, and think
the language, and have it become part of them, afterwards they
don’t have to go back to the rudiments. It’s a learning experience
that’s now part of them.

 


Is it like a proofreader’s
copy, all marked up?

 


Yes, one does not erase the
other, but it matures and improves it and lets you feel it
more.

 


So reframing experiences is
a very effective way of dealing with problem areas.

 


Yes. It is the whole basis
of a therapeutic past-life regression.

 


One issue for me is
interference. When a soul goes back into the interlife
(i.e., life between
incarnations), it
is given an opportunity to erase problems that are still sparking
away. But it doesn’t always choose to do so.

 


It doesn’t have to do it.
It always has freedom of choice.

 


Would the therapist be
interfering with that freedom in such a situation?

 


Has the person come to you
for their problem? Has the person come to you to deal with their
life-lessons, to get to know themselves, so they can move ahead in
this lifetime? That is not interference. If you were to go out to a
group of people to brainwash them against their will, it would be
interference, but it wouldn’t be successful because it is only with
their intention that they can clean things up. If you put them into
the therapeutic situation and they choose not to deal with
forgiveness, not to get rid of their fear, or not to learn the
particular lesson, then they are still not going to learn it
because it is their intention that controls what
happens.

 


Commentary

 


Peter: These words of the Masters were recorded over several
sessions. We had made no current plan for a book when asking for
this description of incarnation, but what they say here covers a
lot of questions that people frequently raise concerning the topic.
Many of these themes are also picked up in our dialogues with the
Leaders.

What the Masters say about
human sexuality will be novel for many readers. When our souls are
about to incarnate on Earth we choose our parents, decide which sex
we will be, and are quite loosely attached to the fetus until,
usually, soon before the baby’s birth. Then, when the downloading
of vital information into the DNA of the fetus is complete, we make
the little “shell” our temporary habitation until just before or at
the moment of physical death. No human body survives outside of the
womb without an indwelling soul.

The most controversial
section of this dialogue will probably be the Masters’ views on
homosexuality. This issue comes up in dialogues with several
Leaders, and all of these spirits sharply contradict those
judgments made by homophobes and their innocent followers in our
current worldwide human society.

