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Questions We All Ask — G. de Purucker

Vol. 1 No. 1 (October 1, 1929)
I — SOME QUESTIONS THAT CHILDREN ASK

Some questions that children ask — and grownups too. You will
also hear some delightfully touching and humorous remarks that
children make — and that grownups make too, only in different
form. I don't think that there is much difference between a child's
mind and an adult mind as regards the fundamentals. The
questions that I have heard children ask, and the questions that I
have heard grownups ask, seem to me to tend precisely to the
same point, and to require precisely the same answers. It is
merely the formulations that differ, both in question and in
answer, and in observation or remark.

In our Occidental countries where the questions concerning
"God," — "Who is God?" and "What is God?" — are considered of
such enormous importance, a child may say: "Papa, who is God?"
Did you never hear a grownup ask that very same question? Or
again when a child says: "Mama, what is nature?" did you never
hear a grownup ask the same question? Do not grownups ponder
over the same thoughts?

As regards nature, indeed, this is the very truth of things that the
scientists are trying to find out — what is nature? Where then is
the difference in fundamentals between the child mind and the
so-called adult mind? The child's mind is pragmatical: it is direct,
it is very matter of fact. It wants a clear-cut answer, and it is not
satisfied with evasions, as grownups so often are. But the adult
mind is sophisticated; it thinks it knows a great deal, and
therefore unconsciously to itself, it is satisfied with evasions that
are an apology for an answer. Provided that the answer be logical
in form, the adult mind rests quite content with an answer which



may contain no substance of reality.

But the child is not content with evasions. There is a hunger for
knowledge and for truth in its unspoiled soul. It wants to know
something real and true about things. The adult flatters himself
that he also wants to know something really true, but
nevertheless he is only too often satisfied with an answer if it
comes from an authority: religious or philosophical or scientific
or other.

You may ask: Is not the child also satisfied with the answers it
gets? Yes, if the answer is clever enough to hide the fatal flaws in
logic and fact, but it requires an extremely able adult mind to
deceive a child who has begun to think; and please understand I
am not referring to infants.

So when we speak of "Some Questions that Children Ask," we
might just as readily say "Some Questions that Adults Ask.”" We
adults are children simply grown up, and children are little men
and women who are as yet unsophisticated. That is the only
difference that I have been able to see; and it is as difficult to
answer a child's questions as it is to answer a grownup's
questions, and indeed I think it is more difficult.

When a boy comes to his father and says: "Papa, what is the
answer to this?" the father often does not know, and so he replies
in substance: "Go about your business; study your lessons; go to
your books." Now, I think that this is positively cruel. If the father
does not know the proper answers to give, I do not mean that he
should say "I don't know," because there is a psychological
problem involved here, and there is a certain respect that the
parent rightly feels the child should have for him; but he certainly
could give his child some kind of an answer, if he is himself
sufficiently a man to bring a child into the world and to take the
responsibility of its upbringing; and the same remark applies to



women.

Let me read to you something that happened in this our Temple
of Peace on last Sunday afternoon — and this comes from one of
our ladies in attendance here, whose permission I have to read it
to you:

"Hearing you announce the subject for the next Temple
Service address, I am quite sure this incident which
occurred in our Temple of Peace will be of interest.

"A man and woman with two small children sat directly
behind me. Many questions were asked during the organ
recital. The little girl gained my strict attention by asking,
'Mama! What is the music saying?'

"This was repeated several times before the answer came.
If you will reproduce the atmosphere of the Temple, you
will not think I exaggerate my feeling that something had
been killed, when the reply was, 'It isn't saying anything,
it's just pretty music.' I could have wept."

Ask a musician what the music is saying to him. The musician will
understand the question. The music is talking to him, if he is a
musician indeed. It speaks a language that he, at least to a certain
extent, can understand and interpret; it does say something to
him, it carries a message to him, therefore it speaks, and this
child's inquiring mind, searching for knowledge, appealing to the
person in whom it had utmost confidence, acted from an
instinctive sense of truth, and its mind was rebuffed and by so
much was stultified.

Such things are positively cruel, and show an utter
misunderstanding of child psychology.

I may say here that Katherine Tingley's whole system of



education — the Raja-Yoga system of education — consists in
bringing out the child's inner faculties: in teaching it not only how
to think, but how to feel, in teaching it how to become that which
it is within itself. Therefore it consists not so much in putting a
vast array of facts into a child's weary mind, and thereby
proportionately crippling the child's native powers and genius,
but in bringing out that which the child is living to express and
trying to express. In other words, the Raja-Yoga system is based
on the recognition of the fact that there is a great spiritual power
lying latent in and endeavoring to express itself through little
human beings whom we call children.

See how different this Raja-Yoga System, this theosophical system
of education, is from the old ideas: so different as contrasted with
the old idea that education for a child consists in stuffing its mind
full with more or less uncertainly truthful facts, until the mind,
until the brain, until the heart, can hold no more — of what?
Truths? Immortal gods! no, only too often of fairy tales of the
wrong kind: of things which seem to be true in one era, and in
less than ten or twenty years afterwards are proved to be false, or
false in part.

What kind of education is that? And that is the "education" that
our schools are full of, not only our American schools, but schools
the world over. Fairy tales! And the phrase in this connection is a
kind one, for there are two kinds of fairy tales, false and true, the
latter being the tales and stories of the ancients which imbody
great truths of nature put in the form of story and legend. For
these wonderful old legends and fairy tales of the ancients which
have come down to us in different forms in different lands, in the
form of story, imbody natural facts, facts of nature under the
guise, under the clothing, of fairy tales.

Yes, if you have ever studied the books of fairy tales existent in



the different countries — such as they which have been collected
by Andrew Lang in Britain, such as they which have been, not so
much collected, but have been imagined, by Hans Christian
Andersen in Denmark — there you will see, if you have the eyes
to see — and you will have the eyes if you study theosophy — the
great natural truths behind the veil of the tale.

Take the exquisitely beautiful fairy tale of the Sleeping Princess in
the Enchanted Wood, sometimes called Prince Charming and the
Sleeping Princess, or again sometimes called The Sleeping Beauty.
You remember the incidents of this beautiful tale. The beauty lay
sleeping in the castle in an enchanted wood, and all around her
everything was sleeping. The cook slept at his spit in the kitchen,
and the fire slept in the grate, and the wardens and the guards
slept standing. The king slept on his throne, and the queen and
her ladies in their boudoir slept with brush or pencil in hand.
Everything was asleep, sleeping. Then comes riding along the way
Prince Charming. He sees the sleeping wood and the palace in its
midst, and he enters the palace and finds everyone asleep,
humans, animals, trees, everything. He bends down and kisses
the Princess on the brow, and immediately everything awakens.
The cook resumes his labor of turning his spit; the wardens and
the watchmen awaken and begin anew their interrupted
conversation; the king moves on his throne; and the queen and
the ladies in their boudoir resume their various tasks.

All this lovely little tale is an expression in forms of faerie of what
theosophists call the opening of the manvantara, that is to say, the
awakening of a new period of cosmic evolution. Prince Charming
is the spirit who bends down and kisses the Princess on the brow,
and this is the touch of the spirit awakening new life in all things
— the awakening of intuitive vision — and things then spring into
life because manifestation begins anew for another cycle of
cosmic expression.



A legend which contains in such beautiful form some of the
profoundest mysteries of the old religions and philosophies of
past times, and indeed of modern science, is worthy of study, for
our ultra-modern scientists are beginning to see, they are
beginning to have vision, they are beginning to realize that there
are majestic truths in nature which can be interpreted no longer
merely by mathematical formulae, but by an intuitive mind and
sympathetic heart.

Such a legend, I say, containing such wonderful truths of nature,
is deathless in its elements, and one can understand why such a
legend has migrated from land to land through the ages, and has
been a great favorite not merely among solid thinking men,
statesmen and philosophers and others, but has been told by the
intuitive understanding of mothers in their nurseries to their
little children. Perhaps they do not understand what it all means,
but the appeal is there, the instinctive recognition of a great truth,
both physical and moral, which underlies the outer veil. And as
regards our scientists, that is, if they keep on as they have begun,
they will begin to understand the great meanings of some of these
legends of the ancient times.

In my next lecture on the Sunday following today, I hope to take
up, at least briefly, how such legends come into being, and how
they pass from land to land. I love to read the old fairy tales, the
old mythologies, the old folk-lore: because the fairy tales and
legends and stories and folk lore are but parts of the mythologies
of the ancient peoples. Some are more enwrapt than others are in
the veils of tale and marvel, some are more closely shrouded
under the veils of story, but all of these ancient fables and legends
and myths, contain profound truths of nature as their essential
meanings.

Education is a different thing from instruction. In our Raja-Yoga



system of education, founded and directed by Katherine Tingley,
we have not merely instruction, but education likewise. Do you
know the difference? These two words are popularly supposed to
be synonymous, but they are not. "Education” means bringing out
the native faculties within, evolving the native faculties of the
child, or indeed of the adult, so that the adult or child will learn to
be independent, spiritually and intellectually, to think for himself
or herself, and feel for himself and herself, and to walk through
life unafraid, a true man or a true woman; and this in no sense is
license or an unbridled following of moral lawlessness.
Instruction means the teaching of things that the current customs
and manners of the time require.

Katherine Tingley said many years ago, shortly after she first
founded her Raja-Yoga School here at Point Loma with five
pupils:

"The truest and fairest thing of all as regards education is
to attract the mind of the pupil to the fact that the immortal
self is ever seeking to bring the whole being into a state of
perfection. The real secret of the Raja-Yoga system is rather
to evolve the child's character than to overtax the child's
mind; it is to bring out rather than to bring to the faculties
of the child. The grander part is from within."

Everybody today knows how true this declaration is. It was an
educational novelty when Katherine Tingley first enunciated this
more than a quarter of a century ago, a true educational novelty.
Some educationalists possibly had dreams of such a system to
come in the distant future, but the idea then of education was
simply the cramming into the child's mind of all that could be
crammed into it, thus crippling the native genius of the child,
distorting often the pathway that the poor remnants of its
faculties, in other words of its genius, might follow.



People talk about the old fairy tales as if they were mere stories of
pastime, the fanciful wanderings of the imagination expressed in
words. They forget that there are and have been many fairy tales
which at one time were supposed to be knowledge, scientific
knowledge and whatnot, but which later were proved to be mere
ideas based upon theories of the bigwigs. Just think how things
and times have changed! Just think how our minds were
crammed with such false fairy tales about nature, when we were
children, and which we had to unlearn in adult life; and how, as a
matter of fact, did we succeed in learning the little that we do
know? By going within ourselves in thought and reflection, also
through mental pain and suffering and distress.

We might have been saved so much of this had we been properly
taught, both educationally and instructionally, according to the
truths of Katherine Tingley's Raja-Yoga in our youth — not
however that pain and suffering are not good friends to us in
their own way. They are indeed pathways in recognition of truth,
by which we may learn; but there is a better way — not only an
easier way, but a better way — and that is a sympathetic
understanding of the developing mind of the child by its parents
first, and second by its teachers who are its second parents; and a
very, very grave responsibility is theirs. I think that our Raja-Yoga
teachers realize it to the full. Every child we take into the school I
know is regarded by our teachers as a soul entrusted to their care,
for which they are individually and collectively responsible.

Yes, we used to be taught scientific fairy tales which were false,
and religious fairy tales which were false. We know of course
some of the old religious teachings of our childhood regarding
heaven, hell, God, the Devil. It reminds me of a little boy who said
to his mother once: "Mama, I want to go to sleep; please tell God
to go away."



Another little boy had been brought up in an orthodox home,
having loving parents of course, but he had been told of God as a
revengeful God, a God of mighty power who was the punisher of
wickedness and of sin, and who, although a God of love, for that
very reason used to punish little boys for being naughty; and he
was told of the sins that he should not do, and naturally his
childish brain and instincts were immediately tempted to do
these things, in order to see what would happen.

He had a wonderful mental picture of God, this poor boy; and one
day he saw a figure in a picture book — you know what the old
picture of the devil was, the medieval picture, a thing in human
shape with a tail, with horns on the head, with cloven hoofs, with
a satanic leer on the face, and holding the trident fork. This
unfortunate boy looked at the picture in amazement and fear,
and reflected a bit, and finally he said: "Papa, this must be God."

This is an example of fairy tales of the worst kind, and of their
influence on the plastic mind of little children. And there were
many other fairy tales that little children, you and I, when we
were between infancy and youth, were told. I am sure that all of
you here had parents as great and noble as mine were, but I am
speaking of the general run of individuals of my own age at that
time.

Let me read to you something that was given to little children to
read some forty years ago by one of the great religious
organizations. This extract is taken from a book, and this extract
describes the regions of Hell. I make only an extract from this
intolerable work, for I have no desire to inflict any more pain on
you:

"The Fourth Dungeon is the boiling kettle. Listen: There is a
sound like that of a kettle boiling. The blood is boiling in
the scalded brains of that boy; the brain is boiling and



bubbling in his head; the marrow is boiling in his bones.

"The Fifth Dungeon is the red-hot oven in which is a little
child. Hear how it screams to come out; see how it turns
and twists itself about in the fire; it beats its head against
the roof of the oven; it stamps its feet upon the floor of the
oven."

Isn't it horrible to put such thoughts into a little child's mind? Is
there any wonder that nurtured in such an atmosphere of terror
and horror we have as resultants criminals, weaklings, crooks,
shifty-minded and shifty-eyed adults: men and women who were
once little children brought up in the atmosphere of fear, of
horror?

Contrast all this with the stories which are told to the little
children, and have always been told to little children: the stories
of beauty; simple tales conveying an ancient truth about nature
and the human being; about the bright gods, the divinities; about
the fairies who make the flowers grow; tales about the raindrop
and of the sunbeam, true scientific tales, this time. The
imagination of the child is fired and stirred; it is taught to think
for itself; and the result is that it wants to know more, and as it
grows it will know more, for the developing faculties thus
encouraged within it to grow, will demand to know more. Thus
you have, I say, every possibility of genius shining forth in
manhood or womanhood.

The seeds of greatness lie in the lessons of beauty and of harmony
and of hope and of law instilled into the breast of little children.
Therein lies one of the beauties and secrets of the wonderful
theosophical Raja-Yoga system of education of Katherine Tingley.

I do not see much difference between children and grownups,
except that the grownups are worse, far worse, as a rule. We



adults have learned to make abstractions in our mind; we have
learned to be sophisticated, indeed often to be arrogantly
egoistical. We have learned to think that we know a great deal,
and have a great deal of trouble in unlearning much of what we
have been taught to know; and thus we have lost the child state in
which knowledge comes naturally — that child state of which
Jesus the Christian founder is alleged to speak in the Christian
New Testament: "Except ye become as one of these little ones, ye
shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven."

The idea here is not that we should become infantile, not that we
should lose knowledge, not that we should lose what we have
gained in the way of self-control; but to come back to the child
state of clear vision, with a mind free of prejudices, possessing a
lack of hates, and of false loves, possessing a lack of falsities in
both heart and mind. For these and other reasons the ancients
called their initiates, the great seers and sages, Little Ones.
Children see; and it is their inquiring mind seeking more
knowledge, that drives them to ask questions which adults often
find very embarrassing.

The childlike question "Who is God?" is an instance in point. Can
you answer that question? Now, in a Buddhist country no child
would ask such a question very probably, because in those
countries they don't believe in a Great Big Man up there in the
sky; but our unfortunate children in the Occident have been told
about this "Great Big Man up there," and they want to be told
something more about him. They are not satisfied. In fact, the
childish mind in its secret recesses does not know whether it is
going to accept it or not.

But every child heart understands when you talk to it about the
fairies who make the flowers grow; and so do adults; and it is an
infinitely more scientific thing to tell a child, than are the old-



fashioned ideas, scientific or religious as the case may be, about
something which never existed and was merely imaginary, and
has passed away, and is not indeed forgotten, but is not spoken of.
Here I refer to the entirely changed scientific conceptions and
views of nature and of life. The scientists will tell you the
mysteries of the atom and of the electrons in the atom. Their own
minds are fired, their imagination is fired, their whole being is
stirred, to get still greater truths. And what do they tell us lies
underneath the veil of the material world we see? Professor
Eddington of Cambridge, England, is one of these great modern
scientists who are beginning to "see," and he says that what lies
behind the material veils is "mind-stuff," to wit: all these electrons
and atoms are but manifestations of what he calls mind-stuff.

Fairies! You don't like the term "fairies," perhaps. Why? Simply
because you associate it with childhood. You think that childhood
is ignorant and stupid. Is it? Answer the children's questions then,
if you know so much. No indeed, children are neither stupid nor
ignorant.

Let me read to you some of the questions that children ask, and
also I am going to read to you some of the delightful sayings of
little children that have been gathered together here in our own
Raja-Yoga School by our teachers, some of whom have been kind
enough to supply me with quite a long list of these questions and
quaint sayings of the little ones.

Little Paddy (one of the boys): "Why don't we remember our past
lives?" Teacher: "Why do you think we don't?" Paddy (after some
thought): "Oh! It must be because we would not know which
mother to love."

Now, is not that a natural answer, as well as a thoughtful one?
Can you offhand give a more telling and pointed answer? Here
we are not dealing with questions of philosophy and religion as



much as with the inquiring mind of adult or child, as the case
may be. You probably could give a much better answer if you had
studied theosophy, the ancient wisdom, but if you have never
heard much about it, your natural instinct of love and devotion to
your present mother would perhaps lead you to say: "Well, I think
it must be nature's law, because if I had to love two mothers, or
three or more, I might feel that it was criminal to leave any one of
them out of my thought." You see that this is a child's devotion,
but not a man's. That probably is true. Nevertheless it shows
thought, it shows instinctive heart-wisdom, it shows sense —
more sense sometimes than we grownups are accustomed to
show in the answers that we give, which are often not merely
stupid but ludicrous.

Little Isabel: "Are the animals born again as we are?"

Answer: "Yes, but perhaps in a little different way." But the
answer is yes, just the same. That question is easy to answer. But
when little Isabel was told that her same exact body did not come
back again, but only "something inside," little Isabel remarked:
"But I didn't know I had anything inside me except my food that I

eat.

Now, there is a lot of wisdom in that answer — more than
appears on the surface. I venture to say that it is more wise, more
based on true intuition and instinct, than are those bulky tomes
in the libraries of the medieval schoolmen, who had an idea of a
something called a soul, which they thought was inside this
physical body, and that when the body died, the soul went up to
heaven, or in the other direction, and that one day the body was
going in some miraculous way to shoot up after it, or to plunge
downwards after it.

Personally I think little Isabel is right. That "something inside" is
indeed not in the body. It is, so to say, only metaphorically inside.



What I mean may be suggested to you when I ask: How about the
electricity in the conducting wire, and the wire itself? Is the
electricity "inside" the wire? How about the wireless? What is the
wire? Mostly holes. You know what physical matter is in the view
of modern science which is coming to be practically identical with
what it is in theosophy. Haven't I talked about it again and again
in our Temple of Peace? Physical matter is mostly so-called empty
space. Why, if you had the electronic eye, you would not see any
wire at all, for the wire is just a mass of electrons, points of mind-
stuff.

Indeed, that "something inside" of which little Isabel speaks, is
rather the psychomagnetic, quasi-material atmosphere
surrounding the individual, the auric cloud as it were
surrounding the body, wherein inheres the spiritual electricity of
individuality, popularly miscalled the soul.

Now, listen to this very quaint remark, one of the most beautiful
things that I have ever heard. Our little children here have an
idea that God and Mother Nature are the same person, one of the
teachers informs me. In fact, said this teacher, when Mr. Mitchell,
Sr., used to go about in his flower garden between five and five-
thirty o'clock in the evening, those little children all believed at
that time that he was God and Mother Nature, and that he made
the flowers grow. That is a beautiful thought.

Do you adults know where the flowers come from? A child's
question, you may say, but I tell you in all seriousness, it is an
adult's question, and will any adult in this Temple undertake to
answer it for me? Ask the scientist if he can tell you.

I can tell you, because I try to understand theosophy. Every
theosophist in this Temple can tell you. Partly they come from
human beings. Do you know that our soil, the ground, is the
physical stuff of beings that have lived and have gone? And we



ourselves, we human beings, physical body and all, are each one
of us a vast multitude of little lives, growing, learning things on
their upward way, just as we humans are: hence they are fairies,
if you like to give them that name, or if your mind is scientifically
disposed, you may call them atoms, which are points or centers of
mind-stuff. Otherwise they would not be individualized as atoms
and electrons.

Think about it for a moment. Think about it for yourselves, and
do not take merely someone else's opinion. We are made up of
these little fairies or points of mind-stuff, and we help to form the
flowers, as they help to form us, for we as well as they, are each
one of us shedding, so to say, these points of mind-stuff
constantly. And as these points of mind-stuff exist in very many
different degrees or grades of evolution, they seek both
individually and collectively their proper spheres when they
leave us, either as composing the bodies of minerals or the
vegetable world, or the animal world, or of other humans.
Everything in nature helps everything else, and we are bound
together by unbreakable bonds.

Now, this is high philosophy, as well as high religion, and it is
true. It is, in the sense of the word that I have already set forth, a
most wonderful fairy tale, because it is true, and every little child
will understand the elements of it immediately, because its mind
is unsophisticated. We think we know better from stuff that we
have put into our minds, and therefore we reject truth; but the
child's mind is not crammed full of false teachings — usually, that
is. You mothers and fathers, if your child asks you these
questions, should know how to answer them simply, and the
thought that I have just set forth is at least a suggestion that your
child will understand.

A child eight years old: "Where do we go when we dream? That is



the most interesting of all to me." Could you answer that? Do you
realize that our greatest psychologists are pondering over that
same question, of course formed in their own fashion, and
answering it with Graeco-Latin sesquipedalian words, words
perhaps two inches long in print; and all this is merely
sophisticated methods of trying to achieve the same thing that the
child says in six or eight words or less; but there is the same
question, the same thought.

Answer your child, should he ask you this question, that we go in
dream where the mind goes, because the mind is the personal
you and [; and tell your child at the same time that for this reason
it is very necessary to keep the mind clean and pure and in a state
of love for all things, for love is a great and mighty force of
protection — true, impersonal love, I mean. It surrounds the mind
with an aura that evil forces or influences never can penetrate,
and its influences on others are very beautiful and elevating.

Never mind, in speaking to your children, about high philosophy,
and do not attempt to fill in all the details, but wait until your
child is older. Give the child an answer that it can understand,
and if there is something wrong in your answer, let it find it out
for itself. Oh the joy of discovery that the child-mind feels! This
method will help the child, because it will make it think by firing
and awakening its own imagination, and this is of enormous
benefit to it in after-life.

Never fear to answer a question. Treat your child as you would a
companion and a friend, instead of a nuisance in the sense of an
animate interrogation point. This does not mean that you should
be foolish. It simply means that you should look upon your child
as a young and unsophisticated friend trying to learn. Treat it
aright.

Little Sidney, six years old, has long and eagerly awaited the time



when he could go to school. His experience was a bitter
disappointment. His teacher tells me that once he said: "We just
played games like Chick-a-my-Chick-a-my-Craney-Crow, and did
other things I already knew, when I thought I was going to learn
what became of the yesterdays, and how the stars are made to
stick in the sky and not fall out."

Will you please tell me what has become of past time? This is a
question that our greatest minds today are attempting to answer
in the ponderous language of modern philosophy. The great
Einstein has partly answered it in his so-called space-time
continuum. If you want philosophy, I call talk that to you also. But
the little child asked the same question in childlike words. Can
you answer it? Tell your child: "Dear, there is really no past. It is
all Now. Do you remember yesterday? Do you remember today?"
It will be satisfied for the time being. You have taught it to think,
to realize its own consciousness. Its own mind will fill in the
details; and you mothers and fathers, it is your responsibility so to
help it. Never mind trying to train it according to instructional
fads of the day: help it to grow so that its own native genius will
come to the fore, and instead of a criminal, instead of a failure,
instead in your family you may have one to bless your declining
years, a grownup son or daughter whom you will be proud of.