 


~~~

 


“The man known as the Lord
Jesus Christ in the Bible and by me, while in physical form, is an
energy which is of the most intense, beautiful, totally giving,
totally loving energy within all of creation.”

.

Dwight L. Moody

1837-1899

.

Biographical
Note

 


Dwight Lyman Moody was born
in 1837 at Northfield, Massachusetts, the seventh of nine children.
His bricklayer father died when Dwight was very young. Because of
the family’s poverty, he left school after the fifth grade and went
to Boston to sell shoes in his uncle’s store. There he attended
Sunday school classes and, at eighteen, became a Christian. He
moved to Chicago, still selling shoes and working hard to amass a
personal fortune. Then he began to feel that God had called him to
help the poor, and to establish a Christian mission in the Chicago
slums. In the fall of 1858 he started his own Sunday School in an
abandoned freight car, later moving it to a vacant bar. The little
community quickly grew into a church. Now, sure that his future lay
with evangelism, Moody left the shoe business to concentrate on
social work and preaching the gospel among the city’s poor,
immigrant workers. In 1861 he became a city missionary for the
YMCA. The next year, at the age of 23, he met and married Emma
Revell (19), one of the mission’s Sunday school teachers. The
couple reared three children, a girl and two boys.

In 1863, he raised enough
money to erect the 1,500-seat Illinois Street Church, which opened
the following year with only twelve members. This was the beginning
of what is now called the Moody Memorial Church. He preached there
until a pastor was called in 1866. Moody was a tireless evangelist,
distributing tracts and holding daily prayer meetings. He also
helped to erect America’s first Y.M.C.A. building. Moody refused to
fight in the American Civil War, but used his connections in the
YMCA and the United States Christian Commission to bring the Bible
to the Union troops, visiting the battlefields nine times. In 1867
he held his first revival campaign in Philadelphia. At an 1870
Y.M.C.A. convention in Indianapolis, he met Ira A. Sankey. Greatly
impressed with his singing, Moody persuaded him to join the Chicago
mission’s staff.

In October 1871 Moody’s
mission church, the YMCA, and the parsonage were all destroyed in
the Great Chicago Fire. He visited New York in a fundraising effort
to rebuild the church, and while there he sensed a divine presence
strongly calling him. Returning to Chicago, he preached the gospel
with renewed zeal and rebuilt the church with twice the seating
capacity.

In 1873 Dwight Moody and
Ira Sankey were invited to take the gospel to Britain. They held
small rallies in the north of England, then in Newcastle and the
industrial North of England. Their efforts were rewarded with
thousands of converts, and their popularity increased greatly.
After two very productive years working as evangelists in the
British Isles, Moody returned to America with an international
reputation. He strove to perfect his evangelistic techniques and
his campaign’s administrative model. Eventually, over 100 million
people attended Sankey and Moody’s gospel campaigns in Europe and
America, and their hymnbook proved a best seller. In one single day
in 1893, over 130,000 people attended evangelistic meetings in
Chicago, coordinated by Moody.

Bible training for working
people was one means of enlarging the outreach of his inner-city
evangelism. Moody saw dedication to the cause, rather than great
talent, as central. He established two schools for girls and boys
and, in 1880, created summer Bible conferences at his Northfield,
Massachusetts, home to foster biblical fundamentalism and foreign
missions. In 1886 he founded what was later called the Moody Bible
Institute. Following this came the Moody Press, which used “Gospel
wagons” to sell affordable evangelical Christian literature
nationwide.

Dwight Moody continued to
work immensely hard as an evangelist right up to the time of his
death at his Northfield farm in 1899 at 62 years of age.

 


The Dialogue

.

Bible and belief

 


You were a child in a poor
family.

 


Not in the value of life,
but only in those benefits that could be provided to us by money.

 


Your father’s affiliation
was Unitarian; was your mother also a Unitarian?

 


My mother’s family moved a
lot, and it was whatever church was convenient for them to attend
throughout her youth.

 


When you joined in the
Chicago YMCA Bible studies, was that a break with your family
tradition?

 


My mother was always
reading the Bible to us. The YMCA Bible study was a way of learning
the ideas and the interpretation of others beyond the mixture that
my mother had picked up along the way.

 


Your early life was spent
selling shoes, first with your uncle in Boston and later when you
went to Chicago. You had a large ambition
to create a pile of wealth. Do you feel that drive, that ambition,
helped you in the development and organization of your evangelistic
work, in which you were so successful as a pioneer?

 


Yes, it did. My uncle and my
thirst for money—based upon how god-like money sometimes seemed to
us within the family—established within me the drive to go toward
an end and put all of my effort into it. It propelled me forward
until I could attain what I sought. It established a work ethic
that was a model for others to make something out of their lives.
When it seemed as if I wasn’t able to get through to people and
increase the importance of my word throughout the community, it
enabled me to know that you don’t get anywhere until after you have
put in substantial effort. When I first came to Chicago, I thought
I was going to be as successful as I had been working with my
uncle, but I had to start from scratch there and build up my
business. When I heard the Word, and it became a part of me, I knew
it was important to get it across. I knew I had to start from the
bottom again and build up.

 


You heard the Word of God in
the YMCA Bible classes?

 


That was where the first
echoes began.

 


You said once,
“A man ought to live so
that everybody knows he is a Christian, and most of all, his family
ought to know.” And you also said, “I have had more trouble with myself
than with any other man.”
Will you comment, please.

 


All people in physical form
should live by the tenets of Christianity and should know that you
should “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you,” that
“It is better to give than to receive.” These are the basic
principles of religion. In the beginning I had more problems with
myself because of the allure of money, which was able to provide
for me what I did not have as I was growing up. I looked upon money
as some kind of demon: it was something that could lure you in and
promise to provide you with everything you could possibly imagine,
and yet provided you with nothing that took care of your soul and
your growth. It was a constant battle in the beginning to realize
that money should not be put before God, and should not be put
before our Christian principles.

 


Evangelism

 


That sort of temptation does
not come only with money; it also comes with power. In your work
with Ira Sankey, something like a hundred million people heard you.
Wasn’t a power issue involved there?

 


[Laughs] I cannot deny that it felt
good to be able to influence others, and I did have to be very
conscious of the fact that I was not promoting myself—although in
the beginning it was like selling shoes: you promote yourself in
order to bring the clientele back. It was a little bit of a battle
to realize that all I was doing was being a messenger of the Word,
and being a director of the way in which people could improve their
lives by connecting to God, and connecting to the unity of a group
of people who all have the same beliefs and principles and live
their lives in the same manner.

 


There were some outstanding
developments of evangelistic techniques in the movement you
created. On one occasion you wanted to ensure people came to Sunday
worship rather than going to the Great Chicago Fair. So you
organized 130,000 people to attend your meetings. That must have
taken a lot of organizational clout. Did you see yourself as an
organizational genius?

 


I don’t think that I thought
of it in those terms. I thought of it more as being somewhat of a
savior of the people. I was taking them out of the poverty mode
that they were in, and enriching their lives—not in a monetary way
but in a spiritual way. I was giving them something that was
long-lasting, that permeated every aspect of their being. As to
that time with the Fair, it was very easy to let them know the Fair
was something put together by other people to benefit those other
people, and that visitors got nothing more than a little bit of
eye-candy out of it, whereas in coming to the service they got a
connection with their Savior, with their God, with the people of
the community—something to enrich their lives and to transport into
every aspect of their lives. It would take them beyond the little
time that the Fair was going on, and provide them with a
pathway.

 


I understand a big change
started in Wall Street, when you were seeking financial help for
the YMCA and your own church. You turned a spiritual corner at that
point.

 


I began to realize that this
wasn’t just another business venture. Unfortunately, I had started it as
a business thinking I could turn from having a “product” into
providing something of which I didn’t have to keep an inventory.
That I could go with my wits, and that I could go with my
understanding. I had always been able to persuade people with my
words. It was as if, one day, the context of what I was saying, and
the heart-connection that I was attempting to establish with the
people, clicked in for me, and I felt the power of the Lord
coming in. I felt the energy of spreading that power to others and
how, by magnifying it, the power became all the more intense for
all of us, including myself.

 


Was this on one occasion, or
was it a whole series of experiences for you?

 


It was a series for me.
Various other people felt it when they reached the point where they
opened up to the message. They no longer chose to specify that they
only wanted to be with the Lord on Sunday; they began to know that
this was a way of life, that this was a way to connect with God and
with their souls as they traveled through life towards
eternity.

 


The Bible and truth

 


The Bible was of enormous
importance in your message. You said, “The Bible will keep you from sin,
or sin will keep you from the Bible. We
can stand affliction better than we can prosperity, for in
prosperity we forget God.”
In your thinking now, is the Bible still as
central to the life of the Christian as it was?

 


For people in human bodies,
yes. The people who were my first “sheep” were those who had
nothing. They had ideals, most of which had been crushed. They
needed something they could look to as the ultimate answer, the
ultimate hope, and they looked primarily in times of trouble. When
they were making money they had to be reminded to go back to the
Bible, because it became tedious for them when they could go off,
make money and purchase things with it. That was why it was so
important to get them into that habit of coming to the services and
of going to the Bible study groups. Then they could know how
important it was to have a set of rules by which they could become
Christians, the best people possible.

 


Are you putting all this in
the past tense, or was it the Channel?

 


No, that was me!
[laughs]

 


You said, “Sin will keep you from the
Bible.” What
about people who know the Bible, have read the Bible, but do not
live by the Bible? Are they being kept from it by sin? Do you still
hold that view of sin?

 


I think the mentality of
society has shifted. It is not as true now as it was then. I still
feel that sin, as I defined it, was anything that was not
completely within the Christian principle—that could be drinking,
gambling, and the things of the flesh—anything that kept people
from the tenets of the Bible. As it exists today, society has a
different mentality, a different inbuilt experience. Now people
have a front-line experience of what is good and evil provided to
them by the news media. We did not have that interchange in my
time. It was at the point where the people had to be led by the
hand, and they had to be given a book of rules, which was the
Bible. Anything which kept them from adhering to that was sin, even
if it was laziness, or some of the other major sins.

 


So you made a black-and-white
statement to help their self-discipline?

 


It was what they needed
because they had no discipline.

 


But people don’t need that
today because they have a wider view of what life is
like?

 


Yes.

 


Is the Bible no longer to be
seen as the Word of God?

 


The energy of the Bible is the
word of God. Each little word was chosen for each edition of the
Bible by the compilers and is not necessarily a true account of the
Word as it was given. It was put into a form which provided the
action that was thought necessary by the compilers.

 


There is some evidence that
parts of the Bible have been deliberately left out.

 


Certainly, I know that now; I
did not know it when I was in physical form.

 


Bible omissions

 


What part of the original
teaching of the Bible is most missing from it these
days?

 


Reincarnation, and the soul’s
journey through life.

 


Is there a misunderstanding
about the place of women in society because of the Bible’s
teaching?

 


Yes. Here again, the Bible was
shifted to comply with what those who ordered the compilations
wished the energy set-up to be vis-à-vis men and women. It was
always men who asked for Bibles to be compiled or translated. They
had the idea that women were less than they. This was at a time
when there were very few women who were allowed to have any degree
of literacy, so it played into what everyone currently thought,
when women were considered to be mere chattels rather than people
who should have rights as well as duties.

 


So the teaching about the
nature of marital relationships is flawed for that
reason?

 


Yes.

 


What about the teaching
concerning homosexuality?

 


That is also
flawed.

 


The Bible and the Word of
God

 


Some Bible teachers have
considerable influence in today’s Christian church. Should they be
listened to?

 


By those people who are drawn
to their message—they are drawn because they are at a stage where
they need the message which is being taught, as all of my flock
were drawn to me because they needed my message. With my message
they were able to grow and become as enlightened as they could,
within their intellectual, mental, and physical
limitations.

 


So for these people today, the
Bible is still…

 


Very critical.

 


…the Word of God?

 


The Word of God, and very
critical, too.

 


The Word in a broad sense.
Despite the Bible’s missing reincarnation, despite its distorting
the place of women in society, despite incorrect teaching about
women, homosexuality, and maybe one or two other things, it still
represents the Word of God?

 


The energy of the Word of God
is there, and it represents the how-to manual for
people to go through
life, because this is what they need at this stage of their
becoming mature.

 


Can you explain to
me what you mean by the
phrase “The Word
of God”?

 


That is more your term than
mine at this point. I now use “the energy of the Word of God,”
which is unconditional love. That permeates everything. If it is
allowed to be felt, it can be said in any language, in any set of
words, and it will be felt. The words themselves are immaterial; it is the
energy behind the words that is important.

 


Jesus and heaven

 


You said this once:
“A rule I have had for
years is to treat the Lord Jesus Christ as a personal friend. His
is not a creed, a mere doctrine, but it is He Himself we
have.”

 


The man known as the Lord
Jesus Christ in the Bible and by me, while in physical form, is an
energy which is of the most intense, beautiful, totally giving,
totally loving energy within all of creation. It is an energy
which, once you open to it, becomes a part of you. It joins with
you and allows you to feel the unconditional love which is God the
Creator and all of the universe. In accepting that unconditional
love it is as if I become a twin with that energy—then it and I are
inseparable.

 


You once said, “We talk about
heaven being so far away. It is within speaking distance to those
who belong there. Heaven is a prepared place for a prepared
people.” How do you prepare? 

 


You prepare by going in and
connecting with the energy. It was a bit presumptuous of me to say
it was a place so far away, when I am now here, there, and
everywhere. It is heaven to be in this unconditional love. I could
have been in it on Earth in physical form, had I opened up to the
suggestion and not put it as something that was so far away to be
attained. That, again, was what was necessary to shape the lives of
those who came under my tutelage.

 


In fairness to you now, you
once said, “It is
within speaking distance to those who belong.”

 


But to speak is not to feel,
and I now know that feeling is important. I could speak of it but
not accept it. So I quibble with my own terminology! The idea was
somewhat right, but very narrow in its application. If one were but
to reach out to the unconditional love that is heaven, it is within
reach. To speak of it without believing in it, accepting it, and
surrendering to it, does not get one to that place of ecstasy which
is heaven.

 


A lot of people would like
to ask you what heaven is like.

 


In a sensory sense it is
everything you could possibly want. It is being enwrapped in
unconditional love, support, companion-ship, comfort—everything
that you could possibly envision. It is not for most a physical
place, where people walk around in bodies. Those who transition
generally keep some form of their body until they acclimate. Those
of us who travel around a lot, experiencing and sampling, simply go
with energy. We are totally connected with all of the other
energy.

 


Have you met with
Jesus?

 


Oh! Of course. He is an
energy of a higher order than most of those whom I meet. He has the
knowledge and the wisdom of all that has gone into what is called
“the spirit, the connection of all the souls.” Of course He has
knowledge of some of the negative experiments on the Earth, and
some of the negativity, such as the means of his passing while he
was incarnated as Jesus. He envisions and holds only that purest
energy of the Creator, without flaws, without negativity. It is an
inspiration to be within his energy.

 


The Bible and the Christian
Church call Jesus “The Son of God.” How should we understand this
description?

 


All souls are children of God;
all those incarnated as males are sons of God; all those incarnated
in a female body are daughters of God. The Creator is within all of
us. When Jesus was on the Earth and in the Bible, it was at a time
when people did not recognize the divinity that was within them.
There had to be some torch which brought them to an understanding
to the beginning of spirituality. This spirit was coming down to
show the way to people in physicality to get in touch with their
souls and to get in touch with the God-Force while in physical
form, but no one would believe that was possible if he were not
designated as The Son of God.

 


Are there others like
Jesus, or is he unique?

 


There are others like him.
Some of them you know as the archangels. He is on a high plateau
with those. There is a cadre of souls who were in physical form,
who were able to bring their enlightenment, their knowledge of
their soul, into their physical bodies and ascend with all of that
knowledge intact. What we call the Ascended Masters. They are of a
vibration almost as intense.

 


Satan and hell

 


Do you have experience of
the devil? I’m sure you mentioned him while you were on
Earth.

 


I have experience of the
devil in two forms: I have experience within Earth’s dimension of
the devil, where there is all the negativity that can possibly
exist—hatred, inhumanity to others. This I have experienced on
Earth, and on Earth, this energy is called the devil. Secondly, I
know the core of this energy which derives from the source of all
energy, which is the Creator, is of God.

 


So Satan is a fallen
angel?

 


Satan is not a fallen angel.
Satan is an angel who, at the request of God, became negativity, so
that souls might experience the intensity of the love of
God. Without an
example of love’s antithesis there is no true feeling within the
physical of that magnificence. The energy of that negativity does
not exist past the physical dimension.

 


So there’s no such place as
hell?

 


Only on Earth.

 


But there is a spiritual
being who is called Lucifer or Satan?

 


He has many names. There is
an energy that has been created by him, yes.

 


With a regiment of minor
devils, or is this a myth?

 


The energy has spread out
into others so that they can tempt more people to experience this
negativity—a large number of people. It would be very unlikely that
there was only one soul who had to have so great a reach as to
establish contact with a vast number of people. So there are, as
you say, a regiment of others who have volunteered to
help.

 


You make it seem as if this
is a deliberate work done by God to give people on Earth—and only
Earth—experience of negativity in all its forms.

 


Yes. It is only here on
Earth.

 


Will that negativity ever
be conquered?

 


Negativity will cease to be
needed if the Earth ceases to be a cauldron of experience for
souls.

 


Where do people go who fear
they will go to hell?

 


When they leave their body
they will go to a number of different places. They will go into the
unconditional love which they typify as heaven; they will go into a
neutral locality because they do not allow themselves to accept
heaven; they will go into a place of torment, carrying the energies
of their Earth experience with them. This is torment that they hold
onto and which they refuse to release. Each soul chooses its own
destination, based upon the wisdom it has attained while
incarnate.

 


Will they ever be saved
from that torment?

 


The choice is theirs: there
are spirits who will help them. They can also become what you call
“discarnate souls” or “ghosts,” when they refuse to let go of the
Earth plane, even though they are no longer in physical
form.

 


You preached that even the
worst of sinners would be redeemed through the power of Jesus’
blood. Is this not the case?

 


Yes, the potential is
always there. But it is up to them. They cannot be dragged out of
the form they choose to be in.

 


You said “They cannot”—are you limiting the power of God
to do this?

 


No. I am marveling at the
Intelligence that says each person has the right to choose. That is
what gives them their individuality.

 


Evangelicals today

 


Looking at the modern
evangelical Christian movement, particularly in America, do you
feel they are doing a good job, or do they need to change in any
particular direction?

 


They are still providing
for the people what they need.

 


Is the involvement of the
movement in politics a good thing?

 


I never particularly cared
for politicians while on Earth. I cannot say whether the
involvement is good or bad because I have prejudices in that
regard, which still haunt me despite the unconditional love in
which I am living.

 


So you’re going to come
back as a politician!

 


I don’t know. It’s not
beyond possibility.

 


Thank you so
much, Dwight
Moody.

 


You are welcome. I am glad
to provide what little I can for your book.

 


Commentary

 


Toni: At times I felt as though I were in the front row within a
revival tent; Moody’s energy was mesmerizing! It was almost as if
we interviewed two personalities. The first was Moody the
historian, almost dispassionately recounting his work and
accomplishments, causing Peter to ask at one point if use of the
past tense came from him or
me. The second showed us the eternal soul who saw
the potential to use the Bible in the training of less mature souls
who needed rules and guidance to complete their physical
experience.

 


Peter: It is clear that Dwight Moody has changed some ideas and has
made a reappraisal of his life as an evangelist. But he remains
proud of his achievements, and he believes that there are many
people today who need to live by the rules that the Bible and
evangelical Christianity can provide for the successful ordering of
their lives and the enlargement of their expression of faith in
God.

The drive to make money,
first by selling shoes and then by selling the gospel, was a
stepping stone in Moody’s life toward a more mature, deeply and
sincerely felt spiritual presentation of the gospel. This was good
work which, he now feels, did not lead him astray in search of
ungodly power. It was much-needed work within a society with
limited horizons, and he would gladly do it all again.

That being said, there are
differences in his view now from Home. Moody sees God the Creator,
and Jesus Christ, in terms of pure and unconditionally loving
energy. He does not speak the language of judgment. Hell is a state
of mind for those who intend to endure it. There is no hell outside the Earth’s
dimension. The devil, call him what you will, is the loyal servant
of the Creator, assigned the task of causing negativity to exist on
Earth as the foil for the brilliance of the divine light of
unconditional and accepting love.

The Bible resonates with
this former fundamentalist preacher in a new way. He still sees it
as the medium which carries the Word of God, but it is the energy
of the Creator speaking through its pages which makes it so. It is
the total impact of the book that is the key to its usefulness, not
the precise detail of its contents. The ancient Bible, he asserts,
does have omissions, such as reincarnation, and it has flaws, such
as its teaching on women’s place in society, on marriage, and on
social acceptance of homosexuality. The Bible is much more a tool
by which people may be helped, and much less a rule book, the
ignoring of whose edicts would lead a person into giving way to
sin.

This was a strong spirit
conversing with us, but one without any self-importance and
possessing a genuine desire to be of help to those spirits still in
human form. Dwight Moody has not abandoned his evangel, because
ordinary people need to understand right and wrong, but he also
knows that society has moved on and has less need of the Good Book
than did the poor immigrant workers of Chicago among whom he worked
so tirelessly and so very successfully at the end of the nineteenth
century.

 