"How do the stars stick in the sky?" Can you explain gravitation —
what it is? Can you tell why it is? That is the very question that
our ultra-modern scientists are trying to solve today. Where is the
difference in fundamentals between the question of the adult and
the question of the child? It is the same thought, only formulated
differently. No wonder that the questions that children ask puzzle
their parents sometimes, because we adults ourselves find great
difficulty in answering, and the answers are not yet complete by
any means.



Here are some more questions: "Who is Mother Nature?" That is
just what our scientists are trying to find out. The child wants to
know. If that question were asked of me, and I were teaching a
little child, I think I would say: "The universal life, dear, is in you
and in me." And the child would probably ask more questions of
me and I would answer them as best I could: try to give it a
thought, something for its mind to think over, to dwell upon,
something noble helping it to bring out its own powers of
reflection and responsibility, thus helping to lead its own faculties
out into action.

You remember what Socrates said of himself, in his own view, as
being the proudest thing that he could say of himself. He said: I
am the midwife of young men. I teach them how to bring forth
their own selves, to bring to birth the real man inside.

Another question that a child asked: "Where do I come from?"
You may answer, for instance, if you like, "From the last life." The
child will be satisfied for the time being at least. It may
immediately ask another question. Be prepared for it, then, and
answer it in the same way.

A third question: "Where do we go when we die?" Suggested
answer: "To another life. You are here now, dear; you came here
from the last life; and when you leave this life you are going to
another life."

Listen to the following question: "Why must we obey?" Now, here
is a question that is indeed difficult to answer. However, we
might make an effort successfully to do so, and we might say: "We
obey because it is beautiful, and because it makes one strong and
healthy and good and wise." Such an answer teaches obedience to
constituted authority. It also teaches the child to have respect for
its parents, because the child feels that when Papa answers him
in that way, Papa himself is obedient to constituted authority.



Obedience therefore in the child's mind becomes something both
noble and manly, or womanly, as the case may be. You have put a
seed in the child's mind that will be helpful to it throughout its
life, and doubtless that seed of thought will grow into something
great.

"Who pushes the toadstool up through the solid concrete?" How
are you going to answer that question? Do you realize that that
question has been debated in the Academies? I verily believe that
nobody ignorant of theosophy can answer it, but that a
theosophist can. He can give you a good answer, whether you
accept that answer or not. The answer is logical, philosophical,
scientific, religious, and therefore satisfactory.

Putting the answer in as simple language as I can, I think I should
answer it as follows: "The toadstool pushes itself up, because it is
full of toadstool soul-life. In the same way your body will grow up
to be a big man, because your body is full of little fairy-lives,
which, all together, make your life too." In this answer you give
the child something to think about. Your answer may not be
satisfactory to yourself, but your purpose in answering your child
is not to do so in a manner pleasing to yourself. But with such an
answer your child has something to think over, to reflect upon,
and depend upon it, if there are any flaws in your answer, your
child will find them out, and will come to you again. And indeed,
is not that just what you want it to do?

Some of our children the other day found a dead mouse, one of
our teachers tells me, and after burying it with great ceremony,
they later saw another mouse running across the road. "Oh!" said
one of them: "Is that the other mouse come alive already?" They
thought that it had reincarnated so quickly. We may truly call this
one of the delightful things that children say.

We have some wonderful children here. It is a sheer delight to



listen to them. They do ask questions sometimes that literally
puzzle one, and it is impossible to blame anyone for being at a
loss how to answer these difficult questions, for the simple reason
that as I have said before, most of them are questions that adults
themselves are puzzled about.

A little four-year old boy remarked to his teacher one day, quite
of his own accord: "Miss ----, you know there are many things we
would like to do, but really they are not right; for instance, we
would like to hang on the doors." See the delightful and
refreshing frankness in this remark! It is a small thing, but after
all how significant in their meanings, as to a child's character,
such small things are.

"Will this pansy come alive again if I put it in water?" — holding
up a dead pansy to his teacher. I don't know what the teacher
answered, but I think that I would have answered: "No, it is only
the pansy's outside clothes. The little fairy has gone to another
life. Then when it comes back here to earth it will be at new
pansy-fairy." I have a notion that this answer will cause that child
to think a bit. Also its inquiring mind has not been rebuffed; it has
not been snubbed; nothing in its mind has been killed. On the
contrary, it has been helped.

"Why did the ancient Aztecs bury their implements with the
dead? They would not come back again in the same body,"
remarked a child of six years. How would you answer that?
Indeed it is a question that archeologists have been puzzling over
for many years, and they are still puzzling over it. The
archeologists long ago came to the conclusion that the peoples
who buried such implements believed in some kind of "spirit" or
"soul,” and that they also believed this spirit or soul will need its
implements in the next life, and that it was for that reason that
the ancients buried the dead man's implements with the corpse.



That answer never seemed to me to be a very logical or
satisfactory one. Do you know, I think that I should have
answered that child as follows: "Because the implements are no
more needed. New implements will be there ready and waiting in
the next life."

"Caterpillars turn into butterflies, but what turns into
caterpillars?” I would say: "Butterfly eggs." I think that this
answer would satisfy the child, at least for the time being.

One of the little tots was having her piano lesson one day, and
had just played a little piece called Humpty Dumpty, singing the
words while playing. The teacher told her to put some expression
into her playing, because at the end it was rather sad when
Humpty Dumpty could not be put together again. She calmly
replied: "Well, I don't care. It was his karma for sitting on the
wall!"

Someone had been reading Jack and the Beanstalk to the children.
After the story, one of the tiniest tots said: "Now, if Jack had not
climbed the beanstalk, the giant would never have gotten his
karma."

Several of the children have asked at various times: "Don't we go
to Fairyland when we die?" I think that I would have answered
this question as follows: "Yes, we shall go to a most beautiful and
wonderful fairyland for humans."

One small boy who thoroughly understands that he has two
selves, was asked by his teacher: "Why, when you know how to
do right, do you keep on doing what is not right?" The child
answered: "Well, the other boy keeps hopping up.” Well, let me
ask you a question: Does any one of you think that he or she has
not two selves, or perhaps a dozen of them? Have you never
heard of multiple personality? Psychologists and our modern



moonshees and bigwigs have long puzzled over the phenomenon
of multiple personality, which imbodies in multiple form what
Katherine Tingley briefly calls the "duality of human nature."
Children know this fact instinctively. We adults, sophisticated and
so wise in our own view, have to learn this truth again, and we
think that we learn it by going to the academies and by
committing to memory long explanations and rigmaroles which
the moonshees teach to us.

"Is the world ever coming to an end?" Is not that a scientific
question also? Has it ever been answered? No. But the theosophist
would answer that in perfect confidence: "Yes, because all things
that are manifested have a beginning and an end. So will our
world have an end and then it will grow into a better world." Any
child can understand that idea because it is entirely within the
boundaries of its own experience, and furthermore the answer is
wholly scientific.

The following conversation was overheard between some of the
little boys: "Well, if the world does come to an end, whether by
fire or flood, what will become of us?" — "Why, don't you know
we are all going to be saved? They will have to invent some way
of saving us." (A third child): "Why of course not, we will save
ourselves by being good."

I shall now read to you some extracts from the diary of one of our
young women teachers here.

"Herein are written a few of the delicious things said by the
children, those beings who, being primarily mentally ignorant of
mere theories, are therefore sometimes extremely wise. They are
always profoundly unorthodox, and thus it is that they so often
shock and fundamentally disturb those older 'children' who have
forgotten the 'clouds of glory' which shine about the heads and in
the hearts of little ones."



The teacher had been reading to the little boys about King Arthur
and his knights. Several days later she came into the room where
the boys were playing. Jimmy was just saying to Tommy:
"Anyway, Tommy, you have to have an education before you can
see the Holy Grail." "Why, the idea," said Tommy, "education has
nothing to do with it! You have to be good inside, first!"

Now that is the message of Tennyson's poem. The instinctive
child-vision saw it.

The boys were playing outside: "Let's play fighting. I'll be George
Washington," said Jimmy. "And I'll be Jesus," said Tommy.
(Tommy had just come to the school.) The teacher quickly called
the boys and told them not to play fighting. Then she explained to
Tommy that Jesus did not fight and that he taught that all men are
brothers. Tommy thought a moment, and then said: "I can be
Jesus in his next life; he has different ideas now."

Isn't that delicious!

Tommy is a new little boy, who has a special aversion to baths.
One day he said to his teacher: "Do you have a bath every day?"
"Yes, Tommy, every day." "Does Betty?" (his little cousin). "Yes,
Tommy." "So do L," said Jimmy. Just then Paul came up. "Shall I
have to have a bath every day when I am a big man?" said
Tommy. "Not if you are a business man," said Paul. About half an
hour later, Tommy came to the teacher and said: "Do you know
what I'm going to be when I grow up? I'm going to be a business
man!" This with an expression of both relief and satisfaction on
his face.

The ocean was as blue as it is possible for blue to be. "Mother, did
you see the ocean yesterday? It was thick with blue!" said Tommy.

Jimmy is a great giggler. I was telling the boys one day about the



planets — that they had no light of their own — that one might
say they were sleeping. Jimmy was giggling over something and
therefore was not listening. But Tommy found the subject
interesting, and was provoked at Jimmy's disturbance. "Do be
quiet, Jimmy," he said, "your noise will go way up into the sky,
and wake the planets up!" This in dead earnest.

There was a bird's nest one day high up in a vine. The boys had
seen the mother-bird fly back and forth from that spot, and of
course they all wanted to see within. So the teacher lifted up each
boy in turn. Most of them uttered the usual exclamations of
delight and wonder, but Fred just looked. Suddenly he said: "I see
lots of gray feathers and yellow mouths, but where are the birds"

The teacher had been having a most fascinating talk with the boys
about Mother Nature, in the course of which Fred asked: "Did
Mother Nature make me?" "Yes," the teacher said, wondering
what would come next. "I thought God made us," said Jimmy. It
was getting difficult, but Tommy saved the situation. "Aw, stupid,"”
he said, "they worked it out together."

Now, I believe they do. That is a perfect truth, if you look upon
God as what the barbarians even today call the Great Spirit, and if
we look upon Mother Nature as the lower part of natural being,.
Verily and indeed they worked it out together.

The plumber was mending a leak in a pipe, and the teacher let the
little boys watch him. "Well," said the plumber, "I must be getting
old, I can't find it." "If you're getting old you'll be going to
Fairyland soon," said one of the boys. "Oh, no," said the plumber,
"I'm not good enough for that." "Yes, you will," persisted the boy,
"you'll go to Fairyland and after a while you'll come back.
Perhaps," he said, with great concern, "perhaps you'll be a girl!"
"Wouldn't that be nice," said the plumber. "No," said the boy,
"because you couldn't fix any more pipes and things."



Now listen to this, for a child: The boys had heard from
somewhere that God was in everything. They were discussing the
question, and were pointing out how the Great Life-Spirit
manifested in various creatures and things. Finally they were just
about at the end of their enumeration when Fred said: "God is in
this table; if he weren't, it wouldn't hold together."

Professor Eddington in childhood.

One day the boys found a dead bird. They decided that it ought to
have a grand burial. So they took it into the garden and buried it
under a rosebush. The children sang a little song as they covered
over the earth. After they left the spot most of the children soon
forgot about it, but one of them was sniffling away by himself.
When asked what the trouble was, he said: "Now the birdie will
have to be dead all its life."

Freddie was relating, after he had come from home, about how
his Daddy's car (a Ford) had been hurt because some other car
had bumped into it. "Never mind," said Tommy (whose daddy is a
naval officer and owns a fine car), "never mind, Freddie. If it's
hurt very badly he can get another car, and I hope he'll know
enough to get a prettier kind. You know if your car is pretty
enough people won't want to bump into it!" "No," said Freddie,
"we want a Ford always. A Ford can always scoot around corners,
but a big car is so long: while the head of it is safely round the
corner, the back is getting hit."

Tommy and Jimmy were coming back from a concert with their
teacher one night. As they passed a certain palm tree, they began
to tread very cautiously. "Miss X," they said, "do you know what's
under that tree? A big rattlesnake. We saw it this afternoon.”
"How do you know it was a rattler?” said the teacher. "Because,"
in an impressive whisper, "it had very long ears!" (A rabbit!)
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Well, friends, I am half tempted to have another three-quarters of
an hour of delightful talk with you on next Sunday afternoon
about the children, but I have not yet decided. Meanwhile, there
is one thing which we theosophists try to do, inspired as we are
by Katherine Tingley's wonderful system of Raja-Yoga training.
We treat our children, not as grownups, but as evolving beings
who think and who are learning, and indeed we learn as much
from these little ones, I honestly believe, if not more, than they
learn from us. Some of the most delightful hours that I have spent
here at our Headquarters have been in listening to the little
children when they talk.
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II — THE WISDOM OF LITTLE CHILDREN

I wonder how much greater it is than the wisdom of grownups —
grownups with their sophisticated minds, making them think that
they know everything in heaven above and in the earth beneath,
and in the waters under the earth, as the saying goes. Little
children with their quick instinctive minds, quick instinctive
vision, unspoiled, unsophisticated, seem to know things instantly,
as it were intuitively, and their questions, different in this from
grownups, arise not so much out of their ignorance, but out of
their desire for more knowledge, for a truer insight and outsight.

Why are the questions of little children so difficult for parents
and grownups to answer? Just think over it. If we are so wise and
know so much, and are so sophisticated, and think ourselves such
natural and proper upbringers of the little ones, why cannot we
answer their questions? Because we do not know, most of the
time, and even as to those questions that we think we can answer,
the so-called scientific answers, why, it is the common knowledge
of the streets today that the scientists themselves have
overthrown the knowledge of their forefathers in very, very large
degree, and are themselves puzzled by the questions which
nature, the great Mother-child puts to man's inquiring mind, or
rather which man himself sees in the operations of the Mother-
child.

So, what are we going to do? The little ones ask us questions, and
confessedly we cannot answer them always; and the answers that
we can give are also unsatisfactory to ourselves. We know that
most frequently they are not good answers, and are answers that
would not pass current with other adults; and yet the children



have to be answered. The children have to be taught. We must
give them some answer that will be satisfactory, some answers to
all their questions, otherwise we give them nothing; and our
children will grow up in that so-called "natural” way, lauded by
shallow philosophers and unthinking visionaries, which means
that the children finally succeed in growing up into first-class
snobs, immortal gods! knowing nothing themselves that is of
value, having no training, either moral or intellectual, and seeing
no examples in their elders to follow, thus growing sophisticated
and thoroughly spoiled — much as we have been, although in less
degree, sophisticated and spoiled, so that we have to unlearn
every day almost what we had been taught to consider as things
of knowledge.

I suppose that this idea of allowing a child to grow "naturally," is,
in a sense, a reaction from the rigid and false instructional and
educational systems of our Occidental forebears; but even so, its
results are worse, if anything, than are the results that happened
to us. It is better to educate, even though imperfectly — it is better
to instruct, even though imperfectly — than to allow a child to
grow up to think that both education and instruction are the
nonsense of the old fogies, its parents, and that the child itself is
so perfect a creation of nature that, in its own mind, it becomes a
little tin god on wheels. This so-called natural education is just
plain bunk, and contains in itself all the seeds of immorality and
crime!

A gloomy picture, is it not? And yet it is a picture of facts as they
are. I am speaking with deliberation and emphasis today, because
as a theosophist I want the ideas which I am trying to express to
sink into your minds. I myself have experienced the value of
these theosophical teachings, and know how good and helpful
they are. Your children must be instructed: more, they must be
educated. They must not merely be taught what we adults think



we know, that is, apparently logical and natural answers to the
questions which nature puts to us; but they must also be
educated, "brought out," that is to say the inner faculties within
the child brought out into the expression of their native powers.

It is indeed a problem, and I suppose that no one knows it better
than the thinking and conscientious fathers and mothers
themselves. They question themselves seriously today: Where
shall I send my boy to school? Where shall I send my girl to
school? Well, you know what some of these schools are like.
Making all allowances for the splendid men and women in the
schools who are doing their best under what are very frequently
most embarrassing and unfavorable circumstances, our schools
are not at all what they ought to be.

It was with this situation in mind in part that Katherine Tingley,
some thirty years ago, founded the Raja-Yoga system of education,
which system not only teaches, that is to say, instructs, the child
intellectually, as the word goes, but tries to bring out the child's
own inner faculties, in other words, to educate it — the meaning
of which is to bring out what is within. This combination of
objectives is the ideal, this is the aim, that we strive to move
towards.

I think that no true theosophical teacher will ever tell you we
have attained perfect results, for, in the first place, there is always
growth. And mind you, it is not always those who talk most glibly
about Raja-Yoga who are the best exemplars of it. Words come
easily to thoughtless lips; but the Raja-Yoga system of education is
above everything else, a life. It is, in fact, the ethical side, the
philosophical side, the religious side, and the scientific side, of
theosophy, all put into practice as far as both teachers and
students can do so. It is not everyone who howls: "Lord, Lord,"
who sees the Divine, nor is it everyone who claims to be a Raja-



Yoga pupil who is worthy of the title, unless he or she shows it in
the life.

This in no sense means that our Raja-Yoga pupils or graduates are
'saints' or exemplars of priggish self-satisfaction. But it does mean
that they have had every opportunity to become worthy of the
splendid system under which they were brought up, and
according to which they were taught.

This may seem to you perhaps like preaching, but even if so, it is
exceedingly good preaching. It is true. It is the man or woman,
who lives what he believes to be true and right and honorable
and impersonal, who is a true Raja-Yoga student. Nor is one of the
sublimest virtues of human nature absent in the Raja-Yoga
training: I mean gratitude. On the contrary, there are no people
so grateful, heart-grateful and mind-grateful, as are they who
have understood what the Raja-Yoga education and training
mean. This training begins even with the little ones, and therefore
is it such sheer delight to listen to what they say, or to study the
questions that they ask, because these sayings and questions so
beautifully exemplify the coming into being of the innate faculties
of the little ones.

Yes, some of the sayings of the little ones — quaint, humorous,
occasionally irresistibly funny — sometimes show the breadth
and profundity even of the child's mind, in other words show that
Something back of the outward seeming, behind, as it were, the
developing mind of the little one, which is striving to express
itself as it grows.

A child's mind is not as some former philosophers in our
European countries have tried to set it forth to be: a tabula rasa,
or blank tablet, on which the child's growing life experience will
inscribe its character as it grows. It seems to me that the simplest
examination of your own selves, and of the little ones around you,



easily will teach you differently. Each child has its own character
which comes to it with its birth, through birth. It brings itself into
life; it brings therefore its own character; and its character is not
made nor created; not even may we say that its character is fully
shaped or formed by the experience of the ensuing life. Instead of
being a tabula rasa or blank tablet, on which its life-experiences
will write legends of the weal and of the woe that it has to
undergo, the child's inner constitution or mind, in other words
the child itself, brings with it into earth-life vast treasuries of
experience out of the past of all times: good, bad, and indifferent;
and these, in their aggregate, and in the effect that they have had
upon the developing soul, are what we call character.

Now even our wonderful Raja-Yoga education cannot achieve
miracles. We do not believe in miracles. You "cannot make a silk
purse" — you know the old proverb! If the child brings with it a
character which is cold and callous, calculating and selfish, the
utmost that even divinity, a school conducted by the very gods
themselves, could do to such a child under such circumstances
would be to ameliorate its unfortunate mental attributes and to
soften the circumstances in order to help it in the life to come.

So it is not everyone who cries: "Raja-Yoga, I am a Raja-Yoga!"
who has learned anything at all about it. Words come easily to the
lips of the thoughtless. We know that, and we do not claim to
have a school of miracles here. Our own great teacher, Katherine
Tingley, has told us that in one very important aspect of the
system, it is a school of prevention, not however, meaning by that
phrase that our Raja-Yoga teachers can prevent everything. That
would be idiotic, and we are not idiots. But it is indeed a school in
which, if there is the slightest chance for amendment, for
amelioration, for moral and impersonal growth, the little ones
here can have that chance, and under our system grow and
bloom and blossom, much as the flowers open their petals to the



rays of the golden sun; but we cannot achieve miracles, and no
one knows it better than our Raja-Yoga teachers themselves, and
our real Raja-Yoga pupils.

Therefore, our wonderful Raja-Yoga system of education, is, as
much as anything else, not a school of prevention alone, but a
school in which the child is studied in order that its growing
faculties may manifest themselves in the easiest and ultimately
the best way. Its mind is eagerly sought out and analyzed under
the often perplexing veils of personality by our Raja-Yoga
teachers, and impersonally and kindly — but, heaven forbid! not
by psychoanalysis or anything of that kind — but analyzed
wisely, its tendencies noted, its character studied for its own
benefit, and every possible chance given to it to develop — not
"naturally,” as this word is so abominably misused, but
spiritually, morally, intellectually, in order to bring out the best
that is in it, its own soul, which is the real man to be, or the real
woman to be.

And if we do not always succeed, the fault is not in the system nor
in our splendid and most unusually conscientious Raja-Yoga
teachers. We have indeed had wonderful success. The system has
proved itself a marvelous success as a system; and this is very
largely due to the self-denying, wonderful teachers that we have
here, most of them brought up from childhood under Katherine
Tingley's own direction: taught by her, not so much in words, not
so much in books, not so much in mere mental lessons, not so
much by stimulating the mere mental apparatus of an
educational system for which a great deal is claimed. Not so.

You can find such methods practically anywhere more or less;
and in comparison with the principles and ideals of the Raja-Yoga
system, the former do not amount to a snap of the fingers. The
system, on the other hand, aims to teach the child what it is, and



what the nature of things in themselves is: the children are taught
where to look in order to find the things of great value in life,
while the teachers are taught how to teach the children, how to
evolve forth the often splendid faculties of the child's mind, which
ordinary systems of instruction cannot reach.

There is the whole secret in a few words. No wonder theosophists
may briefly call it the Royal Road. It is the highway, the beginning
of the highway, which leads ultimately to the immortal gods.
When the child is taught to know itself, it is thereby taught to
know its inseparable relations with spiritual nature, and its
oneness with all that is, and therefrom flows the sense of
individual responsibility, not only to the Self, but to all other
selves; and the resultant of all this is that if the child has been
properly taught, its spiritual and moral instincts begin to work of
themselves almost automatically.

On last Sunday I made the suggestion to the fathers and mothers
then here, that if they could not answer the questions of their
little children, to tell them a fairy tale. Now, I mean that. The idea
is part of the system of the Raja-Yoga educational work here. It
does not, however, mean any kind of a fairy tale that you can find
in a book purchased for a price in the shops. Many of such fairy-
tales are not good, and some have even an immoral influence on
the impressionable and plastic minds of children; and this latter
kind of tales are not true fairy-tales at all. They are merely
imaginary tales, written by moderns who do not know the secrets
of Nature, who have not been taught, as the originators of the
splendid archaic fairy tales were taught, by seers and sages.

But I mean by fairy tales, those splendid old myths and legends
which have stood the test of time, and which contain, all of them,
a great spiritual, ethical, and scientific truth. You know the old
nursery rhyme about the old woman who lived in a shoe, and had



so many children she didn't know what to do? It sounds just like
doggerel, doesn't it? Well, that is a native English fairy tale, and it
contains a great truth, like many others of the folklore fairy tales.
Therefore is it a true fairy tale.

Who is this Mother who lived in a shoe? What is the shoe? Who
are the many children? Mother Nature, friends, living in the
universe around us, which is called a shoe in this tale because it is
the outward vehicle in which Mother Nature works; just so does
the shoe protect the foot and clothe it and carry the body along to
other scenes and views. This is evolution expressed under the
metaphor of a shoe. Do you know that an ancient name for body
was "bearer," or "carrier” or "vehicle"? In other legends of this
type the word 'shoe’ is not used, but the carrier or bearer or body
is spoken of as a garment or a veil or a mist, or something like
that; but the idea is essentially the same.