~~~

 


“Revelations signal a time of
change. It is something that is occurring on the planet at the
present time.”

.

Pope John XXIII

1881-1963

.

Biographical note

 


Angelo Giuseppe Roncalli was born in Sotto il Monte,
Italy, on 25 November 1881, the fourth child in the large family of
a sharecropper. He was ordained priest in 1904. During World War I,
he served in the Italian medical corps and as a military chaplain.
He rose quickly in the ranks of the priesthood after 1921 when Pope
Benedict XV appointed him the Italian president of The Society for
the Propagation of the Faith. He became a bishop in 1925, and ten
years later was appointed Apostolic Delegate, first to Turkey and
Greece, and then, in 1944, to Paris. Bishop Roncalli used his
position to help the underground resistance save thousands of
refugees in Europe. In 1953, he became the Cardinal Patriarch of
Venice.

In
1958, at the age of 76, Cardinal Roncalli was elected Pope. After
his predecessor’s long pontificate, the cardinals chose an older
man who, on the grounds of age, they thought would be a “stop-gap”
pope. What the Church fathers did not anticipate was that Pope
John’s warmth, kindness, and modestly expressed radicalism would
generate major change. Less than ninety years after the first
Vatican Council, which had promoted the controversial doctrine of
papal infallibility, he surprised everyone by calling an ecumenical
council to achieve the aggiornamento or renewal of the
Roman Church. From
Vatican II came major changes in the liturgy and in ecumenism that
radically changed Roman Catholicism.

Pope John’s historic mission was
fired by a desire to endow the Christian faith with “a new
Pentecost,” a renewed spirit. It was aimed not only at bringing the
mother church of Christendom into closer touch with the modern
world, but also at ending the divisions that had adversely affected
the Christian message for centuries. Before the Council’s work was completed,
however, in 1963, Angelo Roncalli, Pope John XXIII, died of cancer
at 81 years of age.

 


The Dialogue

.

Vatican II

 


By launching a reforming
council to make the Catholic Church sine
macula et ruga (without spot or wrinkle),
you set out to adapt the church’s life to changes in science,
economics, morals, and politics in today’s world, and to show that
the goal of Christian unity can be reached. How do you view your
reforming work now?

 


It was handicapped by the
tenets of the church itself. There was still the desire for the
Church to control the people (which is the main purpose behind most
religions). Our reforms were intended to instruct the people in the
precepts we believe are the best. My desire was to modernize—not
quite going into democracy, as most modern societies are at this
time, but into a format in which there was more input from the
different nationalities throughout the world. There was resistance
from a number of people in the hierarchy who believed in the
political structure within the church. I am very proud of the work
that was done, because it did take the majority of the church from
the twelfth century into about the eighteenth century.
[chuckles]

 


The Vatican II Council
discussed subjects ranging from church unity to mass media. The
council approved liturgical reforms that enabled bishops to allow
parts of the Mass to be said in the language of their own country,
and opened the way to decentralization. How do you view the effect
of these changes now?

 


It was multi-faceted. For a
large majority of the younger people it was very well received
because it was a thing they could understand, a thing they could
grow with, and a thing in which they could have an input—such as
allowing guitars at various services, and things of that kind. It
gave a flexibility to a society where Sunday was no longer a day
just to worship, so it gave the people an opportunity to be able to
worship on Saturday evenings or Sundays to fit their busy
schedule.

For the older people it
was a bad idea because they had been brought up in the mysticism
associated with the Latin liturgy, and with all its pomp and
circumstance. To them it was as much attending a sacred ritual as
it was attending a service wherein they knew exactly what was going
on. We lost a lot of the older people because they craved that
mystery and did not want to go back to a learning process, to learn
what the liturgy was really all about.

It was helpful in
non-English-speaking lands, such as the Spanish-speaking countries,
because they always had more mysticism. There always was a sense of
awe and mystery around their church—the saints, the angels, and
biblical characters. That was not true of English-speaking areas,
such as the United States and Canada. There were some problems in
Europe with the switch-over because, again, the pomp was no longer
there. In particular, at the time when it occurred, Germanic areas
still possessed a very regimented mentality, and to go from a
regimented service into a free-form service left them confused and
adrift.

The newer, younger people
coming up were able for the first time to get a feeling for this.
It was no longer just going to their catechism classes and learning
to memorize things, memorizing the Latin liturgy without knowing
what was behind it. They were enabled to feel the words of the
services and to learn first-hand what they meant. It became for
them something that was alive, something of their generation,
rather than an ancient thing that they were expected to accept
without knowing what it was that they were accepting.

 


Is there still room for
both the mysterious and the intimate to co-exist in Catholic
theology and worship?

 


They have to, for the
church to grow and be successful. There has to be a communion of
people within themselves, growing, helping themselves, being one
with those who would teach them, the priest and the nuns and the
lay clergy; but at the same time they must feel that connection
with the God-Force outside of them, who cannot be touched, cannot
be held. So they have to be able to marry the two aspects of the
religion, the Divinity that is within as well as the Divinity that
is without.

 


Vatican II dealt with the two
sources of revelation recognized by the Catholic Church: scripture
and oral tradition. Part of that tradition includes the idea of the
pope as the successor of St. Peter and the final interpreter of the
Christian faith. How do you see sources of revelation now, and is
the Roman Church really, as you declared, “the pillar and ground of
the truth”? 

 


[Laughs] As much as people in my
generation or anyone raised in the church, I felt to my very core
that the Roman Catholic Church was the one, true church. I accepted
that Peter was the one who kept the church together, and that any
person who was to have that distinction as pope was the successor
of Peter. The succession was never meant to be in a physical
lineage, but rather in title. As I have now come to know, Peter was
only one of many who were the founders of the basic element which
grew into Roman Catholicism. Revelations signal a time of change.
It is something that is occurring on the planet at the present
time. It is a shifting in the consciousness of the soul within its
human body. It is occurring now. The end time is the end of the
complete duality of the human body, the raising of the physical
into connection with the soul, and the reuniting with the other
souls.

The written and oral
sources currently on the planet were modified throughout the
centuries to say what those in power at the time wanted them to
say—particularly, going back to the time of when the Bible was put
together, when the “lost” books were lost to the common people.
There are several copies of the lost books, in different languages,
in the basement of the Vatican. Parts of them have been leaked out
recently.

Most of the writings that
are in what is now the Bible accepted by the Catholic church, were
put together by the popes to give a hell-and-damnation scenario. So
if the common person did not come to church, did not do what the
church wanted them to do, they were damned. It was a control issue.
I saw that, somewhat, while in physical form, but I did not see a
way in which it could be overcome. That was why my intention with
Vatican II was to take some of the power out of the hands of the
clergy and give it to the people, to form a type of relationship in
which people could come together and—with the guidance of the
clergy, but not under the dictatorship of the clergy—realize their
spiritual connections.

 


Was teaching about
reincarnation effectively put down by the hierarchy in earlier
days?

 


Undoubtedly, and there are
many, many such references in the lost books of the Bible. That was
something that Constantine and the others simply could not allow to
exist, because then they could not justify their dictatorship over
the people, and because the people would say, “We don’t have to go
to them because we can just leave this life and come back to a
better life.” The Church wanted to have it hanging over the heads
of the people so that, if they did not do exactly what the clergy
said, they would be damned to eternal hellfire. This was one of the
issues they felt that they must control, so no
reincarnation!

 


Vatican II also considered
the nature of the church, seeking more tolerant Catholic positions
on church-state relations, religious freedom, and the tempering of
hierarchical authority by giving the laity a bigger role in the
church. One significant omission was reconsideration of the clergy
as a celibate and male institution. Is there room for
change?

 


Absolutely! But it does not
appear that there will be change within your lifetime. Any change
from the currently accepted order, such as relaxation of the
celibacy rule or the bringing in of female priests (or priestesses,
I guess), would take away from all of the traditional, so closely
held-onto tenets of the older religious, the current cardinals and
bishops. It would be a shock to their system that they could not
accommodate, were things to change so drastically, but it must
change for the Catholic church to exist in the future.

 


So, without such change the
church won’t exist?

 


The church will not exist
without that change. There will be pockets, but there will not be a
global Roman Catholic church without the change, which will not
occur until some of the older cardinals give up their
power.

 


Social issues

 


In your Encyclical on
Christianity and Social Progress, Mater Et
Magistra, you said: “Though the Church’s
first care must be for souls, how she can sanctify them and make
them share in the gifts of heaven, she concerns herself too with
the exigencies of man’s daily life, with his livelihood and
education, and his general, temporal welfare and prosperity.” Does
the involvement of the Church in the lives of her people really
assist them to make spiritual and ethical decisions for
themselves?

 


No. What it does is that it
takes away their power. It programs them, and if they live by the
programming, they do accomplish ethical and spiritual tasks. If
they follow the tenets without feeling them, they are simply robots
going along. This harkens back to the flavor of the church
throughout the centuries. In early days, the only people within the
hierarchy of the church were the rich who could afford to be
landowners, and could afford to have clergy who took care of and
controlled the thinking and everyday life of the peasants through
the church doctrines.

There has always been a
feeling within the church, therefore, that the church has a
quasi-responsibility to all human beings, to nurture them, take
care of them, educate them, because they have no means of their
own—which is simply not the case. Nowadays, the church can only
help to direct the spiritual growth of people. The church must get
out of the mindset that it still has to micro-manage, compute, and
regulate every facet of people’s lives.

 


Does the church’s strong
emphasis on social issues, such as abortion and divorce, represent
a balanced view of the social teaching of Jesus?

 


No. The teachings of Jesus
were that people would feel their connection with their soul on the
planet, to experience things to bring them more into love, the
unconditional love of God the Creator. There are certain things
that must be experienced for that to occur.

 


My feeling on abortion (and
I believed it up until my transition) was that the soul enters the
cells that become the fetus, at the time of conception. I now know
that is not true. The soul chooses its time of entry, and sometimes
goes in and out of the fetus before it becomes a viable human. I
have also had my memory refreshed, that sometimes an abortion is a
lesson that must be borne by the woman so that she may learn some
of the various issues which she came down to the planet to learn.
Abortion is not the killing of a soul, because the soul can never
be killed. The soul never dies; it goes on, and it may not even be
in that bundle of cells that is growing, and it won’t be there at
the time of an abortion.

 


Don’t those who proclaim
the sanctity of life have a valid point about cruelty to the
unborn, and about the casual way abortion is sometimes treated?
Isn’t the idea of the sanctity of life—in the light of abortion and
of life-support issues—of merit?

 


The cruelty you mention
would be cruelty only if the soul were in the body. If a person has
a growth within their body, a cancerous tumor, is it cruel to
remove that tumor? That tumor has no soul; it has no connection to
the spiritual, except while it is in the body when there is a
stream of consciousness of the energy of the soul within it. But at
the time of its removal it does not contain a soul. The same thing
is true of a fetus; it does not contain a soul at the time of the
abortion or the removal, so, therefore, it cannot be an issue of
cruelty.

 


What about someone on a
life-support system?

 


With most human bodies on
life-support, the soul has just a tenuous connection to the body.
In most cases it is out of the body, enjoying itself elsewhere.
[chuckles] It is
just maintaining a thread-contact to the body, because without its
being connected to it at all, the life of the body ceases to
exist—the point of physical death, as it is known on the planet.
Most people who are in a vegetative state are not in that state for
their own growth, because in the process of getting to the
vegetative state they have learned the lessons that they should.
They are in that vegetative state to provide lessons for those who
are connected to them—family, caregivers, caretakers, hospital
administrators, the clergy (for them to discuss the theological
implications of where that soul is!)—but the souls themselves are
not trapped within the bodies. A soul does not have to stay
anywhere it does not choose, and is not tied to the consciousness
of the body.

 


Also, what of the church’s
attitude toward divorce?

 


The church’s attitude toward
divorce had a lot to do with the fact that most divorces,
throughout the ages, were sought by women who no longer chose to be
victimized by their husband. The church hierarchy was male, and men
did not want to be deprived of their possessions. It is also
interconnected with the church’s teaching that intercourse is only
for procreation purposes. This took out of the mix that it’s (1) an
animal response, and (2) the truth that, when done as a sacred act,
it honors the souls who are involved. It is just another step along
the process of being human. Divorce is very much akin to when a
woman leaves the house of her parents, being either under her own
control or the control of a man. It is like a job where you can
learn as much as you can from the job, and then out-grow the job
and must move on.

 


My questions on abortion
and divorce were related to the social teaching of Jesus. Would you
like to say anything more about his social teaching?

 


Very little has carried
forward from the social teaching of Jesus in the written form you
have now on the planet. His teaching was that, in all things, we
should honor the soul, we should honor the Creator—the Creator
outside of us and inside of us. He did not take a stand on issues
of marriage, divorce, abortion. He talked and taught solely about
our being in unconditional love in all circumstances with those
around us. At the same time, he was battling the religious precepts
in which he was raised, the traditions of a man at that time, that
he had to be married in order to be successful. He was not tied
down by these conditions because he came from his soul level, and
on the soul level such things as marriage certificates have no
import. 

 


Two more questions on
social issues of the day. What is the best way for the church to
resolve the pedophile priest problem?

 


The best way for them to
resolve the problem is to be completely open about the fact that it
exists, and to take responsibility for the truth that had the
policy on celibacy not been so stringent (with the typical human
animal having needs and desires), if it had been more realistic, it
would not have forced a number of priests, as it did, to follow
what they thought was a “safe way.” In their studies they were
constantly told “you may not have sex with a woman, you may not
have sex with a woman, you may not have sex with a woman.” To some
of them that modified into “I can relieve myself with a boy.” It
was a way that existed with a number of the early bishops and
cardinals, so there was a template of semi-accepted behavior, at
least back in the thirteenth to seventeenth centuries. In order to
come out of this, the church must open the closets, hang out their
linen, and acknowledge that their precepts are somewhat a cause for
this phenomenon’s evolution.

 


Religious conflicts

 


In view of conflicts in the
Middle East, how do you feel about attitudes taken by the adherents
of Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, toward these
conflicts?

 


The conflicts have all
occurred in the minds of the combatants because of religion—either
because they felt it was dictated or accepted by their religion, or
because, in their opinion, it maintained the purity of their
religion. This is another example of how through the centuries
religions have tried to be the law, the controlling force within
groups of people. In that situation, the leaders of those religions
feel their power and seek to increase the fanaticism of their
devotees, so they may feel and relish that power. It has happened
within Catholicism, and this is why it is changing, why the various
Vatican councils concurred in the hope that we would defuse some of
this intensity that we see now with Islam and other religions—that
has reached the point of justifying their need to be on top, to
suppress other religions, and to say that they are the only true
believers of the Creator. It is the human frailty of those at the
head of the various sects, who have become divorced from true
feelings for their spiritual side, and who have grown into the
belief that this is the true way to go.

There is going to be much
more bloodshed before there is any realization of the dysfunction
occurring within these religions. It is also because the people who
become fanatics are the ones who have been oppressed within their
homelands, oppressed by the poverty in which they have grown up,
and they see their religion offering them insights, offering them
power, offering them revenge. Over and over again they will quote
“an eye for an eye,” and although that was not what was meant by
that phrase, they use it as a rallying cry.

 


In light of what you have
just said, what is your view of the man or woman who chooses to be
a secular humanist in this generation?

 


The term Secular Humanist is
mostly defined by each individual; there is no commonality. They
all have beliefs and understandings that fit in with what has
brought each one of them to secular humanism. I would prefer to
call the majority of them Spiritualists, in that, across the
board, they seek to bring all that they deal with into the
unconditional love that they experience on the soul level. They
seek to understand themselves, not their physical selves but their
internal selves—that part which is their soul, and that part which
is of their previous lives—and to discover what they can bring to
this existence on the planet. Within this search they follow only
the beliefs that resonate with their soul, which is their secular
part. They are definitely humanists because they believe in the
universal love of all souls, even if they do not agree on all the
actions souls should take in human situations.

 


Thank you, Angelo Roncalli, for your helpful observations.

 


Thank you.



Commentary

 


Toni: The former Pontiff came in with the feel of a protective,
benevolent, rich uncle—his richness not monetary but rather
emotional and clarifying. He seemed to “bounce” the current Church
hierarchy lovingly on his knee while chastising them. His strong
desire to raise them above their erroneous politics and belief
systems into an experience of unconditional love within their souls
was compelling. It was a very rich experience for the channeler,
being able to feel the intensity existing in such a magnificent
soul who, though back Home, continues to monitor that which it
began on Earth. Pope John XXIII brought a lot of energy, the desire
to discuss, and good humor to the dialogue. More than once he burst
out laughing. His energy spilled out in a torrent of words. Perhaps
it was a memory of his former Italian zest for life.

 


Peter: Souls at Home are not really concerned with their continuing
human reputation, as we soon discovered; however, the old reformer
is still chock full of the desire for change. Proud of his work in
Vatican II, nevertheless he remained critical of bishops who
continue to cling tenaciously to politically correct, though dated,
responses to change. This was a recurring theme in our dialogue
with Roncalli.

The former pontiff
appeared gracious toward those—mostly elderly people and European
diehards—who had experienced genuine difficulty with the sweeping
liturgical changes brought about by Vatican II. He recognized the
different flavors of Catholic spirituality within many areas of the
worldwide church. He felt that modernization would lead young
people to have a more acceptable experience of worship, which could
lead them toward a deepening understanding of their life and faith.
Well-balanced change was always necessary for the church to grow
and be successful. In what followed, the Pope might be critical of
the church, but his passion for its success was expressed
powerfully and rang true.

Then we came to some
qualifications, difficulties, and outright denials of Catholic
tradition. The Church was not founded on St. Peter, because there
were many founders of the church. The Bible was a document
carefully selected and controlled by the hierarchy, who had
suppressed alternative scriptures in the past. They had retained
the variant manuscripts, but suppressed such views as
reincarnation, which historically they held to be a danger to good
church discipline.

The comments in which the
former Pope roundly denounced the clergy celibacy rule were more
cutting. Here, and in his answer later on the pedophile priest
scandal, he simply chastised the church for its organizational
flaws. Recognizing that the pace of change would be slow, and
conservative and older cardinals would have to die before real
change could ever happen, he sadly predicted that if radical change
did not come, the church would lose its worldwide outreach and come
to exist only in isolated pockets of adherence.

On the issue of abortion
he really appeared to pull the rug out from under the Roman
Catholic church’s current teaching. The soul of a child does not
actually enter the embryonic cells at conception and, anyway, it
would not be trapped or killed by an abortion. So removal of a
fetus is no more grave a procedure than removal of a tumor.
Abortion may well exist to teach both parents and society a lesson,
but there is no cruelty to the unborn involved in the procedure. In
a similar approach to the issue of when doctors, relatives, and
priests may sanction the termination of life support, he
acknowledged that by that time the soul has largely vacated the
body, maintaining only a thread of connection. Regarding the
termination of marriage, he looked briefly at divorcing women’s
frequent need to move to safer ground. He clearly did not support
the church’s ban on divorce, which was linked to the ancient
traditions of male dominance and to the church’s faulty
understanding of the role of sex in marriage.

Criticism of Catholicism
was more implied than spoken over the issue of conflict in the
Middle East. Religions generally were seen as complicit in war,
with the leaders of all religions using the devotion of their
adherents to the faith as a means of power play. Such was his
hostility toward traditional religions that we added a question on
how he evaluated the role of secular humanists. This group received
one of his warmest appraisals, as he called most of them
“Spiritualists” and described them as following a worthy spiritual
path.

There is no nonsense in
this former pontiff, but his criticisms are clearly made for the
betterment of the Roman Catholic church, its growth, its
modernization, and the future deepening in its understanding of the
needs of human beings and the ways of God.