You could not readily tell a child in philosophical and religious
terminology, with words an inch or two long, the great truths of
nature. Its mind has not been sophisticated enough to
misunderstand nature after that manner. It would not
understand the language you are talking to it. But you can teach it
precisely the same truths of nature by figures of speech, by
metaphors, by tales, and the things thus taught will remain in the
mind.

The child will think about them, it will remember them, it will
remember the doggerel; but something of far greater value than
this remains: its consciousness has been awakened by the
intuitive working of the spiritual purpose inside the meaning of
these metaphors, tales, stories, etc., if they are indeed true fairy
tales.

You don't have to explain to a child the ethical meaning of a fairy
tale, in fact it would be unwise to attempt to do so, unless it asked



you so to do. Then you would have to do the best you could.
Meanwhile, don't bewilder it. Allow it to think for itself first, and
to develop the wish or desire for a larger understanding.
Overtaxing or bewildering a child's mind with the patter and
lingo of grownups, that grownups themselves don't understand, is
not Raja-Yoga education or instruction.

Enable the child to think for itself, and to see the truth for itself.
Bring out the powers within the child. Develop the growing
individuality of the child, lead it forth into manifestation: this is
the Raja-Yoga meaning of education. You should no more try to
think for your child than you should try to eat for it or to walk for
it. On the other hand, be an example of conduct for your child,
guard your conduct and your words very carefully when in the
presence of your children, for their eyes are very clear-sighted,
and they are logically intuitive, and when they see father or
mother doing things which the child is forbidden to do, not only
does there grow disrespect for the parents, but something more
serious than this, a sense of disrespect for the intrinsic beauty of
moral teaching.

When a child sees its father and mother breaking laws — not
merely the laws of nature, but also the laws of the state — it
learns to have a perfectly unlovely respect for law and order, and
for constituted authority! When it sees its mother or its father
perhaps cheat the street-railway company out of a nickel, which
is an instance that I personally have seen, what a lesson is
thereby instilled into the child's mind! Do such parents desire
their child to grow up to be a professional thief or a criminal of
some other type?

The life and duty of a teacher make his profession a strenuous
one, if he is at all sincere, but nevertheless it is a beautiful life;
and I have positive pity for the man or woman who has no



respect for a little child. They know every bit as much as we do in
their own ways, and within their own sphere, although they
cannot express it as adults think they can express what they
know; and if you think that you know more than your children
do, then answer their questions and answer them honestly. Be
honest with yourselves! Face yourselves for once in your life in
the presence of your little children!

I might say that in reading to you some of these delightful
questions and sayings of the children, in which their wonderful
elementary wisdom is shown, I have chosen names different from
the real names that the real children bear, for the simple reason
that I see sometimes here in our Temple the faces of parents of
our little children here, and I do not know whether I ought to give
the real names or not. I cannot see any harm in doing so, but it
struck me it might not be the right thing to do, for some parents
might not care to have their children's names thus mentioned in
public. So I have changed the names. For my own part, if  were a
married man and had a child, or children, I would be delighted to
have somebody talk about their questions and their childlike
sayings.

On the street of a certain Pennsylvania town, some years ago, the
following conversation, short but truly pitiful, between a mother
and her little son, aged four, was overheard: Son: "Mother, what
would you do if something should happen to Daddy?" Mother
(slight hesitation and then firmly): "I would cry, and cry, and cry,
and cry!" Later mother and father will wonder why son is such a
cry-baby.

That child was not properly answered. The mother spoke from
her own personality, and doubtless she thought she spoke from
her heart. She was so vain she wanted even her little son to
understand that when Daddy died she was going to be terribly



hurt. But how on earth does that personal feeling of the mother's
vanity answer the child's questions? How does it help the child?
On the contrary, it teaches it to look upon its personality as
something of importance and to cry at the first opportunity when
that personality is denied something that it wants. I ask you
plainly: what kind of a mother-thought was that which prompted
such an answer? I, the big I!

Two or three of our Raja-Yoga teachers here have supplied me
with some more of the delightful questions and sayings of some of
our little children. I will quote them during the course of my talk
this afternoon.

The little boys in one of the groups were once talking about what
happened to all one's possessions when one died. They were told
that people, before they died, made a will and said just what they
wanted done with their possessions when they passed away. One
boy said: "But what happens if a man dies unwillingly?" —
meaning without having written a will.

How would you answer that? You know what is done, but how
would you answer such a simple question as that. Do you think
that this question of the child has no meaning beyond its word-
sense? I think it has a great deal more. That child has begun to

think.

Here is another question: "If caterpillars and spiders and bugs
have many legs, why has a man only two legs like a bird? Why
have fishes and oysters no legs at all?" Could you answer that
question? Never mind about any scientific theory that you may
have heard of. Just remember that it is only a theory. Can you
give a truthful or a natural answer to that question: can you
satisfy yourself why you have two legs, and fishes and oysters
have none, and caterpillars and bugs have many? I do not think
that you can.



But you must answer your child's question with something, and I
think that I would answer that child as follows, at least as a
starter; and I know very, very well that if my answer is not
satisfactory, there will be a quick come-back. "We don't need so
many legs, dear. We just grew in that way." Now at least that is
not untruthful, and it is responsive as far as it goes, and the child
will wonder over this fact of "growing in that way," and as itself
grows older, and learns about the scientific theories of its own
day, its mind will have attained a certain independence of
judgment, because the germ of thought on this very subject has
already been planted and therein lies the beginning of the
training in accurate thinking.

Another question: "So many flowers have lovely perfumes, Miss
X. Why don't we smell nice, like the flowers?" Well, why not? Do
you think that there is anything foolish about that question? I do
not; I think it is a very natural question. As a matter of fact, we do
smell, and I think that I would have answered that child just
about in this way: "Some people do and some do not smell nice.
The dogs can tell the difference, for they have a highly developed
sense of smell."

Now, that answer is at least a true answer. It would not satisfy
you perhaps, and it won't fully satisfy the child. But at any rate, I
have not snubbed its mind; I have not rebuffed it or thrown it
back upon itself, and made it feel: "Oh, what a fool I was to ask
Daddy such a question. I am not going to do it next time."

Bring out the developing soul of the child; help it. That is what
education is, as contrasted with instruction, which latter only too
often means only teaching it a lot of folderol, that, when the child
grows up, will be forgotten. There is, of course, no harm in
properly teaching a child some of the prevailing theories of the
day. There is a certain amount of real value in mental training;



but I tell you, as a teacher by profession, that I believe that I know
that there is more value in teaching a child how to think than
what to think.

Human egoism! If you try to put into a child's mind what you
think it ought to think, in the first place you will find that it is
useless, and in the second place you are wasting time, and worst
of all, you are distorting that child's mind, particularly if it be
impressionable, as almost all children are.

Now, what are the best ways of teaching a child how to think, and
living out or bringing out what is within itself? You say: what is
the use of dead-languages? They are of no practical value. They
do not make money for you, they do not enable a child to earn its
own living, to pile up a big bank account. How do you know? I say
that it is much more likely that a child whose mind has been
accurately trained by studying dead languages — precisely
because they are impractical, to use the modern expression —
will be more likely to succeed in life in the so-called practical
affairs, because its mind has been trained, than would a child
whose mind has received no such training in thought and in
discipline. Such training teaches the mind to be accurate in its
thinking, to be close in its observations, to make necessary logical
deductions; and hence whatever it is, these dead languages,
mathematics, or anything else, are the valuable things for a child
to study, because they train that child to think and to think
carefully.

Similarly, mathematics for the same reason precisely calls for
accurate and impersonal thinking. Then the scientific studies: tell
your child that the things that you are now teaching it in the
various sciences are not fully truth, that they may change
tomorrow; but that they are the highest knowledge of nature that
has as yet been attained. Outside of anything else this will lead



your child to accept your frankness, and therefore it will make it
also frank and honest, which is a great advantage in the so-called
struggle of life.

Do you not think that all this is true? Do you think that our
modern scientists are encyclopedias of ascertained truths of
being, and that nothing more can be learned than what they
know, and that therefore their word or theories at any one time
are irrevocable and absolute truth? What a pitiful thing it is if
there is nothing more to know in the universe, and to suppose
that our scientists know everything that there is, and that they are
greater than the Great Spirit, because they comprehend it all, and
therefore even comprehend or enclose, mentally speaking, the
Great Spirit?

Yes, I think that some people have very nice odors, and we feel it
in more than one way: their very presence is a benediction. Even
the natural animal odor of the human body in some cases is not
by any means unpleasant; and little children are very susceptible
to these things in their unspoiled sense apparatus and instinct.
Contrariwise, the animal odor of some other people is not at all
pleasant.

Here is a question: "Why do some flowers go to sleep at night, and
others stay awake?" Can you answer that? Why not remind your
children of the sunflower which turns its face to the sun in the
morning and which follows the sun across the sky by turning on
its stem, and faces the sun to the westward in the evening? Can
you understand that? The scientists cannot, although they have
theories about it; but at least you can tell your child some fairy
tale with application to this point, and teach it to think, and
perhaps when it grows older it may discover why some flowers
sleep at night and some stay awake. At any rate, we know it has to
do with the sun, and your fairy tale can deal with the sunbeams.



I am sorry for the mothers and fathers, the mothers in particular.
If they cannot answer the questions their children ask, in the
name of the immortal gods, who will answer them? Therefore I
say again if you cannot answer the questions, which is most likely
the case, tell them one of the noble old fairy tales, and do not try
to overload the child's mind by giving labored and theoretic
explanations according to your own view. Let the child exercise
its own faculties of imagination and intuition. There is never any
harm in telling the child that there is a very beautiful truth at the
bottom of the fairy tale which it ought to discover for itself, and if
the child says to you: Have you discovered it? you can say: I think
so; and then tell the child what your explanation is. Here again
the child will respect you for your frankness, and in its turn will
become frank, because it will look upon frankness as a beautiful
thing.

Fire its imagination with these ancient truths, and you may have
a boy or a girl who will grow up to see visions of splendor and
dream dreams of reality. Its native faculties will have been
exercised. You cannot make a silk purse — you know the rest. But
you can give to your child every possible chance; and whether it
be a "sow's ear," or whether it be a baby Jesus, matters not so
much, as far as the principles which we are discussing are
concerned. In the name of truth, I say, give the little child its
chance to think for itself.

Another question: "Why does a stork stand on one leg?" That
question was asked of me, and I took about half a minute to think,
and then someone came to the rescue — another boy, and he said:
"Stupid question! Why, if it raised its leg, it would fall down. That
is why it stands on one leg." Now that is funnyj, it is really
humorous; but, do you know, my sympathy was with the boy who
asked the first question. Why indeed does the stork stand on one
leg? No scientist can answer that question, although he may



theorize about it just as you and I can. But my sympathy was with
the first boy, because he was not satisfied with the answer of his
little fellow. He was thoughtful; he pondered and looked at the
ground, as a child will. As for me, I did not say a word. I did not
want to spoil the atmosphere of the situation. I knew that if I
spoke or interfered, the growing thought in that little boy's mind
might be hurt; and I left it as it was. I am glad I did so.

Another question: "Why is it that children are always naughty
and grownups are always good; because grownups were children
once?" that is a tough question. It really is. I think that if I had
been asked that question, I would have said: "Well, dear, children
are not always naughty, nor are all children naughty; and
grownups are not always good, nor are they all good. There are
good children and naughty children; and there are grownups
who are good and grownups who are bad." I think that I should
have said no more.

Here are two delightful little things. The children were at Sunday
dinner, and they began to talk about the various things they had
to eat. Lettuce, they knew, grew out of the ground, but how did
crackers grow? This started a long conversation with the teacher
about cooking. Suddenly Richard asked, apparently quite
irrelevantly: "Did Mother Nature make my daddy?" "Yes, indeed,"
answered the teacher. "Then once upon a time he must have been
a baby." "Yes." "Then," said Richard, "when all the world was full
of babies, and there were no grownups, Santa Claus and Mother
Nature must have done all the cooking!"

I wish that I knew enough to tell the little child, indeed to tell one
of my grownup colleagues, just how and why lettuce grows. I can
work out an answer which is perfectly satisfactory to me, but I
don't think I could work out an answer that would be satisfactory
to another grownup. Pause a moment over that still greater



question: "Why does lettuce grow?"

But you can answer these questions, at least satisfactorily to
yourself, if you study theosophy, which is not of human origin,
which has not been imagined by anybody, which is not just a
collection of wise sayings from the various philosophies and
religions of the world; but is, to those who have studied it, proved
to be the formulation in modern language of the wisdom of the
gods transmitted to us by the greatest, the most titanic, spiritual
visioners and intellectuals that the world has ever known.

You think that you have not those faculties of understanding and
imagination in your constitution, perhaps, dormant or active as
the case may be, which will enable you to see true answers to any
questions? I wonder if you really think that. I do not believe it. If a
man can think, where will you set the limits to the possibility of
growth of that faculty of thinking? Do you dare to say that it can
never be greater than it is now, and that greater men than we
have never lived in the past, or will never live in the future? Or
did not live in the great and silent past of the earth? And how
dare any thoughtful human being say that there are in the
boundless spaces of the boundless universe no beings greater
than we poor humans on this little dust speck we call earth? Pray,
pray think about these things.

One of the boys asked his teacher the other day why caterpillars
always "tangle up" when they walk. You know how some
caterpillars go, those caterpillars who progress by looping as they
move. Now, can you answer that question? It is a very simple
question. Can you answer it? Can you say why some caterpillars
progress by looping as they go? All caterpillars do not, but some
do. Simply because they are built in that way. They have, as a
rule, three pairs of feet on the forepart of their long body, and
what are called prolegs or fleshy excrescences on the nether end,



and sometimes in the middle. The caterpillars who loop as they go
do so because that is the only way they can go. They cannot go as
other caterpillars go; they cannot run as a spider will, but they
have to go in that way: they are not strong enough to dig their
three pairs of forefeet into the ground, or into the bark of a twig,
and pull themselves; so nature teaches them to make these loops
of their body, and that is why they "tangle up" when they walk.
Now surely you will know how to explain that to a child.

Now, the following are also pretty sayings — and as the time is
passing rapidly, I shall not read many of these that I have
collected. Mary (about four years old) seeing an alligator lizard
for the first time, described it to her teacher as a "lizard that was
so thick that there was no thinness about it."

One child, when rehearsals for A Midsummer Night's Dream
began, asked her teacher if they were rehearsing that play "Do as
you like."

Another child (three years old) when spoken to about a button
that was unfastened, looked up at her teacher and said, very
saucily: "You did it." When told she must not speak like that, a
naughty twinkle came into her eyes. She glanced at the button,
and then assuming a very demure expression, she said: "This
button is undone. I don't know who did it. It wasn't my teacher.”
Another time she said: "I can't fasten this button, Miss X, it keeps
crawling out."

Mary had watched with great interest when the children's
temperatures were taken during a sick spell. She had heard the
teachers warn a little girl who was inclined to bite the
thermometer that it would make her dreadfully sick if she should
do it. One day, she brought her doll and with the greatest concern
said: "My dolly's very sick, she's swallowed her temperature.”



Teacher: "What is the capital of the United States?" One little girl
shouted: "George Washington, D.C."

Louise, trying to repeat a poem of which one line was: "Where the
gray trouts lie," was heard to say: "Where the gray trousers lie."
Another time, trying to sing: "Love divine through all things
flowing," she sang: "Lovely vine, through all things flowing."

One little girl was inclined to eat too fast, but one day she folded
her hands very firmly and looking at them, as though talking to a
real person, she said: "No, tant take more bread till you's told."
Now that is a pretty little example in self-control.

Here is something about you, friends: Annie was much interested
in knowing why public meetings were now given in the Temple of
Peace. We explained that Katherine Tingley was trying to teach
the same lessons to the public that she teaches to Raja-Yogas. She
looked up quickly and said: "That's just it. There are many things
which are not true that people believe, just because someone has
told them, and we are trying to get it out of them, aren't we?
Madame Tingley doesn't want people to grow up knowing stupid
things, does she?"

That is what you might call ad hominem, an argument directed to
the man.

To our children brought up here in the Raja-Yoga School, death
has no horror. On the morning after Mrs. A--- R---- passed away,
and the children were told, some little girls who had been
brought up at home to think of death as a sad thing, put on long
faces; but Dorothy, who thought of death as going to Fairyland,
clapped her hands, and with a face lighted with joy, exclaimed:
"Oh good! Now she will rest and when she comes back to us, she
will be all well and won't suffer any more, will she?"

What a beautiful thing a child's mind is! And on the other hand,



how our children's minds are stultified and how their hearts are
hurt by the old terrible atmosphere of the old home-religion that
enshrouded some of the most natural and beautiful things in the
world!

Tommy came back from the beach with a dripping bathing suit
over his arm, and his hair all wet. "Well, Tommy," said his
mother, "how was it the waves didn't swallow you up today?"
"Because I swallowed them," he promptly replied. (Tommy is five
years old.)

One day Tommy asked: "Have caramels (which he pronounces
carrmulls) anything to do with Karma?" "Sometimes," said his
teacher. Tommy stood thinking for a moment, and then said:
"Don't you think they are very good karma?"

Here is a pretty thing: Tommy had been for an outing with his
mother and daddy. The daddy had to leave them for a little while,
and while he was away they happened to see a flock of wild
turkeys. When Daddy came back, Mother said: "Tommy, aren't
you going to tell Daddy what we saw?" "Oh yes!" said Tommy, and
then very impressively: "Daddy, we saw a flock of Thanksgiving!"

Before parting this afternoon, I recall to your minds, if you please,
what I mentioned in the first part of our talk this afternoon about
fairy tales as being true and false. Those fairy tales are true which
imbody some great natural fact, some great element of the
universe, one of the great operations of universal being, and these
great natural facts, at least some of them, which have been given
to ancient humankind by the seers and sages, are imbodied in
two kinds of treasuries of natural lore, so to say.

One is the native folklore, varying in different countries
according to different peoples, but in very large degree
everywhere containing the same elements of truth. The other is a



body of great and wonderful legends and stories which have been
brought westwards to the Occident from the motherland of
religions and sciences, archaic India; and to show how these
wonderful stories that were put by great minds into the form of
myth and legend, and therefore form a part of the mythology of
various peoples, passed from mind to mind and from age to age,
and from people to people, I took the trouble this morning to
investigate one single instance and to draw up the results of my
investigation in simple form.

In ancient India there existed a collection of delightful fables and
tales inculcating high moral virtues and philosophic and religious
truths, under the form of the so-called Beast Fable. Kipling's
Jungle Book contains stories copied after the style and matter of
some of these tales which still exist in the Sanskrit literature, such
as the Panchatantra and the Katha-Sarit-Sagara.

Centuries ago, by command of the Persian Sassanian king, Khosru
Anushirwan, in 531-579 of the Christian era, a translation from
the archaic Hindu collection was made into Pehlevi, the literary
language of Persia.

From this Pehlevi version were made two notable translations:
one into Syriac, about 570 AD, and one into Arabic about 760.
These two versions were called respectively, the Syrian, "The
Fables of Kalilag and Danmag," from the names of two jackals
Krataka and Damanaka who figure prominently in the original
Sanskrit; and the Arabic Kalilah and Dimnah or "The Fables of
Pilpay."

From this Arabic version came in turn one into later Syrian
dating from the tenth or eleventh century, one into Greek about
1080, one back into Persian dating from about 1230, one into
Hebrew dating from about 1240, and one into old Spanish dating
from about 1250.



From the Hebrew translation came the version into Latin, made
by John of Capua, dating from about 1270 and called Directorium
Humanae Vitae, or "Directory of Human Life."

From this Latin version came the German translation, first
printed about 1481 at the instance of Duke Eberhard im Bart, and
called in old German, Das buch der byspel der alten wysen, or, in
modern German, Das Buch der Beispiele der alten Weisen — "The
Book of the Examples of the Ancient Sages."

From the Latin version of John of Capua also came the English
version of Sir Thomas North, 1570. La Fontaine, the great French
Fabulist, in the second edition of his Fables, 1678, confesses his
indebtedness to Pilpay, the "Indian Sage," and elsewhere says:

"Fables, in sooth, are not what they appear:
Our moralists are mice, and such small deer.
We yawn at sermons, but we gladly turn

To moral tales, and so amused we learn."

And Dr. Johnson, quaint old Englishman, in his Life of Gay, says:

"A fable or apologue seems to be, in its genuine state, a
narrative in which beings irrational, and sometimes
inanimate, are, for the purpose of moral instruction,
feigned to act and speak with human interests and
passions.”

And how truly the child understands all this, with his
unsophisticated, unspoiled, mind and heart.

There is one point to which attention should certainly be called
before I conclude my lecture this afternoon. It is this: that the
brief summary of the translation or transmission of the elements
of the Beast Fable as above outlined, from archaic India to
modern European countries, shows how nearly to heart, sober



and serious-minded men took these fairy tales, legends, myths,
and what-not, their minds being less sophisticated than ours,
however sunken they may or may not have been in superstition,
religious and other; so the great value and intrinsic beauty of
these old moralistic tales, while they understood very little of the
esoteric meaning behind them, and probably in fact understood
very little at all of them, nevertheless the beautiful appeal these
stories made to their minds, as well as to their hearts, is
significant enough. We are so sophisticated in our ultra-modern
egoisms that we fail to see beauty where beauty lies, and run
after skeletons clad in velvet and paint!

In concluding, friends, Katherine Tingley describes her system as
follows:

"The truest and fairest thing of all as regards education is
to attract the mind of the pupil to the fact that the immortal
self is ever seeking to bring the whole being into a state of
perfection. The real secret of the Raja-Yoga system is rather
to evolve the child's character than to overtax the child's
mind; it is to bring out rather than to bring to the faculties
of the child. The grander part is from within."
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Questions We All Ask — G. de Purucker

No. 3 (October 15, 1929)
SOME QUESTIONS THAT GROWNUPS ASK

For two Sundays last past, I have been talking about the questions
and observations that children ask and make, and I have tried to
point out to you the deep elemental wisdom that lies in the
unspoiled child's mind. I fancy that some people do not altogether
like that idea: that is to say, the idea that we grownups do not
know so very much after all, in the sense of knowing more than
the little ones know — because adults naturally ask themselves:
how about our growth and the experiences that we have?

Grownups of today are still psychologized in the idea that
children are "created" or are born with their minds a tabula rasa,
a blank page, on which nature — what is this nature? — writes
everything that forms a child's character as it grows up to
adulthood.

But as you must know, that theory is no explanation of a child's
intrinsic character, and cannot be understood at all, because what
is this "Nature," this recording angel, in the first place; and in the
second place, where and what is this supposititious tabula rasa,
this blank sheet, this blank tablet, on which this abstraction called
nature, writes the results of a child's experiences?

On the contrary, theosophists, with the wisdom-religion of the
ancient times behind us, say that the little ones come into
incarnation bringing with them from past lives treasuries of
experience of all kinds, good, bad, and indifferent, and it is
precisely these treasuries of experience, good, bad, and
indifferent, which manifest the character and which, by the effect
they have on the character, make you different from me, or you
different from others.



From ages upon ages of the past, out from the past, have these
incarnating entities, these incarnating monads, come into life
after life, and in each life improving — let us hope that it is an
improvement — if not degenerating, what previously had been
developed in the individual being as character. Character is not
inbuilt as a work from outside; nor is it builded by the mere
adding of brick to brick of experience, or stone to stone of
experience, after the manner in which a mason will insert new
stones or bricks in a wall. But character is the product of
evolution, as the ancient wisdom, today called theosophy, teaches
it; that is to say, it is the bringing out of what is within: the
expansion or development of the faculties that lie latent and
innate in the very energies which form human beings as they are.

We are the expressions of these energies, for these energies are
the seeds of beings — collectively speaking, these energies are the
monads of beings, and these monads are the manifesting energy-
consciousness-points — call them by what name you like, for the
name matters very little indeed. As these spiritual energies, these
forces, come out and express themselves in manifestation, they
do so as character. Thus is genius builded; thus does love divine
finally shine forth with a splendor that nothing else ever attains;
thus too the lovely fruits of intellectual genius — talent, ability, in
all their various stages — come into flower and blossom in the life
of the man.