 


~~~

 


“Now that I have been connected back to the
Source, I know I am immortal. I would not be in a position to speak
with you today if I were not immortal.”

.

Bertrand Russell

1872-1970

.

Biographical note

 


Bertrand Russell was born in
Wales in 1872, but orphaned at the age of three and brought up by
his grandmother. He was taught by tutors, and became fluent in
French and German. At Trinity College, Cambridge, he obtained a
First Class degree with distinction in philosophy. The next year,
aged seventeen, he married Alys Pearsall Smith, an American Quaker,
The couple stayed together until 1902, when he
began to have numerous affairs.

In 1895 he was elected a
fellow of his college but instead of academic work he chose
diplomacy and briefly worked as an attaché at the British embassy
at Paris. His
first published work, German Social Democracy, appeared in 1896 when he also began teaching political science
at the London School of Economics. He was
elected in 1908 as a Fellow of the Royal Society. In 1910
Russell published his first important book, the first volume
of The Principles of
Mathematics, and he worked with Alfred
Whitehead to develop ideas relating to mathematical logic. That
year he was appointed lecturer at Trinity College,
Cambridge.

When the first World War
broke out, he took an active part in the No Conscription Fellowship, for
which his college deprived him of his lectureship in 1916. Offered
a U.S. post at Harvard University, he was refused a passport, and
in 1918 he was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment for a pacifist
article. In Brixton jail he wrote Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy.

Russell paid a short visit
to Russia in 1920 to study the conditions under Bolshevism, which
left him cold. Dora Black, his companion on the trip, had supported
his crusade against conscription. They went on to China where he
lectured on philosophy at Peking University. On their return to
London the couple married, and a son was born shortly afterward. In
1927 they opened a school for young children in a five-year radical
educational experiment. Russell split with Dora after she had given
birth to two children by an American journalist, and he began a
relationship with Patricia Spence, who had previously
been his children’s governess and was one of his
undergraduate students. They married in 1936 and had one son, but
the marriage was not a happy one.

In 1938 he went to the
U.S.A. and taught at UCLA and many leading American universities.
In 1940, in a famous court case, his right to teach philosophy at
the City College of New York was terminated on the grounds that his
radical views on morality rendered him unfit. Instead, he lectured
widely, and his popular History of Western Philosophy, published in
1945, was based on
these lectures. Returning home, he again started teaching at
Trinity College, Cambridge, and became well known as a journalist
and broadcaster.

The last two decades of his life were spent in campaigning for
nuclear disarmanent, peace in Vietnam, many socialist social reform
causes, and other issues of personal freedom. In 1952, freed from
his unhappy marriage with Patricia, he married his fouirth wife,
Edith Finch, whom he had known for many years and who eventually
out-lived him. Russell’s written work
covered philosophical and mathematical concepts, psychology,
education, socialism and social reform, agnosticism, mysticism and logic, morality, peace issues, the concept of
meaning and truth, the history of western philosophy, human
knowledge and authority, and much more. The Nobel Prize for
Literature was awarded him in 1950. Bertrand Russell died in
Penrhyndeudraeth,
Wales, at 97 years of age.

 


The Dialogue

.

Agnostic, atheist, and
believer

As the basis for our
discussion I picked your essay “What is an agnostic”, in which you
showed the difference between agnostic and atheist viewpoints. How
do you feel now about your comment: “An agnostic thinks it’s
impossible to know the truth in matters such as God, and the future
life, in which religions are concerned”?

 


It was presumptuous of me to
categorize the thinking of all souls because of the descriptive
title with which they chose to associate. Knowing the truth about
God on Earth is one thing so involved with human emotions that most
people do not speak their heart to others. Now I see that God is
not as I had envisioned when in human form. God is not as my
perception was, or for that matter other
people’s perception—this supreme gentleman in a white beard and
cloak who has ultimate power over everything upon the Earth. The
idea of ultimate power was what chafed upon my thinking that such a
being existed, because it seemed to remove from the thought process
any option of another kind of person.

 


You also said you thought
there were insufficient grounds for the affirmation or denial of
the person of God.

 


That was me giving other
people a chance to make their own free choices.

 


You also wrote:
“As an agnostic does not accept any authority in
the sense in which religious people do, it holds that a man should
hold out a question of conduct for himself.” Do you see God
affecting our conduct?

 


Yes, the way that Man
chooses to use God. The various religions each portray their god in
such a way as to establish the rules and regulations of the age, to
be followed by their group of people. In that regard, the laws are
established for the behavior of the person in society as part of a
religious organization. I cannot follow such unbendable
restrictions. God does not dictate each facet of a man’s life. Man
experiences life on Earth in order to exercise his freedom of
choice, not to be dictated to. If he chooses to belong to an
organized religion, he gives a part of himself to the organization
for the membership.

 


So the idea that God is on
our side in war is something you would not follow?

 


Correct. The idea must be
explored to the extent of the ideology of the causative actions of
conflict, and to personify a cause as being right or wrong is to
obviate the fact that there is a common basis between all of
us.

 


Quote: “The agnostic is not as
certain as some are of what is good and what is
evil.”

 


Only because he has no
written format to rely upon. The Christian, the Muslim, have
scriptures to rely upon for their thinking. The agnostic has no
pattern within which to change or modify his behavior to conform to
the group in which he lives.

 


Good and evil

 


The ideas of good and evil
raise issues about punishment, about heaven and hell. How do you
view the idea of hell from your perspective now?

 


Hell is what we create for
ourselves upon the planet. It does not exist otherwise. Heaven, as
it is thought of by the religious organizations’ authorities, also
does not exist. It is not a prize to be conveyed only to those
people who comport themselves with the regularities of the
religion. It is a term that relates to a prize that does not exist.
It is better to say that where we are in our pure form is in the
presence of all that exists, from the Source to the last to be
broken from the Source. And it is all equality and love; it is the
essential energy of all that exists: it has no opposites, it has no
polarities, it has no dualities, as found in body form. It is just
a place where we return in our naked condition, where all are the
same.

 


Does that mean evil does
not exist where you are now?

 


You cannot do evil in soul
form. You can in human form, but only so far as humans judge. The
great equalizer in the human form is the judgment that the majority
in society feels is correct against what the individual chooses to
experience.

 


Can we not do good on
Earth?

 


A relative term, determined
within the judgment scenario. Some people, most particularly within
the religions, consider good as dictating a certain behavior. For
example, when the Chinese bound the feet of women it was “good” in
that it showed beauty, yet it was death to the mobility of the
person. So the good is only from your perspective.

 


What of the Golden Rule and
the teaching of Jesus that we should love our enemies: do they not
lead in a particular direction of goodness?

 


Again, goodness is a
relative term. In Earth’s dimension it is to stamp down chaos.
“Love your enemies” was said because if you do so you cannot think
of retaliating against them. That does not make a distinction
between loving the essence of them (their souls), and not reacting
to the physicality of what they do.

 


Listening to you, it feels
as though good and evil don’t matter as much as we think they
do!

 


Not where I am.

 


Well then, what does
matter?

 


What matters in the soul’s
perspective is the richness of the experience of the lessons it
learned while in physical form. In physical form, what matters is
that you experience lessons, whether they are humanly considered to
be good or evil, so you can take that energy back to add to the
richness of the experiences of all the souls.

 


The Source

 


What is the nature of God?
Do you know anything more about God now?

 


It is a term that, with the
machinations I went through on Earth, is laughable. There is not
“a” being—it is a part, the Origin, the Source, the connective
Force, of all that exists.

 


You do acknowledge there is
a Source?

 


I cannot help but feel it
because it is a part of me and I of it.

 


You are talking about all
that exists. Modern physics is striving to find “a theory about
everything.” Is there an Everything about which physics can find a
theory?

 


Not in its present
Earth-bound form. They can get a little further if they open to it
through their feelings—if they throw out the playbook, if they
throw out the bibles, if they throw out the dogmatic predictions,
and openly observe and feel what is going on around them. But it’s
a conundrum. They cannot achieve a steady, reproducible result even
with that, because each soul inputs a different
perspective.

 


A question of
relativity—who is doing the looking?

 


Yes, who is doing the
looking and how deeply they are looking and connecting.

 


In your book, you wrote
that the agnostic does not think he is divinely inspired by the
Bible because the book is early history and legend, no more exactly
true than Homer. He thinks its moral teaching sometimes good and
sometimes bad. What is your view now?

 


About the same.

 


Can an agnostic be a
Christian?

 


Yes, if by “Christian” you
refer, as I do, to raising oneself to the level at which an
individual soul is able to connect itself to other souls, to feel
and to exchange experiences within that level of energy. Then the
agnostic is definitely a Christian, but not as one who is part of
those people who elevate Jesus of Nazareth as the
Savior.

 


What about Jesus’ actual
teaching? Are you aware of that teaching in its original
form?

 


It’s not as you understand
it. His purpose on Earth was to show people the way to connect to
their soul, to the Source, while still in physical body. His
purpose was not to come down and to atone for sins, because there
are no sins but those that exist in Earth’s dimension. It’s the
same as the commonly held views of heaven and hell.

 


In your book you said you gave
a definition of the word “soul” as “something non-material which
exists through a person’s life, or even…through all future
time.” You
thought agnostics would not believe that a man has a soul; what do
you think now?

 


I know I am my soul. The
rhetoric that I used at that time was of the human body. It denied
that there was a purpose or a connection that organized religions
had for a free-thinking man, in which category I classified myself.
To be a free-thinking man, I had to be what I defined as
“agnostic.” My only concept, while in physical form, of anything
other than physical form came through organized religion. I could
not accept it because it did not feel right; it did not vibrate
with me that there was a heaven and a hell, and predestination from
this Supreme Being. Now that I have been connected back to the
Source, I know I am immortal. I would not be in a position to speak
with you today if I were not immortal.

 


When you were very young
your father died and willed that you should be brought up as an
agnostic, but then your grandmother brought you up strictly as a
Christian. How do you view that experience these days?

 


It was the groundwork for my
writings that were to shake the foundations of people who were
ready to explore what they really thought. It created a conflict
within me of what was right and what was wrong. By creating a
conflict, it created a search.

 


Is there anything good in
religion these days, or it is it all a mistake?

 


It is needed by some of the
spirits on the planet, because without it there would be chaos.
However, it is also being used as an excuse to create chaos by the
less-mature spirits who are trying hard to create their own world,
without realizing that they have the ability within them to do so.
They don’t have to structure it out of the materials of others, but
can create their own.

Religion has a comforting
purpose for those who cannot feel their self, who cannot get in
touch with their soul side. It is also a good diagram of
what not to do,
for people who are in contact with their souls—some religions
proclaim the exact opposite of what life is like on the other side.
If a person goes into their feelings of what’s going on, it’s like
having a neon sign showing them what is the actuality in the soul,
rather than the make-believe role that is played on Earth to give
experiences that will help the soul to mature.

 


Bertrand Russell, you are
still stirring things up a lot. Thank you so much for being with
us.

 


[He
bows] My pleasure.

 


Commentary

 


Bertrand Russell was the
only spirit with whom either author had been in physical contact.
In the 1960s, Peter, then in charge of a peace movement, spoke at a
rally for peace in Vietnam, in Trafalgar Square, London. He helped
to warm up the crowd for Bertrand Russell, a highly popular
speaker, featured at the event. The two men exchanged pleasantries
as they climbed a ladder onto the plinth of Nelson’s Monument to
address the peaceniks.

 


Toni: I felt throughout the channeling as if Russell were still
there addressing the crowd in Trafalgar Square. But now his words
are based on his actual experiences at Home, and they came across
humbly, with sincerity, and with a conviction that the dialogues
should be heard and understood by the people they reached.
He also felt like a rabble rouser who wanted to
get people out of their complacency and into their feeling
heart.

 


Peter: It was significant to hear the formerly agnostic Russell say,
“I know I am my soul,” and, “I would not be in a position to speak
with you today if I were not immortal.” It was also a major change
for him to assert that the Source “is a part of me and I of it.”
But if the faithful will cheer his new spiritual certainty, their
rejoicing may be muted by his incisive comments on the Christian
religion.

Russell’s childhood gave
him a dislike of church authority, and in this he has not changed.
The church is wrong about heaven and hell, which do not exist
except as a description of the state of mind people may have here
on Earth. Good and evil are not how people on planet Earth perceive
them to be. There is a relativism in his viewpoint which people
will only find acceptable when they are fully convinced that his
vantage point at Home gives him a perspective of the truth that
human beings just don’t have.

We chose the grounds for
our dialogue, which, in terms of Russell’s wide-ranging and
voluminous output, reasonably matched our need for focus and
brevity. Having done so, we found the old antagonist of Christian
dogma still sniping amiably at the inadequacies of monotheistic
religion, and treating us to exciting vistas of the very different
kind of world in which he now lives happily. Russell’s incisive
philosophical understanding was always, quite disarmingly, couched
in remarkably simple English. We had an enlightened philosopher
Russell here at his best, with the same economy and clarity of
response.

 