So you see, there is no reason to be offended at the thought that
an adult is merely a grownup child. It seems obvious enough, and
also obvious that the elemental wisdom of little children is due
simply to their unsophisticated and unspoiled minds, and to their
native instinctive vision, their native instinctive genius thus
expressing itself, and the child's not knowing how to express this
genius in the sophisticated terms and modes that adults are



usually so proud of.

I have before asked you the question, friends: if we are so proud
of our sophistication, and think it is a mark of excellence which
distinguishes adulthood from the little one, from the mind of the
child, why cannot we answer their questions? Yes, why cannot we
answer their questions satisfactorily even to ourselves? It is
usually much more difficult to answer a little child than it is to
answer an adult. An adult is so sophisticated that he is perfectly
sure he knows it all; and if he is polite, he will listen to you
politely, and go away thinking that he knows more or less than
you do, as the case may be; but his mind is already so full of what
he thinks are facts, that you can hardly stuff another fact in.

That is sophistication, and most of our life is passed in unlearning
what we think we know, actually in order, just before we pass out
of life, to attain some small realization of the fundamental fact of
consciousness.

Ruskin says very beautifully: "Childhood often holds a truth with
its feeble fingers, which the grasp of manhood cannot retain —
which it is the pride of utmost age to recover." It is true. You look
at very old people, and look at them with sympathy and
understanding, and you will find that their minds are not
childish, but often childlike in their simplicity; for they are quick
and intuitive, in their own lines or views of things, and are
growing unsophisticated, recovering the childlike nature and
instinctive vision that the little ones have. We think we know so
much, we adults: we think that we can answer all possible
questions: questions that the angels in highest heaven, as the
Christians might say, would hesitate before presuming to touch
upon even as an overture to an answer.

The simplest questions that the little children ask are often filled
with mysteries and wonder. Walt Whitman expresses this



beautifully in his Leaves of Grass, page 33:

A child said: "What is grass?" fetching it to me with full
hands. How could I answer the child? I do not know what it
is any more than he.

If you know what grass is, then in the name of the immortal gods,
send your knowledge to the academies. How grateful will they be
— if they only accept it!

I have some questions here today that adults have asked, a list of
them, and I find them just like the questions of children, plus
sophistication, and they are just about as hard to answer, these
particular questions at least. The greatest difficulty in answering
any question is in breaking the molds of the mind of the
questioner that he may receive a new truth — as our first great
theosophist in modern times, H. P. Blavatsky, said, "breaking the
molds of mind," — so that the new rays of truth may enter in, the
rays of the new truth.

You know what difficulty every new discovery has to make its
way in the world, the reason being that men are averse to new
knowledge, not because they are averse to accepting something
new, but merely because it is unfamiliar to their previous modes
of thought, therefore is not in accordance with accepted rules and
regulations, and with our sophistications and with the things we
think that we know. We have thus to break the molds of mind,
and finally a little light enters into the tiny cranny thus burst
open in the mind, and with its own magic power it works a
marvel; and the mind is finally bursted, and then we see, we see!

Here are some hard questions that I am going to answer today, or
try to answer; because these questions are many, I shall try on the
Sunday following, and perhaps on the Sunday after that, to
answer the rest of them. I do not know who sent in to me these



questions, doubtless some kind friends.

* Why are so many of the truths that you teach so familiar to
us?

* Why is it that people generally will not accept the truth when
it is put so clearly by you?

* The velocity of light, usually estimated in modern physics to
be 186,000 human miles a second, is claimed to be the highest
speed limit in nature of any material body. Modern science
asserts that it is impossible for any higher material speed to
exist, and that Einstein's Relativity Theory proves this. What
have you to say?

* Who am I, and what am I? What am I here on this earth for?
* Am I all mind, or all matter, or both mixed? What is mind?

* What is matter? What are force and energy?

* Are mind, force and energy, and matter real or unreal; in
other words, are these three separate things, each existing
always by itself, or are they only three modes or pulses or
events of some underlying reality?

* Are there other planets in the universe than those we know
of in our own solar system?

* If not, to what can be ascribed the unique fact of our
planetary existence?

» Were we created or have we evolved? What is evolution?

* Are education and knowledge reminiscence, as Plato said
they are, or are they instilled into or put into the human mind
as bricks or stones are put into a wall?

* Does the soul of an infant enter its body at birth, or before
birth, or after birth?

» What is the soul?

» Have twins or triplets, etc., the same soul, or different souls?
» Was Jesus Christ a man or was he God?

* [s virgin birth, or immaculate birth, possible in nature?



* Why is it that the human race exists in two sexes, whereas
certain and many forms of animate beings are dual-sexed or
hermaphroditic?

* How many dimensions of and in matter are there — three, or
more?

* Since science tells us that matter is the only solid and real
thing in the universe known to us, how can there be such a
thing as spirit which is said to be immaterial and
unsubstantial? And if spirit does exist, how can something so
shadowy, weak, and unsubstantial affect matter which is so
gross, dense, and solid?

These are certainly some difficult questions!

Why are they familiar to you? Because you have heard them
before, perhaps not in this life, but certainly in a previous life,
and your character built in that previous life, recognizes
familiarity with them. On the same line is built true love between
human beings, trust above all things, and confidence and
sympathy and respect.

Familiarity in the sense just employed signifies knowledge
previously acquired. We reject precisely those things that we are
not accustomed to see or to think about, because they are strange
and oft appear to us to be baroque or queer, but the trouble is not
in us and not in the things themselves. But those things which
have become native to our souls, and have become a part of our
own inner fabric — them we like, for they are familiar, for they
are a part of ourselves.

People who ask such questions as the two first above named must
have been theosophists in other lives, unquestionably so; and
people to whom the wonderful theosophical truths — the truths
of natural being please remember, that is our theosophical



teaching — are unfamiliar, are just they who have never studied
them before, in other words they whose minds have not been
awakened to recognize this mode of natural truth.

A theosophist is not made; he is not one by means of instruction,
that is to say instructed to be one. He is born a theosophist; he
comes out of the past a theosophist, perhaps unconsciously to
himself: he comes out of the ages, unconsciously to himself or
herself "trailing clouds of glory" with themselves as they come, as
Wordsworth puts it beautifully. They are superior people. We do
not say this because we theosophists look upon ourselves in an
arrogant way as being superior people. That is not the idea. We
say it because it is true. Any man or woman who is interested in
the great questions involving the nature and destiny of man and
of the universe, and of man's inner spiritual constitution and the
inner constitution of the universe, and in the origins of these,
must de facto have a superior mind.

"Why is it that people will not accept the truth when it is put so
clearly by you?" Because they don't recognize it to be true. What
was the experience of the founder of the Theosophical Movement,
H. P. Blavatsky, when she first brought the ancient wisdom to the
western world? Rejected, persecuted, reviled, mocked at, single
handed she fought the battle; and now, fifty years or more after
her first labors began in this country, theosophy is a word known
in every civilized country. And greater than anything else
perhaps, theosophy as she taught it is accepted in many of its
principles, by the most eminent scientific thinkers of today,
although, we must suppose, unconsciously, because they never
refer to it by name as having originated with the great
theosophist, H. P. Blavatsky. In any case, there is tribute of
intellectual acknowledgment.

Why has not the whole world turned theosophical? Because the



whole world does not know theosophy. People don't recognize the
truth in theosophy — they are not awake — and all that
theosophists can do is to keep on budging along, budging ahead,
and hammering and hammering the truth home into their minds,
until finally these raindrops of theosophical words entering into
their mind will succeed in bursting the rigid and crystallized
molds of thought.

The time is coming — and I personally believe that it is coming
rapidly — when a revolution in human thinking shall take place,
stealing into men's minds and hearts from the East: from the
sunrise of our being; the great truths of nature and of man will
become familiar if only by force of theosophical repetition, of
mental repetition, of verbal repetition. Then we shall see a
renascence of the ancient wisdom-religion in every civilized
country, for it is the universal religion, the natural religion-
philosophy-science of mankind.

For all things are inseparably bound together. You cannot really
separate anything from anything else. The words that I am now
trying to utter, create vibrations in the ether, which go out from
my mouth, spreading into eternity. Think you that they have
entered into my mind from nowhere, haphazard, fortuitously?
Never. They have come to me out of the past; every word that I
say, or that any one of you says, has come out of my or of your
past. We human beings are not automata, however; we are not
mere automatic repeaters. That is not the idea. Things come to us
which are ourselves, in fact which we ourselves have created in
ourselves in other lives, and these are parts of our character; and
we revoice them and relive them — only on higher planes and
with wider sweeps of effect each time, let us hope!

I mean this is so unless we have degenerated, lost the link with
our spiritual being, and have become so enfeebled and weak that



we have taken the downward path. But such unfortunate and
misfortunate human beings are exceedingly few and are
negligible therefore in number. As Francis Thompson the poet
says in this connection:

All things by immortal power
Near or far,

Hiddenly

To each other linked are,

That thou canst not stir a flower
Without troubling of a star.

This is poetry, but it is also a scientific truth, as all real poetry is.

The troubles that beset and plague men do not arise outside of
themselves, so far as men are concerned. The trouble is not in or
with the world in which we live; it is in and with us men
ourselves. Verily our troubles are in ourselves. None of us is
perfect, and we are all so prone to see the motes in the other
man's eye, but fail to see the great beam in our own eye. Every
thoughtful man and woman knows that this is perfectly true. It is
a saying of the Christian New Testament, but it is as true today as
it ever was. I repeat it: the trouble with men is in themselves, and
therefore the troubles that men have arise within themselves.

I came upon a very interesting series of observations in this
respect in the journal Southern Medicine and Surgery, issue of
March 1929, in an article written by a Dr. J. K. Hall, who says:

Most of the difficulty in modern life is not caused by our
struggle with matter, but with our own beliefs and our
thoughts, and with the thoughts of others. The field of
man's battle is within his own mind — with his own
instincts, his own thoughts, his own feelings.

This means everyone of us, not the other fellow, it means me, you.



His life is made constantly more difficult, not only by the
multitudinous devices with which he has to work, but even
more so by the network of laws and customs with which he
has entangled himself.

Most of the tragedies of life are due to conflicts between
primitive ways and the demands of civilization. Let us
know ourselves as we are. Does the causative factor of the
failure lie in the individual or in the complexities of a
social order that are too much for his faculties of
adjustment? How much civilization can we endure? May
we not be fabricating a social structure about us that may
be unendurable?

I think that the first part of this citation is fine. The second part I
think is partly fine and partly not. I do not think that the fault
alluded to by Dr. Hall is in civilization itself. What a curiously
distorted idea that is! Men sow evil, build awry, and then say:
How can I live in a faulty house like that? Civilization is the
product of men's own hearts and minds, and therefore if the
civilization is faulty, it is because the man is faulty; because
civilization is merely the offspring of man himself. When man
rights himself, there will be nothing to complain of outside of
him.

It is quite likely that men may build social structures which
topple under their own weight; but that is due to the human
egoisim and folly in them, and not due to any outside power; and
the idea that civilization should be renounced for barbarism or
indulgence in the so-called natural things, which merely mean
license and lawlessness, as an idea is both erratic and baseless.
Isn't that true? It is a curious idea that civilization is something
outside of men which men have to live in.



Now I turn to the question regarding force and energy: I have
referred to this question, and have tried to explain it in this
Temple, many scores of times. I now try once again: Force or
energy on the one hand, and matter on the other hand, are two
sides of the same underlying thing or "event," to adopt the
modern scientific terminology. This is an ancient archaic teaching
which modern science is beginning anew to see, anew to
proclaim and to teach.

Look at the moral and ethical aspect that this teaching has. No
longer can a man say: "I am a living soul in a material body, and
there are no links between them of which I am conscious." This
was a curious state of mind, and a curious idea, because if a man
is responsible to anybody or anything, he is responsible first to
himself — that is to say, he is responsible for the body which
came to him out of nature's womb, because he himself put
himself there. He has got, in body as well ats in character,
precisely what he himself builded in the past, and he builded it
with his own life-energy and life-forces, which are the links
intermediate between the so-called soul and the body.

And there could be no connection between the one and the other
if they were not of the same fabric, of the same natural stuff, of
the same underlying river of life, of which matter and energy are
but the two manifested aspects.

Matter is but another form of energy. Energy is but another form
of matter, if you prefer to put it in that way. Theosophists prefer
to say that matter, physical matter, and indeed any other kind of
substantial existence, is but crystallized spirit or energy, as it
were, crystallized force: spirit in one of its modes or phases. And
this is also purely ultra-modern science, although the scientists
might use different words in order to express the same idea —
and mark you well, it is archaic philosophy which only twenty



years ago was mocked at, ridiculed, and derided.

Secondly, mind, force, or energy, and matter, are, strictly
speaking, unreal all three of them, that is to say relatively unreal,
and hence of these three, mind is nearest reality, then comes
force or energy, and matter is the least real of all. Yes, the most
unreal is matter which, as we perceive it, really does not exist per
se at all. In that sense it is purely an illusion, as I have often
explained here, our bodies being mostly vacuum, to use the
popular word, or so-called empty space.

There is no such thing as empty space, but I use this phrase
because by it you will know what I mean. If a man could collect
the ultimate substantial "mind particles" of himself around which
these "empty spaces" exist, into a single point, that point would be
so small that he would have to use a microscope in order to see all
the actual ultimate substantial particles, energy particles, which
comprise the only reality of his physical body; and these
substantial mind-particles are themselves only real in a strictly
relative sense, for they themselves are but the offspring or
resultants of something still more fundamental and radical.

That is what your matter is. And these ultimates that I have just
spoken of are not physical matter. You might call them points of
energy-substance of the nature of mind. Consequently none of
these three are separate things in themselves, existing in eternity
by themselves apart from the others, but they are three modes or
phases or 'events’ of an underlying Reality.

What is reality? None has ever fully known. Reality per se in the
loftiest theosophical sense, is unknowable, unspeakable,
immortal, deathless. Man's imagination is creative in thought;
and the imagination fired by a spiritual vision has spoken of this
reality as spirit and ultra-spirit, and of the divine. But these three
are human words and merely express man's incapacity to do



other than figurate by verbal symbols what in itself cannot be
understood. All that we can say is, in the words of the Hindu
sacred writings, the Upanishads: the Reality is That. The ancient
seers and sages did not even attempt to qualify it with an
explanation, and all explanations that were made concerned
merely its modes of manifestation. Reality is the source, the root,
the seed, of all that is: of everything that is — and it is boundless,
infinite, timeless, and therefore unthinkable.

"Are there other planets in the universe than those we know of in
our own solar system?" Where do our planets come from? Why
should our solar system be the only system in the spaces of
boundless space to have a central sun, and planets, solar
satellites, whirling around that central sun in regular
mathematical orbits? Why should we be unique? The question is
so unreasonable that it answers itself: we are not unique. We are
merely one of innumerable others: one solar system among
innumerable other solar systems; but this does not mean,
however, that every sun has a planetary family. There are
exceptions, as the human phrase puts it, to every rule; but the
rule is: where there is a sun, there are sunlings, or sunlets, or
planets.

"If not, to what can we ascribe the unique fact of our planetary
existence?" We cannot ascribe it to anything, because this unique
fact does not exist. If it did, it would be a perfectly unsolvable
enigma.

"Were we created, or have we evolved?" Well, that is an old
question which has been answered so many times that it would
bore you to go into it at any length. We were not "created.”" Who
would have created us, or what? Have we evolved? We have. But
what do we mean by evolution? The question indeed is: What is
evolution really? Is it Darwinism? Bunk! Is it Lamarckism, or neo-



Darwinism, or neo-Lamarckism? Bunk! These are theories,
transitory theories, honest theories if you like. I am not
questioning honesty. I am questioning the fact. None has ever
been proved, and all are simply attempts by scientific specialists
to create a form of scientific theory which will answer some of
the problems that nature presents biologically; but everyone
knows that other problems are unsolved by any or all of these
theories.

We were evolved, or rather we have evolved ourselves, along the
method which I have so often set forth here. Everything that is, is
in its ultimate center a consciousness point, a monad. Please don't
rebuff this thought because you object to the words in which I
phrase it. If you don't like the words, then choose your own
words, but pray get the idea. This monad is deathless. It is spirit,
and it is also super-spirit. It is linked with all everywhere; and no
man knows the distance, spiritually speaking, between this inner
monadic center of our own being and That: at any rate, all we
know is that this monadic center is in and from That. It cannot be
out of it.

This individual consciousness center is a focus of energies, forces,
substances, and possesses all the characteristics of individuality,
and these forces and substances and characteristics this monadic
center is pouring forth constantly, thereby more fully self-
expressing itself in the vehicles, its own offsprings, in which it
embodies itself from time to time, from period to period: as
regards our human family this means the migration of the monad
from incarnation to incarnation as it passes from one sphere of
life and body to another sphere of life and body, passing a day-
night in each such corporeal inn, as a traveler may be said to do.

Evolution is, in theosophy — that is to say in the ancient wisdom
— just what the Latin word etymologically means: the unfolding,



the throwing out, the bringing forth, of what is within — not the
adding of brick to brick, or of stone to stone, or of atom to atom,
that is to say of mere experience to mere experience. That process
would create merely an inchoate and senseless pile of
unindividualized human beings. Such beings would be just heaps,
piles, without individuality, without centralized individualizing
consciousness.

On the contrary, evolution springs in its action from within
outwards; and man or any other entity, and the beast, the
vegetable even, the mineral, the angels or archangels above us —
if you don't like these terms, then call them by the name of gods,
or super-gods, or dhyan-chohans, call them by what name you
will; all the vast hierarchies upon hierarchies of beings in space,
inner and outer space, visible and invisible space — all are
progressing, growing: for that is evolution. Evolution is the
bringing out of what is within.

Why is a lily a lily? Why is a rose a rose? Why is an oak an oak?
Why is a man a man? Why is a god a god? By chance? What is
chance? Will you tell me what chance is, please. I can tell you.
When we don't know the explanation of a thing, we say that it
happened, just happened,' and that is chance. Chance is a word
hiding our ignorance, and it is a confession of ignorance.

"Since science tells us that matter is the only solid and real thing
in the universe known to us, how can there be such a thing as
spirit which is said to be immaterial and unsubstantial? And if
spirit does exist, how can something so shadowy, weak, and
unsubstantial affect matter which is so gross, dense, and solid?"

I suppose that a greater mistake could hardly be made than that
involved in the above question. We have just seen that matter is
holes, vacancies, "empty space." Matter is the one thing that really
is not. What then does exist? What holds the stars in their course?



What builds the universe? What governs the growing of the grass,
so that, according to the beautiful old myth, he who has the ears
to hear could hear the growing of the grass and the burgeoning of
the trees?

Spirit is energy, the finest form, the purest form, energy-
substance: the originant, to use a philosophical term, of all the
various energies or forces and substances and matters that exist.
All these latter, all these others, are modes, phases, events, of
spirit. The forces involved in spirit are so unspeakably
tremendous that no human being can adequately conceive them,
much less adequately explain them.

Consider the forces locked up in a single atom — a subject of
thought which for some time has been engaging the attention of
our chemical physicists, as well as the imagination of romancers.
These forces are so great that were foolish man enabled to
unloose these forces for his own selfish purposes, he might
readily disintegrate the very fabric of the world on and in which
he lives.

I now come to this last question which I am going to touch upon
today. "The velocity of light, usually estimated in modern physics
to be 186,000 human miles a second, is claimed to be the highest
speed limit of any material body in nature. Modern science
asserts that it is impossible for any higher material speed to exist,
and that Einstein's Relativity Theory proves this. What have you
to say?"

In the first place I say what I have said before, that Dr. Albert
Einstein's relativity theory is in principles a truthful and
exceedingly interesting contribution to the treasury of human
knowledge today; but in saying that, I refer to fundamental
principles, not to any particular mathematical demonstration that
he may have uttered, not to any particular mathematics by which



he may attempt to express these fundamental principles of the
theory which he has given to the world. It is the fundamentals
that the theosophist has so heartily acclaimed.

The speed of light estimated to be 186,000 miles a second on our
earth, is directly involved in Einstein's demonstration of the
relativity theory; and it is just this one mathematical constant, so
called — that is to say, the practically invariable speed of light —
that the theosophist does not accept as a natural fact of universal
application. It is not the highest speed limit of any material body,
and I will prove it to you shortly, at least by suggestion and a
series of suggestive facts which I will briefly lay before you.

Doubtless light travels faster, with greater velocity, than any
other material thing known to us on this earth. That is
unquestioned. But when men on this earth, basing their estimate
of the velocity of light upon the experiments of Fizeau, who gave
to the world the results of his findings in light experimentation in
1849, and of Cornu, who improved upon and checked up Fizeau's
experiments in the seventies of the last century — these two
scientific experimenters being Frenchmen of the last century —
and according to the later corrections of Foucault, another
Frenchman, and according to a still later experimenter of the
United States, Michelson, an American, and according to the work
along the same lines of the famous American Simon Newcomb:
they disregard, perhaps not in thought but at least in results, one
thing, to wit, the electromagnetic phenomena that happen on this
earth in our dense atmosphere, and according to electromagnetic
conditions which pertain to this our globe, by no means
necessarily prevail as identical phenomena and subject to
identically the same natural conditions in the stellar spaces. This
seems to me to be an obvious statement, and hence that any
generalizations of a universal character are, to say the least, risky.



The short distances with which these eminent scientists have
worked, to whom we are obliged for the impersonality and for
the partial success of their labors as far as those labors have gone;
even the short distance along which they have measured the
speed of light on our earth, is a distance which is, by comparison
with the stellar spaces, virtually infinitesimal: a few miles only,
some twenty-two kilometers and a little more in France, and
something a great deal less than that in this country; and as
regards their opinion that light moves in a vacuum with a speed
slightly greater than in the atmosphere of our earth, it must be
remembered clearly that all such estimates of the velocity of light
in vacuo are wholly based on theory only and have never as yet
been proved by actual experimentation — at least if such has
taken place, it is utterly unknown to me.

Now, let me tell you something interesting. The Milky Way is
today supposed to be our universe. We theosophists say likewise
that it is so: our own particular home-universe; and the nebulae
— those faint wisps of milky light, a very few of which can be
seen sometimes with the unaided eye in the skies at night — are
in most cases supposed to be today what are called island-
universes, that is to say, vast bodies of stars, doubtless with their
planets around them, gathered together in these individual world
clusters, island-universes as they are today called.

Of these nebulae there are doubtless tens of thousands, and
possibly hundreds of thousands of them, and some are actually
star clusters, the great distance of which makes them appear to
our vision, unaided or aided by the telescope, is faint patches of
milky light. But as none of these has been discovered to be as
large in diameter, or as thick through, as our own Milky Way
system is, which system has the shape of a lens, or of a thin
watch, the astronomers call our Milky Way by the popular name
of continent-universe; and the other nebular star clusters which



we see and which are in many cases really vast masses of millions
of suns, are called island-universes.

Among these nebulae there are some which are irresolvable, that
is, no telescopic power has ever been able to break them up into
their component individual suns, whose collective light makes
them appear as wispy stellar wraiths in the night sky; and, on the
other hand, some of these irresolvable nebulae are probably vast
bodies of glowing primordial substance-matter which the
astronomers popularly call bodies of glowing gas.

But others of these nebulae are resolvable, and, as just said, they
are now found to consist of millions of millions of suns clustered
together: some of the nebulae being annular or having a ring-
shape: some of the nebulae are spiral with wisps or streamers
issuing from the heart of them.

A good example of the nebulae so far irresolvable is the great
nebula in the constellation of Orion, which is probably original
world-stuff, and therefore of an evolutionary date younger than
the bright nebulae of any other kind.