~~~

 


“It is not what the eye
perceives but what the soul perceives that defines
beauty.”

.

Oscar Wilde

1854-1900

.

Biographical note

 


Oscar Fingal O’Flahertie
Wilde was born in 1854, one of three children of a prominent Dublin
surgeon and his wife, a writer and revolutionary thinker who
cultivated an artistic and intellectual elite at her weekly Salons.
Oscar attended these gatherings from a young age and learned to
emulate his mother’s witty style of speech and love of paradox. He
was educated at Ireland’s high-class Portora Royal School, where he
received a classical education and learned to become a snob. The
middle-class Wilde family worked strenuously to achieve their
upper-class ambitions, but their drive “to get on” was severely
challenged when his father fell from prominence, both financially
and socially, in a scandal.

In 1871 Wilde went to
Trinity College, Dublin, where he was awarded many prizes for his
scholarship, and where he studied classics and aesthetic theory.
After Trinity, he entered Oxford University, where John Ruskin
taught him moral medievalism, and Walter Pater inspired him with
Renaissance aestheticism. His Greek studies led him to embrace the
concept of homosexuality, which became of growing importance,
although (perforce) he remained outwardly heterosexual. He
considered Roman Catholicism, attracted by the church’s ritual and
strong aesthetic appeal, but even a private audience with the Pope,
arranged by friends, failed to convince him to join the church.
Irish superstition was recounted in Oscar’s stories. His
eccentricity in dress, well-honed witticisms, and academic prowess
all combined to proclaim his brilliance, and made him a rising star
even in advance of his literary accomplishments. The first of
these, written in his last year at Oxford, was the prize-winning
poem Ravenna (1878). He moved to Chelsea where his widowed mother then
lived; fell in love and was jilted; lectured in America on
aesthetics; promoted Art Nouveau there and in Paris; and, in 1884,
married Constance Lloyd who bore him two sons in the next two
years. The marriage was a truly disastrous one, with Wilde at odds
with his wife and largely ignoring his sons. For a while he
edited Woman’s World and wrote The Happy Prince
(1888) and children’s
stories, but domesticity was short-lived, and he moved into his
most creative period, which was to last a mere seven
years.

The exquisite wit and
social satire in his dramas marked him out as a literary genius.
The best known plays were: Lady
Windermere’s Fan (1892),
A Woman of No Importance (1893), An Ideal Husband
(1895), and The
Importance of Being Earnest (1895). There
were Socratic dialogues, other plays, short stories, and, more
darkly, his only novel, The Picture of
Dorian Gray (1891), a sad portrait of vanity and depravity. Like the book itself,
his comment “There is no such thing as a moral or immoral book” was
controversial. Its homoerotic implications
were considered quite immoral by his contemporaries,
and presaged his eventual downfall.

Wilde’s homosexual affair
with Lord Alfred (Bosie) Douglas, a young Oxford undergraduate,
triggered his disgrace. Wilde’s libel action against Bosie’s
father, Lord Queensberry (of boxing fame), turned sour when Wilde’s
passionate letters to the young man and his list of male child
prostitutes surfaced. He withdrew his case, but eventually was
convicted in 1895 for gross indecency and sentenced to two years’
hard labor. On his release from prison he wrote The Ballad of Reading Goal (1898),
but he was quite finished as a writer. Ostracized by former
associates, and penniless, Oscar Wilde wandered through Europe for
three years and died of meningitis in a cheap Paris hotel in 1900,
at 46 years of age.

 


The Dialogue

.

Early days

 


[When
we began the conversation, he was quite his old
self:]

 


How are you, Oscar?

 


Charming!

 


In The Nihilists your character Vera
says, “Life is much too important a thing
ever to talk seriously about it.” Was it your experience as a boy
in your mother’s Salon that taught you the art of talking and
writing wittily about serious matters?

 


When I was a boy I had the
pleasure of making contact with my spirit guides. At one point they
were my main companions, and they taught me not to take physical
life seriously. They taught me that it was very important to
experience what was going on, but not to be controlled by what was
going on. This brought about wit and humor, in trying to get others
to enjoy life in the way that I was enjoying it.

 


You said “when I was a
boy;” did you lose contact with your guides after that
period?

 


I never lost total contact
with them, but in all of the interactions I had with the myriad of
people who came into my life, they got put on the shelf for a
while. I became more humanized and into dealing with things of the
flesh.

 


Would you call yourself
psychically precocious as a boy?

 


It depends on your definition.
Was I connected to the spiritual aspects of myself? Yes I was.
Psychically, could I predict things, and was I clairvoyant,
clairsentient? No.

 


Your mother was a writer; was
she also psychic?

 


She was, to some degree, a
channeler. When she set herself into “the mode” as she would call
it, she was able to call upon records of things that she had
experienced previously, and re-work them into whatever she was
writing. She was very acutely aware of my energy, and psychically
connected to me, so that she always knew exactly where I was and
what I was about. It sometimes put a damper on my youthful
enthusiasm. [chuckles]

 


Did your two siblings share
your abilities?

 


No, they were the ordinary
bland variety.

 


You were the “Indigo
child”? 

 


It wasn’t called “Indigo”
then. It wasn’t of the same energy of the Indigos who come in now.
I was very near to the veil and able to cross over. I also did a
fair amount of what is now called Astral Projection, where I
visited other areas and other lifetimes.

 


But you did not make specific
use of that experience in your writing, did you?

 


I considered it as research,
and did not copy anything that was there. I tried to make things my
own and apply them to what I saw in the physical, going on around
me, although I now realize a lot of what I wrote had been
experienced in other lifetimes.

 


In the physical, you and your
mother were obsessed with social
status.

 


Yes, frightfully, and it was
everything to me at that time. How I was thought of, where I could
go, where I would be invited. The benefits of being in with
the “In Crowd” were very, very important
to me. I began to see myself in the eyes of others, and I chose
only to look to the highest segments of society.

 


Was the collapse of your
father’s position a severe blow?

 


It was traumatic. It was as if
everything that had been worked for, everything that had been built
up, was suddenly erased with a huge eraser. It took away all the
connections. We became persona non
grata to a lot of those people with whom
we had worked so hard to ingratiate ourselves. I was
devastated!

 


Then your mother fled to
Chelsea (in
London).

 


Yes, she did. It was just too
much of an embarrassment, as she would say, for her to remain in
Dublin with all those who knew the truth of what had
happened.

 


Love and marriage

 


In An
Ideal Husband you wrote, “To love oneself
is the beginning of a life-long romance.” You had a lot of
accomplishments, but did you love yourself?

 


To the degree that I could—it
was not as I love myself now. To love the soul, to be in
unconditional love of yourself and everything you do is the ideal
for human beings. I did not achieve that on Earth, but I had the
feeling that this is how a person truly loves. One can only love
another person to the extent that one can love oneself, otherwise
what one offers to a relationship is either to vacuum love away
from the other person, or to offer something which is less than
perfect.

 


As you talked, I was
remembering that bon mot
from Lady Windermere’s
Fan: “It takes a
thoroughly good woman to do a thoroughly stupid thing.” Was your
marriage to Constance a self-loving one?

 


[Laughs] It was a very pleasurable
one at times. It was, at the time, the thing to do for the
appearances. We were not as compatible as we could have
been.

 


That’s a little bit of an
understatement! One of your biographers wrote: “a horrendous
marriage.”

 


I’m trying now to think of the
good lessons we learned from each other. One of the lessons we
learned was that we could not live with each other, but at the
time, there were all of the constraints of society upon us. It was
very ill-advised, but I was currently trying to play the romantic,
and I thought I could shape the relationship into a palatable one
at least.

 


She remained constant to you,
to the end?

 


Yes.

 


In fact, you said on one
occasion that both your wife and mother visited you in jail before
they died. Historians have doubted the literal truth of that
remark. Was there a psychic visiting?

 


With my mother, yes. My wife
actually did come. On one occasion I got the sense that it was just
to gloat. Finally, I had got myself into a position where she
believed I belonged.

 


Success

 


You should put that last
remark in a play! Talking about plays—looking at your life as a
whole as Oscar Wilde, what was the most satisfying moment of your
career?

 


In the way I lived my life.
Most of the time it was the moment I was living in. I was all about
physical sensations, physical feelings, the way I interacted with
people, the way they interacted with me. I got as much experience
out of the successes as I did out of the abysmal failures, such as
my marriage. It was as if I were a tactile being in a room that was
loaded with everything from smooth steel to fluffy wool. I went
though life feeling these different experiences, and in the moment
each experience was the highlight of my consciousness.

 


So it was not a particular
play, but every play had its moment.

 


Every play—both those which
were performed and those which were my day-to-day life.

 


Beauty and soul

 


One aspect of your life,
certainly at Oxford, was your delight in beauty, whether of the
Pre-Raphaelites, or the ritual of the mass, or the beauty of
nature. At times you seem to have been more taken with beauty than with content, asserting once that
if there was an afterlife you should like to return as a flower,
utterly without soul but entirely beautiful. How do you view your
feelings now?

 


Beauty, if it is taken as
unconditional love, is the ultimate. It is not what the eye
perceives but what the soul perceives that defines beauty. I was
very much of the eye-variety while I was on Earth. It started for
me when our place in society amongst the rich and privileged was
very important. They chose only that which was appealing to the
eye, and I got into that mindset. But I got much more from beauty,
much more from the flower; I got much more from the painting, from
the statue—I got the feeling of the energy of the soul who has
created the non-living things, and I felt the energy of the living
things. That to me was beauty. I was just unaware at the time of
everything I was perceiving. Now to me everything that exists is
beauty.

 


How do you view Keats’
line, “Beauty is truth, truth, beauty—that is all ye know on Earth
and all ye need to know”?

 


That is of the Earth—I have
a view now from above. I have a view from within. I have a view
from without. I have a view from space. I have a view from the
magma of the Earth. All is beauty because all has purpose, all has
conviction, all has a life of its own, yet interconnected with all
that is. Keats was right in terms of the human view, but he was far
short of the energy of the soul.

 


So you would not
“return as a flower, utterly without
soul”?

 


Definitely not. I could not
exist without a soul in any form.

 


In your novel
The Picture of Dorian Gray you wrote, “Nowadays all the married
men live like bachelors and all the bachelors live like married
men.” How much of that story was autobiographical, and how much
prescient?

 


I took examples from my own
life, from the lives of my associates, from the dreams we all had
of what we construed to be freedom-without-consequence. I wrote of
the angst that could be placed upon a person totally tied up with
constraints. There is a way by which people can free themselves of
all restrictions, by putting themselves into another
dimension.

There is much more to the
book than appears. I have a much different feeling of it now. I
realize that I was writing of how the person, as a soul, can have a
human experience and live it as a soul in another dimension,
without all of the complications, the societal beliefs, and that
duality which is the human condition. I did not fully grasp what
the energy was and what the emotions were that I was experiencing,
and which put the book into me. I now know that a person can take
their physical infirmities, aging, falling down, and can place them
aside and simply live the life of the soul to whatever extent they
choose.

 


Sexuality

 


There were conflicts during
your life over sexuality. I have two more
quotes: from The Duchess of
Padua, “We are
each our own devil, and we make this world our hell,” and
from An Ideal Husband, “Life is never fair...and perhaps
it is a good thing for most of us that it is not.” Which is the
better evaluation of your affair with Bosie, and your incarceration
in Reading jail for the crime of gross indecency?

 


Nil desperandum!
(Despair nothing!) I was simply following my
physical energies, my physical needs that I felt unable to ignore.
Because they were so strong I found it to be very unjust that I was
condemned for them, but that was because I did not fit into the
little cubby-hole which was expected of each proper gentleman. We
were also a bit glib about the whole situation, and uncaring of the
consequences.

 


You were a married man with
two sons who were born in quick succession after your marriage. Was
your homosexuality, especially your liaison with young male
prostitutes, a selfish disregard of morality, or—as some have
suggested—a search for self-identity? Did you, like Dorian, attempt
to live without a soul?

 


It is very difficult now
totally to comprehend everything I did when in physical form. It is
so different from the way I feel now. I was tormented by physical
needs, which, after the birth of my children, were not relieved by
my wife. At first I thought I would go by way of the prostitute, as
did many at that time. But then I discovered the beauty of the
young male body. The first encounter was actually a seduction of
me.

 


At Oxford?

 


Yes.

 


Did the homosexual
seduction predate marriage to Constance?

 


It did, but it was an
embarrassment to me and something I tried to hide until I found
that the common way of man and woman would not work for me. I tried
to blot out the feelings I had had in the first encounter, and to
make them disappear, by becoming normal within the realm of sexual
relations. When I was denied those experiences, at first I did get
enough release to be satisfied in the marriage. But after the
second child, Constance, not wanting any more children, forbade me
her bed. Then in my sadness, as I went out wandering, I was
reacquainted with beauty. Constance became for me the epitome of
the hag—that person from whose constant pecking one wants to free
oneself. I found relief in the gentleness of beings who wanted to
share—young male prostitutes—who did not wish to control, did not
wish to peck, did not wish to direct, and who wished only to have
money in exchange for pleasuring.

 


What part does morality
play in that drama?

 


That was where I convinced
myself that I was cutting myself off from my soul, and without the
soul I surmised I did not have to worry about condemnation or
repercussions. I was simply going to live in the physical form and
not have to worry about anything beyond.

 


You are describing your
sexuality as having such force that you could not control it except
by taking up homosexuality. It wasn’t a confusion; it was your
deliberate choice.

 


It was a choice, a physical
drive, and an obsession with me. It came at a time when I was
totally inexperienced, and led by another to feel the release, to
feel physical closeness to another being without other agendas (the
pressures of taking care of the house, providing for the servants).
It was just the act itself. When I was forbidden Constance’s bed,
and needed release, had I gone to another woman I felt that I would
still have had those same female pressures—a family/no family. I
found instead in males a companionship, a camaraderie, all wrapped
round the ability for sexual release—but with no ties.

 


In this generation on
Earth, there is a point of view expressed strongly by critics that
seems to support what you are saying—that homosexuality is a
deliberate choice and you can be talked out of it. How do you view
that attitude?

 


I have two opinions of what
you have just said. I believe that in most cases it is a deliberate
choice in the present age, the choice of how to experience
closeness and sexual relationships. I do not feel it is something
people can be talked out of, if their sense of self, if their
ability to sense love and vibration within a close personal
relationship is attuned to one of the same sex. There still is a
choice to participate in that relationship, because everything on
Earth is “freedom of choice.” People can either follow the urges
they have or deny them, but they cannot be talked out of their
urges. It has to be their own choice whether or not to follow up on
the urge to partake in a physical encounter.

 


Concerned and loving people
are very troubled by the thought of those being forced to take part
in prostitution, whether male or female, and they say it should be
discouraged or banned. What is your view?

 


Prostitution is one of the
oldest professions, and for some, it is their occupation, their way
of life, a thing they have chosen to do, although others are forced
into it by circumstances. For the person who is not ready to settle
down, or is not ready for responsibility, it is a way to find
release, to be serviced, if you would, without attachments. It
reminds me of a bull at stud, taken from farm to farm for the
purpose of providing the best sperm. That’s not to say prostitution
has to do with reproduction, but it is just a service that’s being
performed. It takes a lot of pressure off different relationships,
where one party in that relationship does not choose to have sexual
relations, or is incapable of performing, yet the energy is so
strong in the other partner that they have to find some way to
release it.

 


Are you saying that you
lost sight of your soul, otherwise you would not have pursued your
sexuality as you did?

 


I lost contact with the
feel of my self-love and soul. I was not totally disconnected from
the soul because I was experiencing soul lessons during that
period. There is a difference between consciously working on the
growth of the soul, and unconsciously having experiences for the
soul to mature.

 


So you didn’t try, like
Dorian, to live without a soul?

 


I did not allow myself to
dwell upon what, at that time, was considered the moral
consequences of my actions. To me, that was akin to living without
a soul.

 


Even though as a child you
knew what the soul was?

 


Correct. I let myself have
selective memory to justify my activities.

 


Looking back from where you
are now, do you regret the Bosie affair, or did you learn from
it?

 


I don’t regret anything
that I experienced. Everything provided lessons.

 


What was the nature of the
Bosie affair lesson?

 


First, if you are in human
form and in society, you must be conscious of societal rules and
regulations. Second, no man anywhere in physical form lives on an
island alone, and is unaffected by others. There are consequences
when you choose to go beyond accepted behavior, if you remain
within society. For a while I thought that as I
had chosen to
separate myself from what I considered moral repercussions for what
I was doing, that that would create around me an island where I
could exist, do as I chose, and not impact others or be impacted by
them. My largest lesson was that I could not.

 


You died in 1900. Have you
incarnated since?

 


No.

 


Counting chickens

 


Shortly before your death you
wrote in a letter, “People who count their
chickens before they are hatched, act very wisely, because chickens
run about so absurdly that it is impossible to count them
accurately.” Humanity seems to be facing innumerable moral and
physical challenges at this time. As you look at the Earth now,
which chickens should we be counting most carefully?

 


We should be counting most
carefully the chickens that are most prolific, chickens who are
creating their own little belief systems, their own little worlds
that are contrary to the norm of society and that have a negative
impact, in Earth terms, upon other people.

 


OK, name them!

 


To clump them together I
would say the terrorists, the fundamentalists, the dictators of the
world, those who feel they have total control or “should” have
total control over the planet.

 


What should we do about
them? How do we rise up and throw them out?

 


The main thing you can do is
to go beyond them in your spiritual forms. Don’t give them power
over you, because they use fear, which gives your power to them to
control you. If you do not fear them, if you do not do as they say,
they have no control over you. Now you may say that means you will
have to leave the physical because they
may kill you, and if that is true then so be it, but your spirit
still is the winner in the end.

 


Oscar Wilde, thank you for
your time and your thoughts.

 


It has been my pleasure. I
hope my experiences on the planet will not have people think that I
am not a spiritual person at this time. I am my spiritual self at
this moment; I just forgot my true self while on the
planet.

 


The Masters’
comment

 


Masters, In view of your
remarks about homosexuality, will you comment on Oscar’s remark
that he was thwarted in his heterosexuality and, having an excess
of sexual drive, he was driven into homosexuality. It was not a
sexual confusion, or soul searching, but a deliberate
choice.

 


Oscar Wilde was a bisexual,
not a true homosexual, in that particular human incarnation. He
engaged in and was able to get his physical release within both
forms of sexuality. It was opportunity that directed where he went.
His feelings and convictions were of what to him was more
pleasurable and safer. He was a man who feared being dominated by
anyone. Part of the domination he felt came through anything
female, so it was then his choice to express his sexuality
primarily with males. It was not confusion but a life lesson that
he was experiencing; it was a conscious choice. The majority of
those in human form who are homosexual are dealing with energies,
coming from within them from their soul, which make them resonate
only with souls who are physically in the same sexual body as they
are.

 


So bisexuality is a
different type of experience?

 


In most cases.

 


What about
transsexuality?

Transsexuality is a state
of internal confusion so pervasive that the person cannot resonate
with the body they are in. They go through a series of
life-lessons—several incarnations or a number of life-lessons
within one lifetime, such as: they are born male, they are raised
male, although their feelings are always feminine to the extent
that they are not satisfied with being a male acting in a feminine
relationship with another male. Their feelings are so strong that
they have to become physically female themselves in order to feel
as they should feel. So there is a difference.

 


How do you view
homophobia?

 


A homophobe is a person who
is aware of both masculine and feminine energies within themselves
and fears that they may be different from their friends because of
the yearnings or the sensations they have. It is normal for a
person to be able to sense all such feelings. Because they may feel
a strong pull toward someone of the same sex, they rebel against it
to the extent that they become raving condemners…

 


Of “girly-men”?

 


Yes, of
girly-men.

 


Commentary

 


Toni: Oscar had the feel of an ancient child. He was petulant,
indifferent to criticism, took no responsibility for his actions,
and dismissed his life as Oscar Wilde as just one more experience
for the soul. His ancient quality came through as he talked about
the journey of the soul that he feels he now understands. Yet the
sense came across that truly he has not resolved the lessons that
presented themselves to him while on Earth, and that he will be
back to complete them. I have
the sense that he has not wholly completed
reviewing his experiences in the life of Oscar Wilde with his
spirit guides, which is why he was somewhat serious and
contemplative, and also why he has not
reincarnated before now.

 


Peter: I was intrigued by the nature of the soul-drama into which
the dialogue developed. It almost had the feel of a stage play!
Oscar Wilde claimed that as a child he was psychically advanced and
well aware of his own soul, and that his mother’s psychic gifts
were also advanced, but insight and brilliance were not adequate to
save him from ultimate disaster. First, his mother’s exceptionally
powerful psychic oversight caused the ultra-sensitive boy to be
forever nervous of female control. Second, his snobbish drive to
succeed, while it brought him great public acclaim, made him
indifferent to the boundaries of decency. Third, fuelled by
thoughts of brilliance and beauty, and powered by the thirsty
engines of his bisexuality, he dared to push his writing and his
sexuality to ever new limits, always relishing the hedonism of the
Now.

All this Oscar made plain
to us, as he looked back on his life, in a series of answers and
observations that were polished and quite witty at times. Unlike
some souls with whom we have made contact, he offered a
re-evaluation of his career, but very little expression of regret
or distancing. We wondered, as he glossed over such issues as his
use of juvenile male prostitutes and, indeed, expressed his whole
attitude toward the dynamics of sexual urges, if his statement “I
let myself have selective memory to justify my activities” might
not still be true for his soul today. But we must equally recall
that Oscar Wilde’s eternal spirit may well belong to that group who
(like ourselves) have not yet completed the lessons that life on
Earth is designed to teach.

We called in the Masters,
who have completed their life lessons and who speak to us as a
consensus group. They identified Wilde as being a natural bisexual
human, and therefore different energetically from the true
homosexual, whose soul-searching they had already carefully
outlined for us in Chapter one.

Although thoughts
coming through the channel Toni from the Other Side tend to be filtered
somewhat by her own pattern of speech, Wilde’s style of speaking
came through quite clearly. We loved his comment on Constance’s
prison visit, “Finally I had got myself
into a position where she believed I belonged,” and those, neatly
put, about marriage, “One can only love another person to the
extent that one can love oneself,” and concerning beauty,
“It is not what the eye perceives but what
the soul perceives that defines beauty.” The interview has a
distinctive quality of speech, although it was too serious in tone
to allow much Wilde wit.