There are also known what are called the dark nebulae, very
recently discovered to be such. If you look into the spaces of the
Milky Way when the moon is not shining, you will see, especially
those who are near the equator, certain very dark spots or lanes
or spaces, which it has been customary to call in the English
tongue coal-sacks, because they seem so black, both to eye and to
telescope, and no telescope has ever been able by itself to see
beyond or through these coal-sacks. It was thought originally,
when telescopes were first used and for many years afterwards,
that these so-called coal-sacks were simply holes through the
Milky Way, and that the blackness was simply the visual effect of
the bottomless deeps of space.



Now the astronomers think that they have discovered what these
dark or black stretches are. They are now considered to be dark
nebular masses consisting of some kind of unknown substance or
matter which obscures the light of the stars beyond them, and
which appear black or dark to us, perhaps by comparison with
the brilliance of the stars, perhaps not.

On the other hand, if we see a few stars apparently located in
these coal-sacks or black stretches, it is now thought to be simply
because these stars are suns between us and the coal-sacks or
black spots. We see them because they are projected against these
dark nebulae in the background.

In our theosophical teaching, these dark nebulae are elemental or
primordial matter: sleeping matter, dormant matter, matter in a
state of atomic dissociation. Do you get the idea? They are
primordial matter in which the kinetic activities of world building
have not yet begun; whereas the illuminated nebulae are nebulae
already engaged in the process of world making, and running the
gamut in order of brilliance and evolutionary development from
the diffused or irresolvable nebulae, like the one in Orion, to the
various figure-nebulae composed of clusters of millions of
millions of stars.

Some of these illuminated nebulae are what the astronomers call
the spiral nebulae on account of their spiral and more or less flat
or lenticular shape, that is to say, the thin watch-shape of a lens,
and our Milky Way, could it be seen from some vast distance,
would doubtless appear as a nebula, and probably a spiral
nebula, or perhaps in annular nebula. Be it remembered always
that our own sun is one of the stars in the cluster of the Milky
Way and is said to be situated not far from the central portion of
the Milky Way system, and a trifle to the north of the plane
passing through the figure-center of the Milky Way.



[[a page of three illustrations here (p.46-7)]]

I am going to take as an example, for the purpose of the
observations which I shall now make, the great and wonderful
spiral nebula in the constellation Andromeda, one of the
constellations in the northern sky, because it is one of the most
beautiful examples known to us of the spiral nebulae, and further
because it is one of the nebulae situated most near to us, and
furthermore because it is now considered to be one of the island-
universes.

This diagram which I now draw on the blackboard gives some
vague idea of what the nebula looks like when seen through the
telescope. Its elongated appearance is due to the fact that it is seen
partly edgewise. We do not see this nebula flat or face on, but the
line of incidence of our vision strikes it at a more or less sharp
angle, which gives the appearance of an elongated figure. If you
will hold your watch before your face, and look at it almost
edgewise, it will appear to be elongated to you, although it is
round.

Now, when it became known that the Milky Way was much larger
than had previously been thought, and that some of the nebulae
clustered over the heavens, such as the great spiral nebula of
Andromeda, might be another universe like our own Milky Way,
in other words an island-universe, great interest was aroused
among astronomers, and astronomers and mathematicians and
stellar physicists began to study the matter with much greater
thought and care than ever before; and only a few years ago a
conclusion was reached that the spiral nebulae were in rotation,
that is to say, each whirling around its own center, and the spiral
nebula of Andromeda was a typical instance in point of
argument. They found that this particular nebula rotated, that is
to say, made a complete turn, in one hundred thousand of our



human years, that is, one hundred thousand solar years. They
likewise found that the diameter of this Andromeda nebula was
50,000 light-years. You know, I suppose, that a light-year is the
distance which light, rushing through space at the estimated
earth-figure of 186,000 miles a second, travels in one human year.

Thus, then, the spiral nebula of Andromeda was discovered to be
in rotation, making a complete turn in 100,000 years; that its
diameter was 50,000 light-years. What then happened? The
scientists were dumbfounded as well as perplexed at this
combination of conditions. Do you know why? I will tell you.

You know how to get the circumference of a circle if you know
the length of the diameter. Pi is a letter of the Greek alphabet,
properly pronounced as is the English alphabetical character P. It
is the Greek character for the sound P, and is the first letter of the
Greek word Periphereia, meaning periphery or circumference. In
mathematics pi is a mathematical constant and equals in
numerical value 3.14159265 plus.

Now the way by which to get the circumference of any circle, if
you know the length of its diameter, is to multiply the diameter
by this pi-value: (pi)D, or what comes to the same thing, 2(pi)R.
The diameter of the spiral nebula in Andromeda is 50,000 light-
years. Multiplying that figure by pi, the mathematical constant
just spoken of, you will obtain the periphery in light-years of the
Andromeda nebula; and you will find therefore that a ray of light
speeding along the circumference of this spiral nebula in
Andromeda will make one circuit in about 158,000 human years.
(For the purpose of this illustration I am accepting the usual and
estimated value of the speed of light as being 186,000 human
miles a second, and I accept this merely for the purposes of my
illustration, because it is what the scientists accept.)

What does all this mean? It means that as the nebula of



Andromeda in its peripheral parts, rotates in 100,000 human
years, and that as it would take a light-ray traveling at the rate of
186,000 miles a second 158,000 years to run around the
circumference, the nebula is therefore rotating faster that the
speed of light.

There was indeed consternation and perplexity in the camp of the
scientists! Light, according to the relativity theory, is supposed to
be the utmost speed that any material thing can attain; and yet
here we have a nebula which in its outer or peripheral portions,
that is to say, along the boundary of its circumference, is tearing
through space at a speed of rotational velocity one and six-tenths
times the speed of light. This of course is scientifically
"impossible."

What happened to the alleged fact of the discovery of the
rotational speed of the Andromeda nebula in 100,000 years? The
so-called discovered fact was quietly thrown overboard, and the
theory regarding the rate of the velocity of light was retained.

I will read to you in this connection an exceedingly interesting
extract from a simply worded radio talk made by a very eminent
astronomer, Dr. Willem J. Luyten, who, if he is not a Hollander, is
it least apparently a Hollander by name, and who shows a most
commendable spirit of frankness and honesty, although I do
wonder indeed why he did not call attention to the fact which I
am now trying to set forth.

More recent researches made it appear that the Milky Way
system was very much larger than it had been thought to
be, and other observations indicated at the same time that
the spiral nebulae were in rotation. It was this rotation
which very nearly proved fatal to the theory that spiral
nebulae are objects like our own Milky Way. For the spirals
rotated too fast; so fast that they would make a complete



turn in the incredibly short time of one hundred thousand
years. We say "the incredibly short time", of one hundred
thousand years, because these spirals are so enormous. At
least, they were supposed to have a diameter of about fifty
thousand light-years, which would mean that, if the whole
spiral rotated once in a hundred thousand years, the
outside portions would travel a distance of one hundred
and sixty thousand light-years in that time. Consequently
they would travel more than one light-year per year, and
would be going faster than a ray of light — faster than one
hundred and eighty-six thousand miles a second.

These were the alleged facts that were discovered.

After they had performed these calculations, the
astronomers paused to reflect, for such a result was
incredible.

They had a theory. The facts did not fit into the theory, so the facts
were incredible.

You may think that astronomers are not conservative, and
that they welcome new observational results. True enough,
but if there is one thing that modern science regards as
absolutely impossible, it is for any material body to travel
faster than light. The velocity of light is a rigid speed limit
enforced by the theory of relativity, and cannot be
exceeded by any material body whatever. Indeed, it is
more than that. The fact that the velocity of light cannot be
exceeded is a fundamental tenet of modern physics — the
Constitution of the Universe. Science may continually
change its by-laws; it may continually scrap old theories
and adopt new ones, but it thinks twice before it amends its
Constitution.



Well, they must have worked over the problem for a long time, as
scientific time goes today, and finally "conclusive evidence" of the
actual existence of island-universes came in the year 1924.

Conclusive evidence came in 1924. . .. The distance [of the
spiral nebula in the constellation of Andromeda] that we
derive from these measures is one million light-years. . . ..
Island-Universes have come into their own.

Now listen to this. After proving certain things which had already
been proved before, we reach the conclusion of this interesting
extract, which I will now read to you, merely pointing out that I
wonder why Dr. Luyten says not a word about the estimated
rotational speed of the Andromeda nebula of one hundred
thousand years, which today would undoubtedly be an accepted
scientific fact if it did not conflict so violently with the theoretic
speed of light, the so-called ultimate speed limit of the material
universe.

Now that we know its distance, we can say more about the
great spiral nebula in Andromeda. Its diameter is about
fifty thousand light-years, and it contains millions upon
millions of stars. All of those stars we can see in the nebula
are thousands of times brighter than the Sun; indeed, if we
were to put the Sun at this distance, we could not possibly
photograph it, even with our most powerful telescopes. We
can now also calculate the brightness of that amazing star
that flashed up in the nebula in 1885, and remained visible
for but a short time. At the time of its maximum brilliance,
it was one hundred million times brighter than our Sun.
While it was at this splendor, this gigantic star was giving
out so much light, and pouring out so much energy into
space, that it was thereby losing, according to the theory of
relativity, more than two hundred trillion tons of matter



every second.

You see, friends, not a word about the important point in this Dr.
Luyten's conclusion — a point which is passed over in perfect
silence: I mean the rotation of the Andromeda nebula in one
hundred thousand years, which apparently had previously been
scientifically proved. Dr. Luyten's own words are evidence of this.
Were I to wax a trifle ironical, I might say that the astronomers, at
least most of them, evidently think that something is wrong about
the facts of nature, but not with their theory — earth-proved, but
not universally — that light is the fastest traveling material entity
in the universe: forgetting, as we theosophists might point out,
that what exists in the vast spaces of space, outside of the mighty
electromagnetic attractions of such a body as our gross, dense,
earth, must be, and is indeed, very different from what it is here.

I refer of course to conditions in which matter finds itself in
nebulae and in suns, as contrasted with the conditions under
which we humans know matter in our gross, dense earth; and
similarly I refer to the conditions under which energy or force
manifests itself in star and nebula from what it must manifest
itself in our own physical sphere and even in our own solar
system.

Theosophy teaches that the speed of light may very readily be
186,000 miles more or less a second on this earth, and yet have
quite a different rate of velocity when it is traveling under
conditions very different indeed from what exist here on our
planet: in fact, theosophy teaches that light travels much faster in
what the astronomers call empty space, or the spaces of
interstellar and internebular stretches, from what it does here on
earth.

Before I leave you this afternoon I have what I believe to be a
duty to perform, and in closing my lecture I will briefly fulfill it. I



have received a pathetic communication in the form of a
question. I debated long after the receipt of this communication
whether I should speak of it in public or not: but as the writer of
it, who withheld his name, gave me his permission to read his
communication in public, if I so chose, and said that he would
have a friend in this Temple, or himself be here, today or on next
Sunday, I have finally decided to read it, because his appeal has
touched me deeply; and as it is in the sense of a call for help, I do
not care to be critical and ask why he preferred this way rather
than receiving a written private reply from me.

The writer of this letter, which I now read to you, is, an employee
in some bank, I believe:

... .California, June 17th.

Prof. G. VON PURUCKER,
Theosophical University, Point Loma, California.

Dear Sir: . ... Asking your pardon for asking this question,
for perhaps you can give me some real help, here is the
situation:

I am a man under middle age, and about a year ago I met
up with this girl or young lady. She attracted me very
much, because she had no other fellows hanging around
her, that I could see. We soon became deeply interested in
each other, and in a little while we were exchanging
signals like lovers will do, though nothing else passed
between us. She knew I admired her at the first time
because she was self-respecting, and kept to herself, which
made me think that she would be faithful to the man she
would love; I told her of this once.

One day I accidentally discovered her with another chap: I
saw at once that they were more than friendly, but nothing



bad at all, just half-way lovers so to say. I did not say
anything then to her. I was too hurt. She did not see me,
and I never said a word to her, just sort of watched, and
hoped.

Soon after again accidentally I saw her almost throw him a
kiss; and that same day later on, she saw me and she threw
me a kiss. I just turned my head away, and walked on. I
think my heart was breaking. When she saw me next time,
she said: "What is the matter? Anything wrong with me?" I
was so heartbroken I could not speak easily, but I finally
told her what I had seen her do. She said I was silly, that
she cared only for me, and only did it with the other fellow
so nobody would know about me, because I was not well
off and her parents might object, and she did not want a
fuss.

I cannot help feeling that a girl like that is not the kind I
want to marry, though I really did care for her before this
happened. I am a decent man, and I want to marry a girl
who her children will respect. Should I marry her do you
think? I feel that I cannot love her now.. ..

How difficult it is for a man to answer a question like this one. All
I can say is that the pathos of such a situation is very great
indeed; and will be so understood by most of us. Most of our trials
and difficulties come to us because we ourselves, however hard it
may seem to say so at the present time, have brought these
afflictions upon us. A man must be a man, and must act as a man,
under all circumstances.

I will say the following: I do not blame the woman he speaks of. I
know nothing about her, and I know nothing about her side of the
difficulty. I can only say, in answer to this unfortunate man's
query, that as confidence, or trust, and sympathy, and respect, are



the only real bases for a happy and honorable married life, if he
have not these, I think that to marry this unfortunate woman
would be a most grievous mistake. Whether she be at fault, or he
have misunderstood her, matters, I think, not at all, if he have
described the situation correctly; for although she may be
innocent of any moral delinquency in any sense, yet a woman
who will, if the facts have been accurately reported, consider it
harmless to encourage two men at the same time, is in the wrong
so far as the action goes. First, she is doing a deep wrong to the
other man; second, she is doing a still deeper injury to the man
she says she loves; and third, she is doing the deepest injury to
her own soul and womanhood.
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Questions We All Ask — G. de Purucker

Vol. 1 No. 4 (October 22, 1929)
QUESTIONS THAT ALL OF US ASK

I have received so many questions from interested inquirers that
I am beginning to feel like an animated encyclopedia, or a
perambulating dictionary. Most of these questions have come
from outsiders who are interested in what theosophy has to teach
on the subjects which interest them. I think that this is a very
good sign indeed of the manner in which theosophic thought is
affecting the mind of the public; and before trying to answer
these questions, some of which touch upon the deepest problems
of human life and of nature, I am going to read them all to you, in
order to give you an idea of what kind of questions people ask,
thus showing what their minds are brooding upon, what they are
interested in, and what they want to know.

People may talk about this being a very materialistic age, in
which nothing interests except the things of matter — how to
make money quickly, or how to choose a wife or a husband, or
how to break the bank, or how successfully to run some
commercial enterprise, or whatnot — but I don't believe that
these things are the only ones which interest serious and broad-
minded folk. On the contrary, I think that questions such as the
above run in the minds of people who have not yet learned to see
the wonderful possibilities in themselves. For there are most
lovely horizons of vision, of insight, of possibilities of many kinds
within each human being; and the questions that men and
women ask along these higher lines in which they find deep
interest are like the whisperings of their souls — queries which
must be answered before they can have peace.

Yes, these are the things which really and deeply move and



interest men and women, and only incidentally do things of
matter move and interest them. I suppose that there are really
very few men or women who spend much time, when it really
comes to matters of importance, in giving serious thought to
anything except to those things which are profoundly worth
while, such things, for instance, as are embodied in the following
questions: Whence came I? Who am I? Whither am I going? Am I
or am I not? Is all this an illusion: is it a mockery of the hope
within my breast, or is it real? These are the questions that
thinking men and women ask; and they are certainly going to
have an answer — otherwise, no system which does not answer
them will or can stand.

How glad we are, teachers and exponents of the age-old wisdom-
religion which has stood the test of unnumbered ages, and which
has never failed to answer any question that any inquiring
human soul has asked, that in the light of our blessed Theosophy
we can give adequate answers to human souls.

I have twenty questions jotted down on the paper that I hold in
my hand, and I am going to try to answer them, or some of them,
this afternoon. The answers of necessity will be brief, but I will do
my best to make them as clear and responsive to the questions as
time and circumstance will allow me to do. Here are some of the
questions:

"Who am I, and what am I?"

"What am I here on this earth for?"

"Am I all mind, or all matter, or both mixed?"
"What is mind?"

"What is matter?"

"Has matter any real being per se"



"What is force or energy?"

Now, friends, you may see why I said at the opening of my lecture
to you this afternoon that I felt as if I were an animated
encyclopedia or a perambulating dictionary. Kind friends sent
these questions in to me, and I feel that they won't be satisfied
until they get responsive answers to these questions — and
indeed theosophy enables us to give responsive answers.

"Who am I and what am I?" What answer would you give to that
question? I would like to answer this first question by asking in
my turn a question, after the style of Socrates of old Greece. What
do you mean by this "I"? Which I? The I of the streets, or the I of
the counting-house, or the I of the study, or the I of the home, or
the I of the prison: in other words, is it the spiritual I, or the
human I, or the animal I? Which is referred to here?

For the above reasons this question is vague. In the first place,
according to our wonderful theosophical teachings, the I here
which I think is unquestionably meant, is the human I, the
ordinary human soul: and to the theosophist this is an expression
distinctly vague because the human soul includes, in a general
way, all the factors that I have just pointed out: it is a
consciousness center to which various names in different
religions have been given. Some philosophies and religions call
this particular consciousness center soul, others call it the ego,
others consider it to be both soul and ego as one unity, and others
look upon it after still other manners, and therefore give to it
other names; but the questioner evidently means: Who is the
human soul, and what is the human soul?

It is that entity which is neither immortal nor mortal per se, and
which is the seat of will, consciousness, intelligence, and feeling
in the average human being. It is not immortal because it is not



pure enough to be truly impersonal; if it were, it would not be
human but superhuman. It is not wholly mortal, because its
instincts, its movements, the operations of itself, are in a sense
above purely mortal things of matter.

Human beings have holy loves, they have aspirations, they have
hope, they have vision, and many other similar qualities. These
things belong to the spirit, which is immortal and deathless, and
are transmitted, through this intermediate nature or human soul,
which human beings ordinarily call I, much as the sunlight
streams through the pane of glass in the window. The pane of
glass is the vehicle or carrier or bearer or transmitter of this
wondrous quality or force streaming from the spirit above. We
human souls are like these panes of glass: we reflect as much of
the golden sunlight of the spirit, as our evolutionary development
enables us to do. Is not this simple? There is nothing difficult to
understand about it at all.

Now, this human soul has nevertheless the seeds of immortality
within it. Every human being who thinks, knows that the high
and lovely qualities of which I have just spoken, and many more
of which I have not spoken, can be cultivated to the nth degree, if
people only will do so. When this is done in some grand and
sublime degree, then you see what the human race can bring
forth in the shape of the great sages and seers of the ages — the
great, wonderful men and women who exemplify the deathless
energies of the spirit: the Buddha, Jesus called the Christ,
Apollonius of Tyana, Lao-Tse the great mystic seer and sage of
China, Confucius — hundreds of them exemplify to what states of
grandeur this human I, can attain when it allies itself straitly and
directly with the spirit which is at the core of everything that is.

Thus we see what the human I is. It is conditionally mortal; it is
conditionally immortal, if we ally ourselves by our will and our



vision with the deathless spirit within and above us, and mortal if
we allow ourselves to be dragged down into what is commonly
called matter and material instincts and impulses, which are
wholly mortal and which all die; and we thank the immortal gods
that it is so, for the death of these lower things it is which frees
the immortal spirit within us and above us when death comes, so
that when we go to our sublime home for the inter-life period of
rest and peace, we have only bliss and high vision and a memory
of all that is great and grand in our past life.

You see the natural basis that ethics has in such thoughts as these:
the basis that morals naturally have in right and noble living, in
high thinking. These are no vain words: indeed, they are verily
the teachings of the sages of old, and are the very basis of every
religion, of every world religion that exists: the very basis of
every great philosophy; and I tell you further, as I hope to point
out today, the very basis of the facts of science, the facts of nature
which are rooted in the fundamentals of the Great Mother,
likewise reposes on the same spiritual substratum of being. This
question, had I the time to answer it properly, would require the
compass of a book.

"What am I here on this earth for?" I have already told you in
large part: to expand your self-consciousness, to become yourself,
evolving, growing, expressing that which is within you, in the
very spirit of you; expanding in self-consciousness as time goes
on, ever more and more, until not only are the signposts of genius
passed, until not only are the signposts of seership and mastery
over life passed, but in time to come the human race shall have
evolved to the sublime degree of evolutionary development in the
future when they shall rebecome gods, divine beings, — but self-
consciously so.

Existing in the very beginning of this present stage of cosmic



evolution in the bosom of the superspiritual source and root of all
that is: leaving it as unself-conscious god-sparks, we passed
through many existences and lives on various spiritual spheres,
as also in various material spheres, among these latter our own
planet Terra; in them all learning, growing, expanding, evolving,
manifesting forth outwards what we are intrinsically and
naturally within our inmost center. This is the procedure of
evolution: becoming or manifesting what we are latently within;
for in the name of truth, what else can a man or woman, or any
other being for the matter of that, become except that which lies
in the evolving entity itself? After the passage of many aeons of
evolution after this manner, we shall re-enter, mystically
speaking, or rebecome, or self-consciously recognize our kinship
with the All, and thus find ourselves again in the bosom of the
universal Life, but no longer as unself-conscious god-sparks, but
as fully self-conscious gods.

This is the teaching of all the sages of all the ages, and any
thinking man or woman must feel the instant appeal that it
makes to both mind and heart. Deliver me from the moonshees
and Sir Oracles of brain-mind knowledge, who think that they
know all things, who indeed think that they know so much that
they cannot know truth when they see it. The mind is already so
full and packed with ideas and thoughts about supposed facts that
they have lost the direct vision and simplicity of what some
philosophers have called the child state.

Give me the child's heart and the child's unsophisticated vision,
unspoiled by the false lessons learned during life; for verily
before we die, we have to unlearn very largely what we think we
have learned in order to regain the child state of vision and trust,
which is that inner spiritual knowledge latent in the core of our
being.



"Am I all mind or all matter, or both mixed?" I would say none of
the three: I am not all mind; I am not all matter; I am not a mere
mixture of mind and matter. Only relatively can this third be said.
Do you know why I give the answer thus? On account of the
unnecessary and naturally false antinomy, contradiction, in the
idea that there is a fundamental or radical difference between
mind and matter. There is no such logical or fundamental
difference. Can you have in the universe two absolutely radical —
that is, from the root up — contrasted things: mind on the one
hand, and matter on the other hand? Two infinites? No.

They are one, fundamentally one; and mind on the one hand, and
matter on the other hand — or to put it in another way, spirit on
the one hand and substance on the other hand — are but two
poles of the same thing, two manifestations of the same
underlying reality.

What is this underlying reality? Let me call it consciousness. It is
mind; it is matter; it is spirit; it is substance; it is form; it is
formless; it is energy or force; and it is what is called matter, the
supposed opposite or carrier of force. Why, even our modern
scientists are beginning to tell us that energy or force and matter
are fundamentally one: that what we call matter is but a
manifestation of a showing forth of what energy is, of what force
is. They have even gone so far now as to say that the fundamental
of everything is electricity, which from one viewpoint is
considered to be matter and from another viewpoint is
considered to be energy, or the resultant of energy.

In the days of our fathers, it was thought that there was nothing
but matter and that force was merely a mode of matter, one of its
movements, so to speak. But whence arose these movements?
Now scientific opinion is going to the other extreme, and in many
quarters we hear voiced the opinion that, strictly speaking, there



is no matter at all and that fundamentally there is naught but
force and energy.

We theosophists take the middle course between these two
extremes; we say that both mind and matter exist, but neither is.
These are philosophical terms; they exist, that is to say, they have
all appearance of being: they are the modes or manifestations or
manners of manifestation, of the fundamental, underlying reality
which in the age-old wisdom-religion is called pure
consciousness.

Therefore, having these thoughts in view, it is proper to say that I
am not all mind, which answer would limit me merely to this
human mind, because that human mind was in the mind of the
questioner. In my inmost parts I am far greater than mind. The
root of my being is undiluted consciousness. On the other hand, I
am not all matter, because matter is an illusion which has no
actual existence per se; and I can be said to be mixed of mind and
matter only in a relative sense: as a being imperfectly evolved, I
manifest forth imperfect things, among which are mind and
matter; but the root of me, the fundamental thing in me, the core
of me, is pure consciousness, rooted in cosmic consciousness, and
this core of me manifests through the underlying energy-center of
my being which center theosophists call the monad, and which
has often been incorrectly spoken of as the soul.