 


~~~

 


“God
is not a separate, independent being, as religions would have
you believe, but
we—each soul, each creation, each part of creation—have the force
within us to create and to manifest.”

.

William James

1842-1910

.

Biographical
Note

 


William James was born in 1842
into a wealthy, intellectual, and deeply religious Swedenborgian
family living in New York City. His early education was from gifted
private tutors, and schools for the privileged in Europe as well as
America. His higher education began in Geneva, where he proved
himself to be fluent in five languages. He also became a keen
naturalist and showed talent for art. After working in a studio as
an apprentice, he transferred to Harvard University in 1861 to
study science and mathematics, and in 1865 went on a scientific
expedition up the Amazon.

James suffered at this
time from a host of physical ailments, becoming severely depressed
and even suicidal. These troubles caused him to seek a
cure in Germany for over a year, during which time he began
publishing reviews for literary magazines. Back at Harvard he
switched majors to chemistry and medicine, earning his MD in 1869.
He never practiced medicine, but, as he put it, “drifted into
psychology and philosophy.”

After a brief time
teaching anatomy and physiology in the medical school, James began
his lifetime career of teaching at Harvard University, where in
1876 he established the first experimental psychology laboratory in
America. This led eventually to professorial positions in
philosophy as well as in psychology.

In 1878 William James
married Alice Howe Gibbens. The couple had four sons and one
daughter. Family life helped settle him both physically and
psychologically, and the couple raised their children in an
environment of intellectual freedom.

James was an original and pragmatic thinker in the fields of
physiology, psychology, and philosophy. His Principles of Psychology
(1890) cemented his
reputation as the leading American psychologist of his day, and
he was the first American to recognize the
work of Sigmund Freud. He forged a national reputation in
philosophy with his book The Will to Believe and other Essays in Popular
Philosophy (1897), venturing into the realms of religious belief, the
importance of genius, and psychical research. From this sprang his
concept of pragmatism, in which he saw humans as essentially
practical beings whose minds aided them in adapting to the world
around them.

While in Europe convalescing from a painful heart condition,
James delivered the Gifford Lectures at Edinburgh University,
published as The Varieties of Religious Experience in 1902. They focused on “man’s
religious constitution,” and he discussed people’s appetite for
religion and the satisfaction we gain through
philosophy.

After his retirement from Harvard University in 1907, James
published Pragmatism (1907). This treatise ensured his reputation as a leading
American philosopher and psychologist. He was sure that pragmatism
would help to secure the status of
philosophy by drawing it closer to its
scientific origins. The pragmatic method aiming to discover the
truth of an idea by determining its agreement with reality, whether
concrete or abstract, was for him the philosophy for the future.

In A
Pluralistic Universe (1909), James explored the possibility of a “science
of religion,” sensing that the metaphysical world of religious
experience was a real human phenomenon, although inaccessible to
conventional science. This book and The Meaning of Truth (1909) were received with hostility by many
academics, including the young philosopher Bertrand Russell. James
was also derided for an account, published in the Proceedings of the American
for Psychical Research, with verbatim
records of the conversation in which he had contacted the
spirit of Richard Hodgson, who had been a personal
friend.

Cardiac pain increasingly
afflicted him. He sailed
to Europe for treatment, which proved unsuccessful. Back in his
Chocorua, New Hampshire, home, William
James died in 1910, at 68 years of
age.

 


The Dialogue

.

Karma

 


I’m concerned by people’s use
of the term “karma.” Recently, I have called the experience
“consequence.” When we have ideas that are right or wrong,
consequences flow from them and from any action that follows. It’s
not so much what we do but how we feel and think that causes the
consequences in our lives. Is there a better way of stating karma
that is not misleading?

 


Our language is so imperfect
that one word, such as karma, takes on a multitude of
meanings as it is translated and played out from one group of
people to another group of people. The karma that we know about
best is from the Eastern philosophies, wherein is stated that the
karmic effect determines everything you do in your next
lifetime—which is phooey! Your use of the term “consequence” more
readily portrays what the energetic action is; however, some
linguists find it a very harsh word because it doesn’t give room
for variations.

 


Is there a better
word?

 


No—but you have to be very
clear that consequence is not a firm noun but rather an action
word.

 


Is it basically true that
consequence flows from our thoughts and feelings rather than our
actions?

 


The consequence flows from
the entire experience of the soul’s attempting to learn its Earth
lessons in order to attain spiritual wisdom.

 


Take Hitler: what was the
most important, his deeds or his intentions?

 


Hitler came down to Earth
to experience a number of things, including extremes of hatred, and
to experience going from the situation of being belittled and
misunderstood to that of becoming a dominating dictator. These were
all lessons he came to learn. His intention within the lessons was
to do the best in each situation that he could. When he was in the
realm of pure hatred his intent was to hate everything, so in that
example it was intent that caused consequences. He also had the
unenviable position, for humans, of being a teacher of many people
around him.

If anyone has the intent
to learn a lesson to the best of their ability, it is no different
if they are a Hitler or a healer—if it is done with the intent of
learning. What does happen within a soul when it goes through an
intense experience, as he did, is that there is residual energy
from uncompleted lessons, which remains in the soul, so that in the
next lifetime there is a fight to rid the self of those energies,
which are the consequences.

 


Have I identified the central
point?

 


Yes. The central point is
that within a consequence, if you choose, the next lesson can be
experienced, expanded, or controlled.

 


Is “experience” another
word to use when talking about Karma?

 


It’s another way of putting it, but what better describes
experience is the word “Dharma,” which is the reclamation of all
experiences. It varies from the Akashic records in the distinction
that the Akashic records are the compilation of all of the souls’
histories in creation, while dharma is the particular experiences
of an individual soul.

 


I
suppose there’s an experiential element in “consequence,” as
well.

 


Consequence is very narrow because it only indicates a
response to something; it does not represent an incompletion of
something, as I said before. I’m well aware that people will use
the word karma as it is defined within their own belief systems.
Anything that I say as to my beliefs on karma will only impact
things that I have already said. It still will not rid people of
their “eye for an eye” mentality of karma. The only other thing I
find amusing with different definitions of karma is in the eastern
philosophies, where they believe karma results in a person’s coming
back as a lesser living being if they have done something wrong.
People become cockroaches only if they choose to!

 


You
had your tongue in your cheek when you said that, didn’t
you? People
shouldn’t think that William James said they could come back as
cockroaches?

 


Not
at all—unless they want to!

 


Belief and religious
experience

 


I
understand that you might have preferred to call your book of essays
The Will to
Believe by another
phrase: “the right to
believe.” Is that true, and if so, why?

 


There was an energy running at that time. The “right to
believe” implies that one is controlled by mandates of society. The
“will to believe” is human intentionality. So it was battling the
trend at that time of manipulation by others, which is why I called
it “the will to believe.”

 


You
said that scientists can afford to await the outcome of their
investigations before coming to a belief. But in the formation of
religious belief we are forced to come up with some belief even if
all the relevant evidence is not in. Is this still your
view?

 


That is my view as far as the process that occurs on the
planet. Religious beliefs dictate to an individual how he is to
think and operate within his lifetime. In order to be within a
belief system, the human being must comport to the system’s
directions and mandates, whether or not he believes or feels that
what he is being instructed to do is the correct thing for him. The
scientist is without restriction, without a planned agenda telling
him what to do from the outside. So therefore, he has the pleasure
of rewriting what may be accepted as science, from his
observations, and he has the leisure (as he is under no mandate to
find x, y, or z) to sit back until the entire situation has played
out.

 


You
said, “I have the
right to believe because such a belief may help bring about the
fact believed in, and a fact cannot come at all unless a
preliminary faith exists in its coming.” You related this concept
to religious belief, particularly to the possibility that salvation
depends on believing in God in advance of any proof that God
exists. Isn’t that putting the cart before the horse?



No,
and it’s not because—as I now know—beings create their own reality,
and unless they possess a truth which they feel their reality
should be, they cannot create it. Sometimes they have not
delineated a specific truth before they materilize or manifest it.
But it is still from within themselves that they evolve where they
are going, and what they seek to achieve.

 


In the
case of the existence of God, you indicated that such a belief may
be justified by the outcome to which having such a belief
leads. You justified the systems of “trust” on which societal
beliefs and actions are based, but quoted a statement by your
contemporary Fitz James Stephen that “In all important transactions
of life we have to take a leap in the dark.” Doesn’t this concept of the ends
justifying the means validate the very worst of religious
fundamentalism and political totalitarianism? 

 


Yes, to a large degree, but these statements meant much more
than that (as I now know, as I now feel, and of which I now have
the wisdom). God is not, as religions would have you believe, a
separate, independent being, but we—each soul, each creation, each
part of creation—have the force within us to create and to
manifest. I now know that the trust we must have is in ourselves
and in our abilities.



In The Will to Believe you suggest that there is no common essence to
morality, but a guiding principle for ethics: that we “satisfy at
all times as many demands as we can” by seeking “the good which
seems most organizable, most fit to enter into complex
combinations, most apt to be a member of a more inclusive whole.”
You say that we arrive at laws and moral formulations by a kind of
experiment, but there is nothing final about the results: “as our
present laws and customs have fought and conquered other past ones,
so they will in their turn be overthrown by any newly discovered
order which will hush up the complaints that they still give rise
to, without producing others louder still.” Do you still hold this
view, or is there some kind of ethical standard for us on Earth to
seek, find, and adopt?

 


First a comment: what an egotistical person I was to think
that I could have the answers to everything! I now know that
wanting to compartmentalize, catagorize, and justify everything was
a conscious manipulative power that I thought I
possessed.

 


Ethics
are an invention of those in human form. Ethics do not exist with
us at Home because we are in unconditional love. We do not have to
dictate or live by a set of standards that will make us be what we
would like all people to be. Ethics are a construct to have all of
the actions within a group of people be fair to each other. Each individual soul is in a body to
experience certain lessons. Some of those lessons would be
considered ethical by all who are around them, because they do not
impact them in a negative way. Other lessons would be considered
unethical because the person is wishing to learn the lesson of
stretching the boundaries of what is then recognized by society. I
now know neither is right nor wrong, and we cannot dictate to a
soul to be “ethical” as we understand it if they have a lesson to
learn that is “unethical.”

 


Commenting on the relationship of the individual with the divine
in The Varieties
of Religious Experience, you
contrast “The Religion of Healthy-Mindedness” and “The Religion of
The Sick Soul.” The healthy-minded religious person has a deep
sense of the goodness of life. This can be just natural to someone,
but often comes as an act of will. You praise liberal Christianity
as the triumph of a resolute devotion to healthy-mindedness over a
morbid “old hell-fire theology.” Is that still your
view?

 


That is my view as to the patterns within those religions,
but now I see them almost as if they are soccer teams that have
different ways of winning their games, with different playbooks for
accomplishing that goal. The end result is that they all play the
game and accomplish what they put into it. They are regimented by
patterns that have been established for them within the religions
to which they choose to adhere. The premise is that people are
working on themselves in their lifetimes. Where they choose to go
fits into what they choose to learn, and fits best into certain
patterns of certain groups, so these groups are those toward which
they will gravitate. Nothing is wrong and nothing is right. It is
whatever the individual needs to further the personal maturation
process.

 



Visit: http://www.smashwords.com/books/view/21091
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appreciate their work!
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