I hope that the man who asked this question is here.

"What is mind?" I have already answered it. "What is matter?"
Now we come to something perhaps more familiar. I will answer
the next question at the same time. "Has matter any real being per
se" No, none. What then is matter? Well, philosophers, some of
them, say that matter is that which manifests force; substance is
that which manifests spirit; that matter is the vehicle through
which energies work.



That is all right as far as it goes — no objection to that expression
whatsoever; no objection to that way of looking at things — but
by that we merely describe a process; we are not telling what
matter is. Is matter, or does it merely exist In other words, is it a
noumenon or a phenomenon: does it exist in itself, or is it merely
an appearance? You know the meaning of the Latin word "exist,"
"to show an appearance of things," existere. But matter is not. Let
me try to give you an idea of what I mean here.

I always like to quote the eminent men of science whenever I can
make them pay tribute, whether they want to or not, to the age-
old theosophical philosophy; and it is most interesting to see how
their latest discoveries are bringing them into line with our
fundamental theosophical teachings, which have been invented
by nobody, which are older than the enduring hills because they
are as old as human beings, as old as thinking man, and man is
older than the hills; belonging to no nation, belonging to no race,
universal teachings which are the same in every country on the
globe, and in every geological age, for they are formulations of
the truths of nature as seen by the great seers and sages.

I will quote first, in order to show you what matter is in the
opinion of eminent modern scientists, from a very eminent
British scientific philosopher, a man as well known in the social
circles of his country as he is in the scientific circles: the
Honorable Bertrand Russell. He said:

To the eye or to the touch, ordinary matter appears to be
continuous; our dinner-tables, or the chairs on which we
sit, seem to present an unbroken surface. We think that if
there were too many holes the chairs would not be safe to
sit on. Science, however, compels us to accept a quite
different conception of what we are pleased to call 'solid'
matter; it is, in fact, something much like the Irishman's



net, 'a number of holes tied together with pieces of string.'
Only it would be necessary to imagine the strings cut away
until only the knots were left.

This is very clever, because it is true. I have often pointed out that
what is called 'matter’ is mostly 'empty space' as popularly called:
vacancy, vacuum, vacuity; and the actual solid points of my own
physical body, for instance, who am a six-foot man and more, are
utterly invisible even under the most powerful microscope. If I
could gather the actual so-called 'solid' energy-points of my body,
I mean the electrons of the atoms, composing my body, into one
single point, and do away with all the 'matter' which makes the
seeming bulk and size of my body, that collective point would be
so small that you would have to hunt for it with a powerful
magnifying glass, with a microscope; and I am not certain that
you could even then see it.

So what is your 'matter’; your wood, and your lead, and your
steel, and your trees, and your stones, and all the rest of it? Mostly
holes, so-called 'empty space,’ vacuity. What is it all then but an
illusion? But by 'illusion’ we Theosophists do not mean something
that does not exist; we really mean illusion, something which we,
in seeing it, do not understand because we do not see the
noumenal causal substance behind it or beneath it. What we see
is an illusory or deceptive presentation. That is what we mean by
an illusion.

Let me read to you another extract of the same type of thought,
from a very modern book, The Romance of Chemistry, by William
Foster, Ph.D., as I find it on page 36. Dr. Foster is professor of
Chemistry in Princeton University. He says:

It has been computed that one cubic centimeter (less than a
small thimbleful) of a gas, say oxygen, at standard
temperature and pressure, contains approximately twenty-



seven billion billion [twenty-seven quintillion] molecules.
Professor R. A. Millikan says we can now count this
number with probably greater precision than we can
attain in determining the number of people living in New
York City. . ..

... W. R. Whitney of the General Electric Company has
calculated that if the molecules in a glass of water could
each be changed into a grain of sea-sand, the sand thus
produced would be sufficient to cover the whole of the
United States to the depth of one hundred feet.

If we poured a quart of water into the sea and, after
complete mixing with the entire body of water, dipped out
from any part of the sea another quart of the liquid, the
second quart would contain many thousands of the
original molecules which were poured into the sea.

So incomputably numerous are the molecules in a glass of water!

I suppose that you know what the modern scientific conception of
an atom is: that it is no longer an ultimate particle of substance;
and, according to the latest theories of science, an atom is
furthermore composed of elements or particles still smaller than
the atom, and called electrons, of two kinds: the positive kind,
which is called protons, and the negative kind of electricity-points
of negative electricity which are commonly called electrons.

Furthermore, the atom has frequently been likened in structure
to a solar system, with a central proton or group of protons as the
atomic sun, and an electron, or numerous electrons, whirling
around this central protonic nucleus in an orbit or in orbits very
much after the fashion in which the planets circle around our
sun. Again, these spaces in the atom which separate electrons
from the protonic nucleus, or electron from electron, are



relatively as great as are the spaces separating planet from planet
and planet from sun in our own solar system.

Thus you see that an atom in its structure and bulk is mostly so-
called empty space. That is what your matter is: your wonderful
"solid" matter, the most unreal, unsolid, unsubstantial, illusory
thing that human intelligence has ever speculated upon.

What is behind or underneath matter, as its noumenal or causal
principle? That is the question to be answered. But this writer, Dr.
Foster, on page 37 of his book, writes as follows:

An atom is therefore largely a vacuum. It has been
computed that if the nucleus of a helium atom were
represented by a pea, its two planetary electrons could be
represented by two peas a quarter of a mile away. Imagine
that a tiny demon possessing vision infinitely keen is
standing, gun in hand, an inch from an atom. Now if the
little demon fired a ball the size of an electron at the
nucleus of the atom, there is hardly a chance in a billion
that he could hit the almost infinitely small bull's eye.

As stated by Bertrand Russell, the electron of the hydrogen
atom goes round its tiny orbit very rapidly, covering, under
normal conditions, about fourteen hundred miles per
second, which means that it has to revolve seven billion
times in one millionth of a second! In other words, the
electron completes seven billions of its years in a millionth
of a second!

In other words, seven quadrillions of its years in one human
second. For all we know, in this short space of time a planetary
electron may live the entire course of its life, and then vanish for
an equivalent period of repose, only to return again to resume its
cyclical coursing about the protonic nucleus. How do we know



that on these infinitesimal bodies called electrons there may not
exist infinitesimal intelligences, beings possessing will and
consciousness and feeling and all the other energic spiritual and
intellectual faculties and capacities that we humans have, live the
courses of their lives in these tiny solar systems invisible to us on
account of the grossness of our sense of vision? I repeat it: How
do we know that infinitesimal entities may not live and run all
their life course in these infinitesimal spaces even as we do on
our own dust-speck, our planet Terra, in this small part of what
we call the cosmic spaces? The thought is very suggestive: the
atom on the one hand, composed of its infinitesimal structural
parts; and the vast spaces that our intelligence and senses apprise
us of somewhat on the other hand.

How well we recognize the truth of the ancient Hermetic axiom:
"What is above is the same as that which is below; and what is
below is the same as that which is above"; for nature is ruled by
one universal all-permeant consciousness, which, in order to give
it a name we call the cosmic consciousness; and its operations
and its essence are the same in all and through all, and therefore
its laws are the same through all and everywhere, and its
manifestations and the results of its operations must be at least
closely similar everywhere in both great and small, in the cosmic
and in the infinitesimal.

That is what matter is. It is truly only an illusion. As I strike my
hand on the desk before me, we hear the sound of the blow, and
both hand and desk seem quite solid; but both are really so-called
empty space striking empty space, and the repercussion, the noise
which you hear, is an electromagnetic phenomenon, as our ears
receive it.

We theosophists likewise, with the ultra-modern scientists, say
that the quasi-ethereal basis of what we call matter is electrical in



character; but behind this basis, and underneath it, and beyond it,
and above it — use what word you will — there are vast ranges of
substances and matters still more ethereal, running up through
constantly etherealizing stages or ladders of life until we attain
spirit and then superspirit and then Divinity — and then what?
We humans know not. All we do know is that there is no reason
for stopping there; our imagination is powerless to go farther, the
wings of its vision carry it no farther into the Great Mystery.

But with constantly expanding vision as we evolve more, shall we
know more: and the more akin, the more alike, shall we become
to the Divine within us. So that the time shall truly be, in the far-
distant aeons of the future, when we shall confabulate with the
gods.

Has matter any real being per se, then? No.

"What is force or energy?" — the next question. It is that which
produces matter in a sense; it is matter, because matter is nothing
but another term for the manifestation of force or energy. But is
force or energy something of which we can know somewhat by
the study of matter? Yes, to a certain extent we can, but force or
energy, and most emphatically physical force or energy, is not the
ultimate. Force or energy is merely etherealized or spiritualized
matter, if you like to put it in that way; but theosophists prefer to
put it in the other way: matter is merely sleeping energy, dormant
force, spirit in that particular phase or mode or event of its
eternal being, manifesting itself in the form of atomic
infinitesimals which in a sense are actually little souls, learning
entities, enshrining growing or evolving beings of what we may
rather quaintly call infinitesimal size. It is exceedingly difficult to
find the proper and appropriate words with which to clothe the
thought in matters so abstract and, to the Occidental mind,
unusual as those which we are now discussing.



We human beings are not the only hierarchy of self-conscious
entities in this vast universe. Let us remember this and make
place in our minds for the idea of vast hierarchies of intelligences
and consciousnesses in all-various grades of evolutionary
development. If there is one thing about theosophy which, more
than any other, is helpful to us, it is that it takes all the egoism out
of us, and gives to us peace and joy in the sense of oneness with
the universal life.

"Do the stars or suns and their planets, if any, come into being
fortuitously or by chance, or is there an inner governing life-
essence ruling the entire course of their existence from beginning
to end, as religion says is the case with man and his so-called
soul?" Certainly the latter. Will you please tell me, if this be not so,
what fortuity or chance is? I can tell you what they are, just as
you can tell me what they are, if you pause to think a moment.

When a man does not know how a thing has happened, or how it
happens, he says that it "happened,” that it comes about through
"chance." What then is this word chance? It is a word signifying
our ignorance. We are cheating ourselves with a word. The stars
and the suns and the planets, the meteors and nebulae, and all
other celestial bodies, are ruled and governed by a soul whose
fiery life courses through them as it courses through us. They are
all on different stages of evolutionary progress or growth, cosmic
growth, for they have their cycles even as we human beings have
them.

You may remember the beautiful words of Vergil, the Latin poet,
in his Aeneid, book VI, verses 724-727, as translated by an English
poet:

"Know first, the heaven, the earth, the main,
The moon's pale orb, the starry train,
Are nourished by a soul,



A bright intelligence, whose flame
Glows in each member of the frame,
And stirs the mighty whole."

The idea here is not that this bright intelligence of cosmic sweep
is what the Occidental mind pictures to itself when it uses the
term God. For the sake of immortal truth, friends, do not limit our
conception of these wondrously beautiful thoughts by a word like
that, with its unfortunate Occidental implications of theological
and popular fantasies. Let us rather think of the cosmic life, of the
cosmic spirit, that great intelligence "whose flame glows in each
member of the frame, and stirs the mighty whole," even as the
human soul glows in each of us, and stirs us.

Look at the beauty of the picture that this gives to us — an
animate universe filled full with bright intelligences, filled full
with gods, demigods or half-gods, quarter-gods, so to speak, with
beings striving to become gods, like us humans; and also those
sublime entities whom we may call supergods: and the ladder of
life ranges through all these from the highest that we can
conceive of through beings less in intelligence, less evolved, down
to humans, and below them.

I have already frequently told you from this platform what
evolution in theosophy is, — the bringing out or unwrapping of
what is locked up within the evolving entity. What else can
develop except what is within yourself, or within any other
evolving entity? Neither you nor it can become anything which is
not latent within you or it. That is evolution as the theosophist
understands it: not the adding of something into yourself from
the outside, after the manner of a mason putting a brick into a
wall; but the bringing out, the self-expression, of innate powers
and faculties of the spirit within.

In opening my lecture this afternoon I made a promise that I



would try to answer all the questions that I had on my list. I have
answered very briefly eight of them. That leaves twelve more still
to be answered, and as my time for this afternoon is now drawing
to a close, before leaving you I will give you another thought
about this matter of stars and suns and so forth, because it is very
interesting and it will show you some of the beauties of the
deeper sides of our wonderful theosophical philosophy — our
religion-philosophy-science.

You know, I suppose, that there exist in the cosmic spaces, what
have now been recognized to be dark nebulae by modern
astronomers. These so-called dark nebulae are clouds of cosmic
matter, or nebulae which are not shining, which are not bright,
but which are dark — at least they appear to be dark by
comparison with the bright nebulae and with the scattered
clusters of suns. Astronomers have photographed these dark
nebulae, which cover vast stretches, and you may see some of
these dark patches in the Milky Way.

It was long customary in England to call these dark patches coal-
sacks, because they are so black. They are sometimes of various
shapes, more or less round and sometimes stretches of darkness
in the body of the Milky Way; and when they are photographed
they look exactly like black clouds of a very rugged and storm-
cloud appearance. They are actually of enormous extent, spacially
speaking, enormously extensive, and probably because those in
the Milky Way are nearer to us than the bright nebulae, they
seem to be far more extensive than the bright nebulae are.

Theosophy will tell you that these dark nebulae are, if I may use
the expression, mother-matter — that is an expression which will
be easily understood by you. In the theosophical teachings there
are actually two classes of these dark nebulae, one class which is
in the very beginning of cosmic evolutionary development and



represents what we may call primordial matter, matter in its
highest state. This matter is not spiritual substance, but an
intermediate state between spiritual substance which is the origin
of things, and gross, physical matter.

Therefore may we properly call this first class of dark nebulae
stretches of mother-matter or primordial matter. We may also
perhaps call them matter in a state of dissociation, or matter in
which the component atoms exist in dissociated form.

Now, this first class of dark nebulae comprises nebulae which are
very young cosmically speaking, in the sense of the development
of worlds to be, for they are on their way in the process of the
making of worlds. The bright nebulae are stages much farther
advanced towards the making of suns and worlds.

The second class of the dark nebulae are at the other end of
evolutionary development: they are what may be called cosmic
dust — dust of the cosmic graveyards, if we may so express it.
And probably most of the dark nebulae or so-called coal-sacks in
the Milky Way belong to this second class.

How did the ancients know about these dark nebulae — a
discovery of very recent years? Let me read to you something. I
have translated an exceedingly interesting passage from an
ancient Hindu work, which is known in the Sanskrit tongue as the
Manava-Dharma-Sastra, usually translated as the Scriptures of
Manu. Manu is supposed to have been, in far distant times, a
Hindu sage of very high degree. In the first book of this archaic
Sanskrit work, verses 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 are as follows — and I
may say in passing that it is very difficult to translate these
ancient thoughts into language of modern times, first because the
words are unusual, and second because the thoughts are new to
us, with our sophisticated Occidental minds; but I have done my
best and will now read my translation to you.



"This physical universe was become quiescent darkness,
indistinguishable, without its characteristic forms; inconceivable,
unrecognizable, as it were wholly sunken in deep sleep." (5)

(Asid idam tamobhutam aprajnatam alakshanam:
apratarkyam avijneyam prasuptamiva sarvatah.) (5)

Here we find precisely what theosophy also tells us. The dark
nebulae of the first class are here alluded to, and they are, as I
have just said, mother-matter, which in a sense we may also call
sleeping matter or dormant matter: matter in the very beginnings
of things before its cycle comes to awaken into pronounced,
manifested activity.

"Thence the Self-becoming, celestial, unmanifest, of cyclical
power, manifesting this physical universe, the elements and so
forth, came forth, dispelling the darkness. (6)

"That one, to be perceived by a faculty transcending the senses,
subtle, unmanifest, ancient, consisting of all beings and things,
unthinkable, shone forth verily of itself. (7)

"It — Swayambhur — sunken in deep thought, desirous to
engender from his own body, sent forth all-various progeny: into
these it sent forth seed. (8)

"That became a golden egg, shining forth thousand-rayed. In this
— egg — it reproduced itself, ancestor of all the world and beings.

9)

"What that cause was, unmanifest, continuous, both the illusory
and real, from it came forth Individuality, called by men Brahma
— Expander." [The self-expanding Soul] (10)

Tatah Swayambhur bhagavan avyakto vyanjayann idam:
mahabhutadi vrittaujah pradur asit tamonudah. (6)



Yo 'sav atindriyagrahyah sukshmo 'vyaktah sanatanah:
sarvabhutamayo 'chintyah: sa eva swayamudbabhau. (7)

So 'bhidhyaya sariratswat sisrikshur vividhah prajah apa
eva sasarjadau: tasu bijam avasrijat. (8)

Tad andam abhavaddhaimam sahasransusamaprabham.
Tasminjajne swayam brahma sarvalokapitamahah. (9)

Yattatkaranam avyaktam nityam sadasadatmakam
takvisrishtah sa purusho: loke brahmeti kirttyate. (10)

It is very remarkable that in this extract, although it is written in
the style of a bygone age, we may see the whole procedure of
cosmic evolution outlined in a few lines. How did these ancients
know that the beginnings of things were "darkness"?

The Hebrews also taught, but in a very small and restricted view,
of these matters, practically the same ideas; and let us remember
that the Hebrews were one small people in a district of Hither
Asia. "Darkness was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of
the Elohim moved upon the face of the waters." Then came light.

My time for closing this afternoon has now come. I will try in my
lecture on next Sunday to interest you further by answering some
or all of the other questions that I have on my list; and I shall try
to do so with the same earnest desire to enlighten and help that I
have felt today. I thank the kind friends who have sent these
questions in to me. I do not know whence most of them come, but
I personally have found them very interesting, and I may also add
that I have learned not a little from studying them.
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QUESTIONS WE ALL ASK

I am going to try to answer some of the questions which we all
ask; but truly, in receiving some of these questions, I have asked
myself a question: Is each one of these questions a fishing
expedition, or are they asked in all sincerity of heart? We have
practical jokers in the world, you know, and I am reminded of a
certain great man of science, who one day saw a little boy fishing
through a grating in the pavement, and he said: "What are you
fishing for, my little man?" "Wooglies!" "Wooglies, what are
wooglies?” "Don't know, haven't caught any yet!"

Well, I sometimes wonder if the people who ask these questions
are fishing for wooglies, or are they asking questions from their
hearts?

Now, in attempting to answer such questions as all of us ask, this
does not mean, of course, that no question would occur to one
man if it did not occur to all other men. I can think of questions, I
am sure, that I have a notion have occurred to no one else
excepting me. Among these queries that I have received there are
questions regarding the nature, and the origin, and the destiny of
man and of the universe: who we are, and whence we come, and
whither we are traveling. I have received also questions of less
wide import, questions to which I have alluded on other
occasions, such as — "How may I make a fortune quickly?" "How
shall I marry happily?" "Shall I be president of the United States?"
"Shall I inherit a fortune?"

Questions like these I pay no attention to, and I have received
very few of them. Should the mind of anyone hanker after
answers to queries of this type, I advise him to go where he will



receive answers to them — to the palmists perhaps, and the
fortunetellers perhaps, and the so-called astrologers perhaps —
but questions dealing with the great riddles of life are the
questions which a theosophical lecturer likes to answer, and it is
just these that are the questions that all men ask.

Preceding my lecture of last Sunday I received a number of
questions that were sent in to me — some of them very
interesting questions; and some of these latter were, furthermore,
questions that have puzzled the minds of men who have not been
taught the ancient wisdom-religion by initiated teachers: and
these questions are they which revolve around the subjects:

* "Who am I? What am I? and Why am I on this earth?"”

* "Am I all mind, or all matter, or both mixed?"

* "What is mind?"

» "What is matter?"

 "Has matter any real being per se"

» "What is force or energy?"

* "Do the stars or suns, and their planets, if any, come into
being fortuitously or by chance; or is there an inner and
governing life-essence ruling the entire course of their
existence, from beginning to end, as religions say is the case
with man and his so-called soul?"

It is with reference to this last query, friends, that I have received
another question — a question about a question; I am going to try
to answer this first. Here it is, and it is a thoughtful mind who
asked it.

"I have been much interested in what you have said about the
dark and bright nebulae. But you appear to have made
different remarks about each at different times, recently and
in past lectures. You seem to speak of the dark nebulae as



being both in and out of the Milky Way; you seem to say that
they precede the bright nebulae in evolutionary time, and also
that they are later in evolutionary development than the
bright nebulae. Are these statements contradictions or have I
misunderstood things? Also you have said that the nebulae are
universes in the making, and you also have spoken of nebulae
as being only planets in the making: how about this? Further,
you speak of some nebulae as being clusters of suns so far
distant from us that their combined light blends into a blur,
somewhat as the thousands of lights of a great city seem to be
a blur of light; and you have also spoken of nebulae as being
'glowing mother-stuff,' that is to say clouds of glowing stuff
which have not yet become concreted into suns. How about
this?"

One question? Many in one. First, I have indeed on different
occasions spoken of the dark nebulae as being both within and
without the Milky Way; but as I was dealing, on these separate
occasions, with very recondite facts of cosmic origins, I tried to
give a hint of the theosophical teachings without overloading the
minds of the audience with too much detail.

As a matter of fact, there are two kinds of dark nebulae. Both can
be found within the Milky Way, although it is true that the
scientists of today, to whom the dark nebulae are a very recent
discovery, know of only the dark nebulae as such, without having
as yet been able to distinguish between the two kinds.

These dark nebulae, one class of them especially, are also found
outside the Milky Way, not merely in other universes, in other
Milky Ways, in other star systems, but scattered like seeds-of-
things-to-be through the boundless spaces of cosmic space.

It is also true that I have spoken of dark nebulae as preceding the
bright nebulae in evolutionary time, and also that dark nebulae



are later in evolutionary development. I had in mind the two
classes of the dark nebulae that I have just spoken of: one
extremely ethereal, being the very first stage of material
concretion of cosmic substance — and these dark nebulae are
diaphanous, you can see through them; you can see the stars
beyond them — and as regards this class of the dark nebulae, I
really do not know whether any scientist has as yet discovered
their actual existence, although in most recent months their
existence is more than suspected.

The other class of dark nebulae are more or less heavily
concreted matter, existing in a state of atomic dissociation, and
are, instead of being the beginnings of universes or of worlds, the
material debris of universes that have been — the graveyard dust
of the cosmic spaces, so to speak.

Also, I have spoken of the nebulae as being universes in the
making, and likewise as being planets in the making. I suppose
that because a speaker should use the word eggs, he ought not to
be held to mean hens' eggs only. There are eggs of many kinds,
seeds of living beings of many kinds, which may be classed under
the general term of egg; and so it is with the nebulae. There are
nebulae which are universes in the making, which are Milky
Ways in the making, and which are solar systems in the making;
and there are others which are much smaller, and which are
scattered through the spaces of space, and which, when the time
comes, rush forth from their bed in space, and become comets,
drawn, attracted, to one or another sun, around which they circle
in elliptic or hyperbolic orbits, or in perhaps parabolic orbits, for
a time; and finally settle into becoming satellites or planets
around the sun to which they have been attracted.

All these nebulae, large and small — the ethereal dark nebulae
and all the bright nebulae — are the rebirths of worlds that



existed in the aeonic past: they are reimbodiments of former
universes, or worlds, or, more accurately, the beginning of the
reimbodiments of universes or worlds that have existed in the
past, and therefore are worlds to be in the future.

Our own planet Terra was at one time a comet, and before that it
was one of these smaller diaphanous nebulae sleeping its long
preparatory sleep in the womb of Space before entering upon the
cycle of it new life-beginning. Then when the time came, when
the karmic time came, it rushed from its layic bed, carrying its
laya-center in its own heart, attracted by some distant sun, and,
furthermore, drawn by the links of past destiny — drawn
magnetically, so to speak, but indeed drawn by spiritual and
psychological links of the past — to become a planet around the
center towards which it has rushed.

Then, as regards that part of the question referring to some of the
nebulae as being clusters of suns and others as being masses of
mother-stuff: is not this theosophical statement precisely what the
modern scientist also will tell you? That is, that some of these
nebulae are resolvable, under high telescopic power, into clusters
of suns; whereas others cannot be so resolved into individual
suns, but are what the astronomical men call masses, vast in
extent, of "glowing gas." But our theosophical philosophy tells us
they are not gas whatever the appearances, spectroscopic or
otherwise, may seem to indicate. Gas is so material in comparison
with this nebulous stuff that, to use an analogy, it bears the same
relation to our earthly gas as that earthly gas known to us on
earth bears to lead.

This is a most fascinating theme. We have modern scientists
today dreaming dreams of truth and seeing visions of the real.
Scientists in all countries are awakening. The great Danish
scientist, Nils Bohr, and Einstein and Planck of Berlin, and Jeans



and Eddington of Britain, today have thought thoughts, and are
thinking thoughts, which with every epoch of five years are
approaching more and more closely to the teachings of the
ancient wisdom-religion of all past time, not only in generals but
frequently indeed in particulars; and when Dr. Jeans speaks of
the "singular points" existent in the nebulae of space, from which,
according to him, there pours down into our own physical
universe matter from what he calls another dimension, he speaks
as would one of the ancient mystical scientists of archaic days, for
he voices, however feebly, an archaic theosophical teaching.

Dr. Jeans speaks of the stuff flowing from these his singular points
as being the "creation of matter," a term which theosophists
would not use, for with us there is no creation in the old sense,
but only change of state and condition in an unending series of
evolutionary developments. His singular points, his channels or
canals, his points through which matter pours down, not from
another dimension as he says, but from another world as the
theosophist says, are what the theosophist calls laya-centers or
critical centers, or points where ether becomes matter or
universal matter resolves itself back into ether. Nor does the
theosophist use the word dimension as Jeans does, but instead
uses the phrase "another and more ethereal world or plane.”

Dr. Jeans in these ideas is giving utterance in this twentieth
century to the age-old teaching of theosophy; and, as I have just
said, we theosophists call these singular points of Dr. Jeans laya-
centers, dissolving centers where matter dissolves itself into
spirit, and equivalently where from the super-ethereal realms
substance condenses into the physical matter of our universe.

Thus are the worlds born through and by these singular points,
these centers of energy, these energic centers, as we may call
them. Through them pour, as through channels, the energies, the



life-forces, the characteristic individuality of a stream of self-
imbodying life, of cosmic life, or world life: and with that cosmic
life comes all its freightage of things such as the rocks to be, the
vegetation to be, the animals to be, the humans to be. These are
indeed wonderful thoughts, strangely and marvelously accurate
conceptions; and when we realize that they form the material of
the most advanced scientific thought of today, we realize how
greatly modern science is becoming religious and is thinking
thoughts of deep mystical philosophy.

Well, has anybody caught a wooglie? I wonder. At any rate, as the
little boy said, when you do catch a wooglie, you will know what
it is. But, friends, if any questioner is fishing for "wooglies" I am
trying to give him a wooglie that he will understand, not
something that any theosophical speaker has invented, but the
ancient teachings of wisdom which have come down to modern
men from immemorial time, which have been voiced and taught
and formulated and cast like thought-seeds into the minds of men
by the great seers and sages of all the past ages.

These seers and sages have lived. Whence came their wisdom and
knowledge that the wisdom and knowledge of today are
progressively proving to have existed with every new natural
discovery that is made? The more we learn and know today, the
more we know that those great sages and seers of the past had
wide and deep knowledge of natural truth. Whence came their
wisdom and what they knew? Were these sages and seers merely
human biological "sports"? To call a thing a biological sport is
merely describing the phenomenon in other words; it is no
explanation of it at all.

The only thing we do know is that unparalleled genius suddenly
flashes meteor-like over the skies of human thought, and men
stand in awe and in certain cases they even worship and adore —



wrongly, it is true — but so profound was the impression that
these great ones made on history.

Here is another question on my list:

"Were the so-called Mystery Schools of the ancients the
product of the various priesthoods working to enslave the
human mind by means of supposititious mysteries in nature;
or were they based on natural but almost unknown facts of
being, which certain exceptional men called seers — to use
your word — had explained in religio-philosophic
formulations and systems of thought?"

The latter, certainly. The idea — and it had some faint basis of
truth — that the priesthoods of the olden time were nothing but a
body of men who lived on the fat of the land and imposed so-
called religious and philosophic and scientific mysteries on the
people who believed in them, was largely due to Voltaire — a very
bright man, a very able man, a deep thinker but an erratic
thinker, and one who lacked the spiritual, penetrating vision
which sees beyond phenomenal appearances.

Wisdom lies in the ability to penetrate beneath the surface and to
ascribe to true greatness a nobler visioning of Being than the
mere and tawdry impulses of men of small mind and smaller
heart. The idea imbodied in the latter part of this question is the
truth. There is in man not merely a fountain of wisdom, but an
inner eye. He can see, and seeing he can formulate what he sees
into knowledge as it is called; and that knowledge he can deliver
to his fellows.

How may we see? How did these great sages and seers see?
Through growth, through evolution. They had evolved to the
point where the inner eye was open, and hence they were awake;
being awake they saw; seeing they taught. Either that, or we must



have recourse to the supposition chance — a word utterly void of
meaning. Which is your choice that you will make for yourself,
evolution or chance?

Was Jesus a faker? Was the great Buddha a faker? Was Krishna or
Sankaracharya of India a faker? Were Lao-Tse and Confucius
charlatans and frauds? You must have a high opinion of
yourselves if you believe that! Do you know how difficult it is to
make men accept something that perhaps they do not want to
accept — how difficult it is to break the molds of mind —= and do
you realize that this is just precisely what these great sages and
seers do?

Take a people as pragmatical and matter-of-fact as are the
Chinese — set like iron in their mental molds and casts — and
look what the two Chinese geniuses whom I have just mentioned
did: they made a mark so deep, so profound, on the mental
characteristics of their people that only today are the Chinese
arousing themselves from the degenerated mental impress of
ages originally left upon them in splendor by the promulgation of
the teachings of those great men of 2500 or more years ago!

There is nothing in the universe so difficult to move as the minds
of men: set like crystals and as hard; and I sometimes think that
the hearts of men are almost as hard as their heads. But we know
that spiritual force and titan intellectual power have done it, and
done it many times. In every man there is the instinct of beauty
and of truth and of the good and of the high and of the noble and
of the pure. Let the appeal be made to these facilities and there
will be an answer, and the molds of mind will burst, and then
comes the inner rebirth.

It is these great sages and seers, these unparalleled geniuses,
these human gods or god-men, who began, who founded, the
great Mystery Schools of the ancients; and while they lived they



taught in them; and it is they who have moved the world; it is
they who have made the civilizations of the past whose laws and
customs we inherit, and whose sense of moral right and wrong
we inherit also; it is they who have told us of the truths of nature;
and these Mystery Schools founded by them imbodied their
teachings, kept very holy, very secret, very esoteric, very mystical.

You know what Jesus is reported to have said in substance: "To
my disciples I open the door to truth; but to them outside I speak
in parables." That was wise. You cannot teach a baby everything
at once; and we are all babies in a sense. Knowledge grows by
degrees, as everything else does; so it was only to the more
evolved, the wiser ones, the more intuitive ones, who gathered
around these great seers and sages, that were taught the real
explanations and secrets and esoteric teachings of the Masters.

But the generality of men outside of the Mystery Schools were
taught ethics, morals, the laws of duty, high thinking, noble living,
accompanied always with the invitation: "Come up higher; come
to us; come to me; prepare yourselves. I am the Way and the
Truth and the Life. Knock, and it shall be opened unto you." True
words!

I might say before leaving this question that our own modern
theosophical teachings are in large part the esoteric, mystical,
secret, teachings of these great seers and sages of past times. You
can prove this statement for yourselves by impartial, honest
study. Knock, friends, and it will be opened unto you. This is a
promise.

Here is another question that I have received:

"Are genius and knowledge reminiscence, remembrance out
of the past, as Plato said they are: or are they instilled into or
put into the human mind somewhat as bricks or stones are put



into a wall?"

Certainly not the latter. I cannot conceive how genius and
knowledge can be stuffed into a man's mind: into a mind molded
and cast into crystallized prejudice, unwilling to receive a new
truth unless the brain-mind can debate it, think it out, and see all
its ins and outs and whys and wherefores, quite forgetting that
these lower mental processes obscure the truth and prevent the
action of intuitive vision.

Knowledge is not merely an accumulation of facts. Knowledge per
se is a faculty; it is not merely what you learn — what you learn
after that manner is the lessons that you study and the facts
comprised in them that your mental apparatus can accumulate
and hold — but knowledge is what you are enabled to draw out of
it through the working of the intellectual consciousness. To know,
the faculty of knowing, is knowledge strictly speaking; and
wisdom is something still higher.

Yes, genius and knowledge and other things that accompany
them — such as love, and the sense of devotion, and aspiration,
and the instinct of duty, and the recognition of the high beauty of
self-sacrifice falsely so-called — these and other things are innate
in the character. They do not come into you from without. They
spring forth from within, and are the beauteous flowers of lovely
seeds which are latent in the heart and mind of the individual.
They are innately in him; they are reminiscences out of the past:
the fruitage of past lives in the character so developed and
evolved, enabling this character to express its own inherent
faculties and powers and energies, and the workings of its own
consciousness.

What is evolution? It is unfolding, bringing out what is within
you. How can you be something that you are not yourself?
Character is development or manifestation from what is already



within; so are wisdom and knowledge and love and duty and
aspiration and high living and high thinking — all these beautiful
and noble things that make men truly men and that make some
men greater than others. They are from within, they are from the
spiritual side of our being: the deathless, the immortal part — and
not merely from the human soul, the evolving entity, growing
ever more perfect it is true, and as it perfects itself expressing
ever better, ever in more perfect form and shape, and ever in
larger degree, the streams of illumination from within, flowing
into the human consciousness from the divine center which is the
root of us, the heart of the heart of us, the core of the core of you
and of me.

Plato was right, but he did not tell all. Knowledge and genius are
reminiscence, rememorations of past lives, and are not merely
fruits of what we know in this life. A child comes into life with
character which develops as age proceeds, with ability, power,
capacity. As these develop, all the beautiful forces accompanying
them spring forth into bloom; and then when this takes place in
the flowers of the human race we may truly say that a great man
has come into the world.

Here is another question before me:

"Does the soul of an infant enter into its body at birth, or
before birth, or after birth?"

The theosophical teaching is that the soul of an infant does not
enter into its body at birth, nor before birth, nor after birth.
Therefore the general answer to this question is No, in none of
the three cases. It does seem to a theosophist an extraordinary
thing that the idea should have gone abroad so widely in the
Occidental world that a man has a soul imprisoned in his physical
body, and that when the physical body dies the soul has to come
out of it. The ancients used to represent the true natural or



spiritual fact mystically, metaphorically, by figuring a
homunculus or infant human coming from the mouth of the
dying man with his last breath; but this figuration was a mystical
representation which unfortunately was taken literally by later
people, the Christians, who followed the ancient Pagans in time;
and for many ages in occidental Europe, in European countries, it
was believed that man had a soul inside his body; and the soul,
again, was confused with the spirit.

No, man is a soul and also has a soul. It all depends upon what
you mean by the word "soul,"” and upon the localities where we
place man and soul and spirit. A subject of deep psychology is
involved here which it would take me far too long a time this
afternoon to explain, but a the explanation of which I will try to
hint and of which I have given a brief explanation on a number of
other occasions.

Man is a complex and compound entity. His constitution ranges
from body to spirit with all intermediate degrees of ethereal
substances and energies and powers. The theosophist says that
these intermediate degrees are seven in number. When these
seven different degrees or grades are cooperating in vital activity
and thus form what we theosophists call man's seven principles,
then you have a complete man, a fully living man, in other words
an incarnated man.

But how about this soul? Is it in the body or out of it? Well, I don't
dare say that it is out of it, but on the other hand it most
emphatically is not in it. I will try to make my meaning clear. Let
me ask you a question first. Where is the electricity in the wire
which carries it? Is it inside the wire or in an atmosphere or aura
around the wire? No physical scientist really knows yet, but a
perfectly parallel question is: Where is the human soul, in the
body or out of it, or around it and permeating it?



Now, our theosophical teaching is this: the spirit of man works
through the human soul, and this human soul works through the
vital-astral or ethereal vehicle or body or carrier: the transmitter
of the energies or powers of the soul, which is
psychomagnetically connected with the organs of the physical
body; and this vital astral principle thus works through the
physical body and is carried into all parts of our physical frame,
very much as the electric current is carried not only in but also
over and around the wire. The spirit enfolds and guards and
produces the human soul from within its own womb of selfhood;
the human soul similarly permeates and produces the vital astral
vehicle; and this in its turn permeates and produces the physical
body.

The soul therefore is neither in the body nor out of it nor
surrounding it, but all three at the same time, and belongs to an
entirely different sphere or plane or world of being from that of
the gross physical vehicle. The soul does not enter the body at
birth, nor before birth, nor after birth, and why? Because that
supposition would immediately set up the argument that the soul
and the human physical body in and around which it is — how
shall I say it, with which it is to be linked in the next life — are
different, and that they are different now. The physical body is
built up by the incoming, incarnating ego, cell by cell, from the
very beginning of the former. Consequently there is no entering
of the body by something outside of it and different from it, for
the soul is that which is; the body being merely the offspring or
the fruitage or effect of one of its activities. This is not a medical
lecture hall, but I think that I have made the idea sufficiently
clear.

You know, I suppose, that the teaching of the great German
biologist Weismann was regarding the human race, that from the
very beginning the vital plasm, the seed of human life, has been



carried down from generation to generation, from father to son;
and that, secondly, the generation of men today, quite apart from
the state of evolution that they have reached, contains the very
life-essence, physically speaking, that existed in the first races of
men on earth.

A human seed comes from the ethereal worlds and is the laya-
center, — the "singular point,” of Dr. Jeans, when he was speaking
of the nebulae through which streamed into this physical sphere
matter of the new world to be — and which in the case of the
laya-center of the human seed is the vital point through which
streams into and builds up from the interior worlds, the body to
be, cell by cell. This seed grows into the physical body and, as it
grows, incarnation of the human energies takes place
concordantly, coordinately, and progressively until maturity is
reached, and at that point you see the full-grown man and more
or less fully incarnated human soul.

Thus, then, the soul does not "enter" the body for it is not
something outside of it and not belonging to it. This last idea is
quite wrong. The soul therefore does not enter the body either
before birth or at birth, or after birth. As the English poet Spenser
says:

"For soul is form, and doth the body make."

At the death of the physical body, the soul casts the latter aside, as
a worn-out garment, and goes on to something higher: more
accurately it evolves, in the theosophical sense of the word, others
of its latent powers preparing it for residence in the ethereal
worlds, for it is itself an ethereal vehicle or carrier of the
deathless and immortal energies of the productive spirit or
Monad.

"What is the soul?"



I think that I have already answered that question — at least I
have tried to answer it. The soul is the part intermediate between
the spirit and the body, between spiritual matter and physical
matter; but if you were to ask me to be definitely accurate and to
particularize, then I should have to say something else, and to
begin by asking you: What do you mean by soul? Do you mean by
that a generalizing term comprising all the capacities and
energies and powers that man has, spiritually and intellectually
and materially, and including such qualities as love and hate and
aspiration and wisdom and knowledge, and the passional nature
and all the other things that I have spoken of, and also the things
which are mean and ignoble and whatnot? They are indeed all of
them parts of man. But do they belong to the soul? If so, then I ask
you which soul? The spiritual soul, or the human soul, or the
merely animal soul?

You see the reason why the theosophical philosophy, the ancient
wisdom, is obliged to divide the constitution of man into its
component parts, for man is a complex being and therefore has
separate parts. He is indeed a complex entity, and you all know it;
consequently all these various energies and powers and faculties
and energies do not spring from one point, from one center, from
one source: they spring from different parts of the constitution of
the human being. So, therefore, when this bald and too general
question, What is the soul? is asked, it is obvious that of necessity
I have great difficulty in answering. A true answer would require
a book in itself.

However, speaking generally, we may say that the soul is the
intermediate part between the spirit which is deathless and
immortal on the one hand, and on the other hand the physical
frame, entirely mortal. Thanks be to the immortal gods that it is
so!



Thus then, answering briefly and generalizing, and calling it the
intermediate part, we may say that the soul is the center of
human will and human consciousness, the human ego, the
personal "I"-feeling. It is an evolving entity of course.

"Have the animals souls?"

Yes, most decidedly they have, but not human souls. Please do not
misunderstand me here. I do not mean that a dog or a horse or a
bull has a human soul; but I mean that a dog has a dog-soul, and a
horse has a horse-soul, and a bull has its own type of
intermediate, self-expressing consciousness. And so have the
lovely flowers of our gardens flower-souls; and that is the reason
why a lily is always a lily — I mean why the lily-stream of life will
produce nothing but lilies. It has the characteristic of
individuality, what in human beings is called the ego; the egoic
energic power self-expressing its own inherent individuality. That
is the soul.

Here is another question that I have before me.

"Have twins or triplets or quadruplets the same soul or
different souls?"

I wonder if this is a 'wooglie,' or at least is a fishing for 'wooglies'?
Well, take the twins. There are different kinds of twins: there are
what the biologists call identical twins, being twins of the same
sex so much alike that it is practically impossible to tell them
apart. This kind of twins is called identical. There are other kinds
which are not identical.

Answering the question, then, I may say: no, twins have not the
same souls, they have different souls, but there is an exceedingly
close psychological relationship existing from other lives,
between or among beings born together at a single birth. The
same applies not only to twins but to triplets and quadruplets,



and to other cases of even larger birth-products. Each individual
has a distinct and separate soul or, if you like to phrase it
otherwise, each one is a distinct and separate soul.

The next question is:
"Was Jesus Christ a man or was he God?"

I have in idea that a broad-minded Christian has asked this
question, and I respect him for his frankness. Not being a
Christian myself, I will answer it as a theosophist, who is a
follower of the teacher Christ, but not a Christian — but a
theosophist is not only a follower of Christ but also of all the great
Sages and Seers of the ages. Christ, inspiring the man-body called
Jesus, was but one of these great sages and seers; and
theosophists reverence that great and holy man as much if not
more than the most devoted Christian does.

Jesus Christ was the theosophist of his time to his own people. He
was a man. But he incarnated a god — not the infinite and eternal
Spirit in the Christian sense, for that to the theosophists is
monstrous: not what is popularly called God. To theosophists, if
you will pardon me the frank statement, that idea is simply
blasphemous; but Jesus, the great Syrian sage, was a man-god, or
a god-man. He is an avatara, avatara being a Sanskrit word which
means "a passing down": the idea being that a divinity chose a
great and holy human to be its vehicle for work among men.
There have been many avataras in the world, I may say in
passing.

There is much more to this doctrine of avataras that I cannot go
into now — I have no time to do so, nor is this public meeting the
proper place — but this doctrine is nevertheless one of the most
beautiful, one of the most lovely, of our theosophical doctrines;
and in one sense of the word, many, but by no means all, of the



other great seers and sages were men-gods likewise.

There is a high stage of evolution which ranks fully as high in
spiritual grade as does the avatara, and this stage of evolution is
where the human being, through long aeons of evolutionary
development and ceaseless striving towards perfection and
wisdom and purity, has evolved forth from out of himself his own
inner god which thus takes the place of the avatara incarnation
selecting some high and noble human being, and in one sense of
the word this self-evolution is nobler and superior to the avatara
incarnation. Such a self-evolved entity was Gautama Buddha.

In each one of you there is a god: it is that part of you which is
immortal and deathless, stainless and divine. And when your
inner god manifests in inner fullness consciously through the
highly evolved human soul, which is the only path or method for
it so to manifest, such a human being is also a god-man, but not
an avatara because of the difference which I have just set forth.

I ask you to pardon my inability to explain this sublime doctrine
more fully this afternoon. On some other Sunday I hope to do so,
perhaps. But in every case such an incarnation, such a birth
among men, is an example of a god-man or a man-god. Each one
of you has the power to be such an example of human spiritual
splendor. Oh, what a doctrine of hope this is! What a doctrine of
high and supreme beauty! Consider the inspiration of it.

There remains in my hand one question more.
"Is virgin-birth or immaculate birth possible in nature?"

I think that this question came from this same kind friend who
asked the immediately preceding question. I will answer it
briefly. It is possible as a natural fact, but practically impossible
as an event that may occur. However, in the far distant past
virgin birth or immaculate birth was the regular mode that



nature had evolved for carrying on the human race. This method
was superseded in time by the present method of procreation;
and the present division of the human race into the two sexes is
but a transitory event or phase of human evolution. Even today
man shows in his physical body his androgynous past — the
remnants of organs appearing imperfectly in either sex are
simply remnants of what were once fully developed organs —
and, in the future, the present method of sex-procreation will be
an evil dream of the past.
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QUESTIONS WE ALL ASK

Why do people ask questions? Because they want to know
something. And why do they want to know? Because they have
something within them which is desirous of consciously re-allying
itself with the foundations of the universe — truth. If we did not
have within us this divine instinct, this divine hunger for and
instinct towards truth, we never should ask any questions at all.
We should be like the senseless stone or, perhaps, having no
further spirit of divine curiosity than might be expressed by the
unvoiced questions of the beasts.

The asking of questions, serious questions, is an attribute which
appertains to the spiritual part of man's being, and is, in a sense,
the voice of his higher nature attempting to express itself through
the intermediate nature and the brain-mind, the intermediate
nature being what is commonly called the human soul; and this
attempt to express the divine-spiritual consciousness of us
through this psychic or intermediate nature, and through the
latter's vehicle, the physical body, stimulates this latter or
intermediate part of us into at questioning mood or attitude.

The spiritual psychology of this process is rather difficult to
understand by one who has not deeply thought on the matter,
nevertheless what I have just said is an exact explanation, albeit
imperfectly developed here, of what takes place in the human
constitution.

We question: Who am I? What am I? Whence am I? Whither go I?
Why am I here? What is life? What is the purpose of life? What is

death? What is the purpose of death? What are trust and love and
friendship and self-sacrifice and aspiration and hope and joy? All



these questions, and many more like them, arise from the divine
energies in our inmost parts seeking expression through the
intermediate vehicle which, sensing the inflow and stimulated by
it, automatically as it were assumes a questioning mood or
attitude.

It is an amazing thing that so many thinking human minds
through the ages have asked themselves: Is there a soul? Is there
something more of me than the physical body? Whereas they
have merely to examine themselves, each man to examine
himself, to find the answer written large in his own nature and
constitution.

Had you not this divine hunger for knowledge, had you not this
urging instinct within, had you not these aspirations for
knowledge, there would be nowhither to go in thought in order to
understand yourselves and the universe in which you live and of
which you are an inseparable part.

Do you understand the drift of my thought? My meaning is that
these inner impulses, irresistible in their force and unceasing, are
a proof of an inner nature, popularly called the soul, seeking its
own, and therefore proving that that thing exists; for nature
never cheats itself. If there were no higher things than the
physical, there would be no urge towards higher things, because
nature could not have an urge towards something which does not
exist. This questioning attitude, this desire or hunger for
knowledge, are proofs of the existence of a spiritual nature
within.

You know perhaps that we Occidentals are the worst
psychologists that the human race has ever brought forth in
historic times. We know nothing about what psychology really is.
Our Occidental idea of psychology is that of a sort of sublimated
physiology, something pertaining completely, wholly, entirely, to



the physical body and the energies which move it along; whereas
the physical body is but an expression and also the vehicle of
these inner, psychological, and spiritual energies and powers
which play through it, and, alas, often disrupt it and bring it pain
and sorrow, paradoxical as it may sound. Sunlight, for instance, is
a gloriously beautiful thing, but too much sunlight at the wrong
time and at the wrong place can induce disease as easily as the
deprivation of sunlight. Health is harmony and adjustment to
environment and the coordination of the relations of the
individual to the All, and where there is disharmony and lack of
coordination and failure in adjustments, then what is called
disease ensues.

So then, the asking of questions, even in its most vulgar form, that
of mere curiosity, proves the existence of a divine instinct for
something greater than the things which the physical brain
cognizes around itself. The desire for knowledge is an elevating
desire. Hence, when I receive questions similar to those that I
have received during the last two or three weeks, it is exceedingly
interesting to me to see the mental drift or bias of the minds
which asked these questions; and curiously enough, most of these
questions tend more or less in the same direction. People want to
know who they are and what they are, and whence they come,
and what life is, and questions of great problems similar to these.

I have not received a single good-for-nothing question, not a
single good-for-nothing query. I have not received a single
question as to, for instance, How to make money quickly, or What
kind of husband shall I look for? or What kind of a wife shall I
marry? and things like that. It is rather absurd for any sensible
man or woman, young or old, asking questions of that kind,
which a man or woman of normal capacity should solve for
himself or for herself!



In asking questions of that kind of any public lecturer, you must
remember that he will merely tell you in answer what he himself
happens to think about the things, and nothing more; and if he
does not himself understand, how can he understand you and
direct your life?

But questions of great interest, questions of wide and general
reach, questions which show that the querent has dipped, in his
thoughts, into the very structure of the universe, which is in the
inmost of the inmost of us all: these are questions which can be
answered, and answered by anyone who is developed enough to
understand himself somewhat, and hence these are the questions
which the great seers and sages of the ages have answered in full,
and it is just here that the real hunger for knowledge of the
human heart lies.

In taking up the series of questions which I hope to answer today,
I will first read all of them to you:

» "What is death? Is it something to be feared?"

* "Is suicide ever permissible?"

* "Is a man who deliberately gives up his life for another, or
for some high and noble and impersonal end, a suicide?"

* "Do theosophists approve of marriage?"

* "Do we ever suffer unjustly? If so, how explain your
theosophical doctrine of karma?"

» "Is it possible that the time is here for a new phraseology for
some philosophical dicta?"

« "If the body is a 'bunch of sheaths of energy,’ why say 'inside'
or 'outside’; or why point upwards for heaven or downwards
for the opposite place?"

* "Is not the word 'relativity' sufficiently understood, and the
fallacy of 'time and space' sufficiently impressed upon the
modern minds through the demonstration of radio, to warrant



new lines of expression?"

« "If the body is a 'bunch of sheaths of energies,' is not the
universe similarly constructed? And, if so, why do we talk or
think of trillions and quadrillions of miles of space in light-
years, etc., etc.? Radio would suggest no distance or space for
any of the 'bundles of sheaths' except one — the densest or
physical.”

* "Is not everything within reach — here and now?"

» "Might not an electron at the end of one's foot get
instantaneous communication with an electron in the brain
notwithstanding the distance of separation?"

« "Is there any such thing as time or space?"

"What is death? Is it something to be feared?"

All men fear death, except the wise ones, those who know. Is this
fear an instinct, a common instinct, something native to the
human heart, something which it manifests because it is a truth,
and therefore to be feared by us? Never! Fear is an unreasoning
thing as well as unreasonable, and usually exists in human minds
and hearts which are more or less undeveloped in the particular
line where the fear lies. Knowledge kills fear. There are men who
fear reverses in business. Such fears show ignorance and
weakness; they do not show knowledge and strength, for the man
with knowledge and strength is successful in business as in other
things, and often successful despite the frequently severe blows of
karmic destiny, and is always successful in the end.

Death. O beautiful, sublime death, the greatest and loveliest
change that the heart of nature has in store for us! What is really
painful about it is the loss of our physical presence to those whom
we leave behind us. That alone is the pain and agony of death, but
not to those who pass, but to those who are left behind. But in
itself, if we poor human hearts only knew the truth, we would do



as a certain ancient people did: put on white robes of gladness,
and our faces would be lighted with unutterable hope, with the
knowledge not only that all is well, but that the one who has
passed has entered into the sublime scenes of a larger and a far
greater life.

Death is change, even as birth through reincarnation, which is
death to the soul, is change; and there is no difference — and
please take these words of the ancient wisdom literally — there is
no difference between death, so called, and life, so called, for they
are one. The change is into another phase of life. Death is a phase
of life, even as life is a phase of death. As Paul of the Christians
said: "I die daily"; and as a theosophist might say: I die constantly,
I die all the time. I am not what I was when I was a little boy, nor
shall I be what I am now when I am an older man. Death is
change. Some optimists call it a release. Well, yes, if you are on a
bed of pain and suffering, it is indeed a release from pain and
suffering.

Oh, there is so much that I could tell you about death. Death is not
something to be feared. Let me tell you how the ancients looked
upon it. Incarnation into a physical body — reincarnation into a
physical body — is "'death" to the entity which reincarnates. And
when this body, this vehicle, this lamp containing the immortal
flame, passes, breaks up into its constituent parts, it is rebirth for
the consciousness — the thinking, hoping, aspiring, loving heart
of us, the core of us. Death is as natural, death is as simple, death
itself is as painless, death itself is as beautiful, as the growth of a
lovely flower.

Would you that I should describe to you the process of death? It
would take me one or two or three hours, but briefly, no man, no
human being, ever dies completely unconscious. The body may be
still, the heart may have ceased to beat, the train of thought of



recollection, of everything that the departing entity has passed
through, is on its transit through the brain; but death has not yet
ensued, and the dying one is conscious, even conscious of what
takes place around the bed. That consciousness is a beautiful one.
There is a cognition of what is coming, there is a realization of
what is passing. There is a recognition of what it knew before.
There is a bright promise of what is to come. These are the
thoughts and the feelings of the passing one.

Therefore, as one of our great teachers has told us, be quiet, be
still, all ye who assist at the deathbed of the dying; so that the
entity passing into the brighter promise, into the most lovely and
unutterable peace, may leave its train of thought untouched by
anything of earth. Be still! Cruel is weeping to the passing one,
cruel are any exhibitions of suffering and pain. Wise indeed were
the ancient people, who put on garments of snowy white and
with jubilant faces saluted the rising sun. Pass on! Pass on!

That is death, literally not poetically, please. Many of you who
have been at the bed of one whom you loved, and who has passed
out and has had that experience, will know, if you have been
observant and watchful that what I have told you is true.

There are some deathbeds which are not painless. I have not
spoken of these, because they are painful. They are the passings
of those who have lived wrongly, and only because they have
lived wrongly the separation of the passing entity from things of
earth and matter is difficult.

There is the basis, in part, of the teachings of the sages of all the
ages that to live aright is to live wisely. Death is nothing to be
feared. Our hearts go out in tenderest sympathy to those who are
bereaved, because, friends — and may I say comrades, in thought
at least — it is those who love the passing one, those who are left
behind, who feel the wrench of the personal separation. These



are they who merit our sympathy; these are they who should be
comforted.

Death is beautiful. It is a passing into another phase of life. May I
go a step farther? It is a passing into a life of consciousness, after
a time of sleep and repose which is more real than is this physical
earth-life; for the veils of matter there are thinner, the sheaths of
material substance there are not so thick as here. The eye of the
spirit sees more clearly. But the life in the realms and spheres
beyond is precisely as is this life, making the proper changes — to
use a Latin phrase, mutatis mutandis, with the necessary changes
of circumstance and time and occasion.

Please take this statement literally. You know the old Hermetic
axiom, the beautiful saying of the wise old ancients: "What is
above" — meaning in the spiritual spheres, and here we point
upward, which is merely a symbolic gesture — "is the same as
what is in the material spheres below; and what is here below is
the same as what is above." Death releases us from one world,
and we pass through the portals of change into another world,
precisely as the inverse takes place when the incarnating soul
leaves the realms of finer ether to come down to our own grosser
and material earth-life into the heavy body of physical matter.

The inner worlds to the entity passing through them, as it has
passed through this world, are as real — more real in fact — than
ours is, because it is nearer to them. They are more ethereal, and
therefore are nearer to the ethereality of the eternal pilgrim
passing through another stage on its everlasting journey towards
perfection; and these changes take place one after another, before
the next incarnation on the returning wheel of the cycle; the
pilgrim passing from one sphere to another through the revolving
centuries, ever going higher, that is to say, to superior realms,
until the top of that individual's cycle — I had it on my lips to say



transmigration, but I knew I would be misunderstood, for I do not
mean it in the customary sense — till the topmost point of the
cycle of that particular pilgrim's journey is reached.

Then come into play the attractions of the lower realms to which
the lower parts of the pilgrim are native, to which it still has
psychomagnetic bonds; and these attractions finally pull it
downwards into a new cycle of manifestation on the lower
realms. This our own earth is the lowest point in the cycle of
human evolutionary progress; therefore "release" if you will,
death to use the proper term, is an advance upwards. Death is the
portal through which the pilgrim enters the stage higher.

You ask, perhaps: Do all human beings follow this path?
Normally, yes; some few, no. Who are these few, the exceptions?
They are the great ones, the great seers and sages of the ages, who
come into the world, not for their own sakes, because they have
learned pretty much all that this world can teach them; they come
into the world as saviors of their fellowmen. They have
consecrated their life for the service of others, to teach others
who know less than they do and are less far along the pathway of
progress.

With these great ones the change of body is a different thing. The
body, even of these great ones, in time wears out. Its latent
fountains of vitality are exhausted, and they change a body then
as an ordinary man would put on another suit of clothes — at will
and when they will and how they will and where they will.

Death is the entering into unutterable peace; and with the passing
of the great ones, the heroes of the race, the peace is of short
duration; for it is deliberately renounced, even as our own great
teacher, Katherine Tingley, who has recently passed away, has
entered into her unutterable peace for it there, and then will
return to take up the sublime work. We who loved her bear



testimony to her life and her work.
"Is suicide ever permissible?”

Never. And why never? Because it is a coward's act. Suicide
means the deliberate taking of one's own life in order to escape
the consequences of what one has earned; and if any man or
woman think that he can cheat nature in that way, he greatly
errs. He but adds to the heavy burden that he has to carry in the
future; and what awaits him on the other side I will leave unsaid.
He has deliberately forced nature's hand, so to say; he has
deliberately exercised his own willpower and consciousness for
an unholy deed in an unnatural way, and done an act which
nature, through its unerring laws, has not itself brought about;
and when you break a law of nature, what happens? In suicide
you break one of nature's fundamental laws, and there you have
your answer. Study our theosophical books. I have no time this
afternoon to go into the details of this. Study our Theosophical
books, I repeat, try to understand the wonderful philosophy of life
that you will find there. There you will discover arguments,
statements, expositions, regarding this matter of suicide, and of
what happens to the unfortunate wretch who suicides.

"Is a man who deliberately gives up his life for another, or for
a high and noble and impersonal end, a suicide?"

He is not. A man who will jump into the water to save a fellow
human being, and who perishes in the attempt: will you call him
a suicide, from the true definition that I have just given?
Obviously not. Where is your coward in that heroic act? He has
obeyed one of the fundamental laws of nature which says that we
are all knitted together with unbreakable bonds which nothing
can ever part, and it is our bounden duty to help each other in all
circumstances and at all times. There is the beauty of self-
sacrifice, giving up one's life for another. As the Christian New



Testament nobly puts it, "Greater love hath no man than that he
should lay down his life for his friend."

And so far as giving up one's own life deliberately for a noble and
impersonal end is concerned, the truth is the same. A man, for
instance, who consecrates his life to the service of others, and
perishes in the attempt by some disease — fatal, painful, lingering
— that he may thus have contracted, does he commit suicide? The
immortal gods, no! He is a hero and his reward shall be great.

You know, of course, that the annals of history tell us that a great
many of the ancients, many of them great men, deliberately
committed suicide, and there were also some philosophical
celebrities, among them men of real capacity and power, who
suicided; and even today, among one or two of the Oriental
peoples, it is considered an honor to suicide under certain
circumstances, to give up one's life individually, not in mass, but
individually, on the theory that by so doing you offer yourselves
as a sacrifice for the wellbeing of your country in times of danger.
I am thinking of the Japanese idea; and in speaking of the
ancients a moment ago I was thinking of the Greek and Roman
idea.

Is such self-Kkilling truly suicide? I do not think that it is so
absolutely. I am positive, however, that even here it is entirely
wrong to self-kill oneself in such I manner, yet it is not quite
suicide. It is an error of judgment and feeling, but the motive is
not cowardly and is beautiful. There is nothing cowardly about it,
it has in it a touch of impersonal heroism, for it is impersonal and
done for others; nevertheless it is done under a totally wrong
idea. The contrary is the better: live for your country! Live to fight
the battle of life! But we can admire, nevertheless, the spirit of
heroism, even though we may believe it to be misplaced, even
though we may disapprove.



"Do Theosophists approve of marriage?"

There have been many times in my life when I have thought that
marriage was a kind of suicide. But I am not so certain, because I
have seen so many beautiful marriages. At any rate I do consider
it an act of heroism — for both!

Theosophists most certainly approve of marriage, decidedly so.
The only trouble is that so many marriages, as our late great-
hearted teacher, Katherine Tingley, has so often said from this
very platform, are "merely farces." Marriage itself is beautiful; the
principle is holy; and if true marriage take place, life is sanctified
for those two human hearts. But all marriages? That is another
matter. Oh the wrecked lives!

Marriage in my mind — and I am a bachelor: I don't know that I
have any right to speak about it; I have had no personal
experience of it; and therefore I will merely give you my
impressions about it briefly — is a very serious problem. I think
that young people usually marry too early and that older people
have a greater chance for happiness; and I have an opinion that
the loveliest marriages are those that take place when one is not
young, because then one knows oneself. I think that a long time
should elapse between first acquaintance and marriage. This
doubtless might seem very difficult to many young people. The
heart-strings are plucked very forcibly in what is called love; and
indeed it is love — sometimes; and true love is beautiful; it is holy.

But, on the other hand, they who marry not from love, not from
any purely impersonal attachment, but from mistaken ideas of
romance which is one of the mental diseases of the younger
people — that is not love at all, that is merely a notion of what
love might be, and the notion is often distorted. I tell you that
such as these don't know what true love is.



True love is so impersonal that it never thinks of itself. It is so
impersonal that it thinks of the other all the time and only. Here
is the highest test of all, as I, a crusty old bachelor, see it: the truly
loving heart will renounce all love for the love of another and lay
the sacrifice on the altar and find joy in the self-giving. Can you
love in that way? Then I say that you are safe to be trusted to
make for yourself a happy marriage.

Do you see the reason why in my bachelor's judgment very young
people should not marry? They do not know themselves. How
they regret it when they grow older, if they find that they have
made a mistake! How much better it is to wait a little and to think
and to reflect. Pause! The greater injustice is not to yourself, it is
to the other; but the greater pain is to you. That is what I think as
a theosophist about marriage.

Some of my friends have called me a woman-hater, simply
because I never married. I am not a woman-hater. I have the
highest admiration for the other sex — at a distance especially;
simply because I am afraid of them. I know the charm that a good
woman has. I know how it has attracted me; and therefore I say I
have the greatest admiration for it — at a distance. There I am
safe.

Here is a very profound question:

"Do we suffer unjustly? If so, how explain your theosophical
doctrine of karma?"

Yes, we suffer unjustly sometimes. "If so, how explain your
theosophical doctrine of karma," which tells us that there is
nothing unjust in the universe, that everything that is is a natural
consequence of a thing and of things that went before, the natural
fruitage of one's own individual acts, and nothing else.

You know, this antinomy, this apparent contradiction, arises from



the fact, as I have said before, that we Occidentals are not
accustomed to real psychology. We don't know what it is, for we
have no real psychology. What is called psychology in the
universities, is mostly plain bunk, ninety-nine percent
imagination, and the other one percent medical facts.

But psychology in its essential meaning, as the science of the
constitution of man, and the working and interaction of spiritual
man playing through it, of that line of thought the Occident knows
nothing, except the few things that everybody knows and that are
given long Greek and Latin names frequently. Did we know
psychology better we should realize, first, that everything that
comes to us, just or unjust, comes to us because we were
originally the cause of it, and hence we are the individuals to
which those coming things have been naturally attracted back to
us.

But, suppose that, being in a position of responsibility — and this
will illustrate my point — I take upon myself the burthen of
others: not taking the burden from their shoulders, but in a
mystical and a symbolic sense do more than what would be
considered a good man's duty well done: deliberately resign all,
and give myself to others; bring upon myself, as a buffer or
shield, the blows of fate in order that others may be saved. In
such case I deliberately use my willpower, my energy, my
intelligence, my consciousness, to do this, and the suffering which
is natural that must ensue is unjust in the sense that I have not
earned it by evil action; but I have brought it upon myself
nevertheless. The karmic law operates just the same, but it is, I
repeat, unjust in the sense that the present personality in which I
live and through which I work is not morally responsible for the
suffering which follows.

Do you see the distinction that I am trying to draw? On the one



hand suicide, a coward and weakling; and on the other hand the
man who lays down his life for his brother gladly and willingly,
because he loves him; the latter gives up his own life in order that
the other may live, whereas the other gives up his own life in
order that he may escape the consequences that he thinks his
own evil acts are bringing upon him. The case of self-sacrifice and
of resignation and of taking unto one's heart what does not
properly belong there, in other words the act of the hero, was
done deliberately by the exercise of will.

The suffering, whatever it may be, was unjust to use popular
language, and yet it was done. Here is the spirit of all the great
sages and seers. It is the spirit also of the three Leaders of the
Theosophical Movement, the great-hearted Founder, H. P.
Blavatsky, William Q. Judge the Holder, and she who has just
passed into her unutterable peace, Katherine Tingley, whom I
have always loved to call Great Heart.

These are three beautiful lives, taking unto themselves the blows
and buffets that were aimed at the noble work that they loved
and gave their all for. There is high nobility of soul; there is
beauty of soul; there you will find heroic strength.

Often have I seen Katherine Tingley suffer; often have I seen her
bear the agony and pain (being a human being) of the blows that
were aimed at the Society and the work that she so loved —
misunderstood, reviled by the witlings, alas! who knew no better
(and therefore I judge them not), carrying the burden of a
worldwide organization for which she gave everything she was
and had, and into her devoted breast received all the blows and
buffets — somewhat like the Swiss hero of medieval time, Arnold
von Winkelried.

You know the story of the battle of Sempach between the Swiss
and the Austrians. This devoted Swiss knight, in order to make a



way through the solid wall of the Austrians' spears, rushed
forward, and gathered as many of them as he could into his own
breast, broke the way for his countrymen to enter the opening
thus created by his sacrifice. As a man of German descent and
Austrian origin myself, I bear tribute to this noble Swiss knight.

That is what our theosophical teachers and leaders have done.
There is where you will find suffering which is "unjust" because
unmerited. But oh what unspeakable reward is theirs for the
heroism thus manifested!

When you think of the lives of the Buddha and of Jesus called
Christos, and of the other great sages and seers like them, there in
their lives you will find lessons of unparalleled heroism, and you
will find things that will give you comfort and solace in times of
stress and trouble — yea, peace, and happiness, and wisdom!
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An announcer of glad tidings always has a happy heart; and, as
the Hebrew poet says in substance: "Beautiful on the mountains
are the feet of them who come bringing tidings of good cheer." I
always feel, when standing on this platform to speak, that I am
like the messenger of glad tidings to men; for our wonderful
philosophy is replete, is full, of the most noble and elevating
thoughts — not garnered merely from the storehouse of the
thoughts of the great seers and Sages of the ages, but thoughts
that you and I can prove to be true by entering into our own fora,
going within ourselves, into those silent places that every human
heart possesses, which are so similar to, and yet so different from,
each one as contrasted with all the others.

In these silent places we receive illumination, we receive visions
of truth, because our spirit — the core of us, the heart of us — has
gone into the very core of being, where it is native, from which it
is separated never, from which it originally sprang, and with
which we are all in direct and unceasing communication.

Realize this wonderful truth; take it to heart; for there are
fountains inexhaustible of wisdom, of knowledge, and of love —
yes, and power — power over self first of all, which means power
over the so-called inanimate nature in which we live and move
and have our being.

What is this core of your being? That is the question, friends, that
the great sages and seers of all the ages have answered: it is the
inner god in you, the divine spirit, the Christos-spirit, the living



Christ. These are not vain words, not poetical terms; for there is
nothing so real, nothing so actual, nothing which gives such
comfort and help and solace in time of stress and grief and
sorrow and suffering.

It is a wonderful experience to go into the silent places of the
heart. It is pitiful how the average man fritters away his time in a
fevered and restless search for the things that amount to so little
after all, and that perforce he needs must leave behind him when
the great and beautiful angel of death is at his bedside.

But in life, while we are living as men and women on this earth,
we can at any moment, if we so will, not merely ally ourselves
with, but become at one with, be, the very heart of the universe.
This is the substance of the noblest, the most elevated, religious
and philosophical teachings that the world has ever received.

It is into these quiet places of the soul, if you like to put it so, into
these deep silences of the heart — that is to say, the inmost of the
inmost of the human being — that enter the great seers and sages
when they want to acquire more light and greater knowledge; for
by so doing they enter into the very structure and fabric of the
universe, and therefore know truth at first hand, because they
become in their own minds and intelligences, in the interpreting
organ we call the mentality, one with that universe, vibrating
synchronously, sympathetically, with the vibrations on all planes
of the Eternal Mother. There they become at one with all, and
therefore know truth intuitively.

People ask questions. Now why, as I said on last Sunday, do they
ask questions? Because they desire to know. The reason why
people ask questions is obvious, because it is an instinct for more
knowledge; but this instinct for knowledge is a hungering for
light, is a search for truth, and no heart, no mind, should be
satisfied with any answer which does not at least contain some of



the elements springing forth from this fountain of light itself,
from this fountain of life inexplicable, resident in the core of the
human being.

Men differ in their expressions of forms and about forms; but
they never differ when the strings of the heart are plucked by the
intelligence, for then they recognize truth to be truth.

I have before me a list of questions that have been sent in to me
for answer, and I might say in passing that although I have called
myself an animated encyclopedia, or a walking dictionary, in
answering so many questions, I am always glad to receive these
questions, and I shall try to answer them with the same sincerity
that I have all other questions that I have received, whether from
inside or outside of the grounds of our International
Headquarters. If you are interested in any subject at all that you
think I may be able, with my theosophical training, to throw light
upon, send your question to me and I will try to answer it.

First then: I will read all the questions I have here and then I will
try to answer them in order. Some of these questions are rather
obscure. I think they refer to previous lectures that have been
given here in this our Temple of Peace. At any rate, I will read
them as I have received them.

* "Is it possible that the time is here for a new phraseology for
some philosophical dicta?"

« "If the body is a 'bunch of sheaths of energy,’ why say 'inside'
or 'outside’: or why point upwards for heaven or downwards
for the opposite place?"

* "Is not the word 'relativity' sufficiently understood, and the
fallacy of 'time and space' sufficiently impressed upon the
modern minds through the demonstration of radio, to warrant
new lines of expression?"



« "If the body is a 'bunch of sheaths of energies,' is not the
universe similarly constructed? And, if so, why do we talk or
think of trillions and quadrillions of miles of space in light-
years, etc., etc.? Radio would suggest no distance or space for
any of the 'bundles of sheaths' except one — the densest or
physical."

* "Is not everything within reach — here and now?"

* "Is there any such thing as time or space?"

(What a philosophical mind this questioner has! I think that he or
she must be an Einsteinian. At any rate, it sounds like it, and in a
certain sense I also am an Einsteinian.)

» "Might not an electron at the end of one's foot get
instantaneous communication with an electron in the brain
notwithstanding the distance of separation?"

* "Do human beings come into earth-life haphazard, or
according to laws of cause and effect?"

* "I believe that your theosophical doctrine of reincarnation is
true; but why should some souls reincarnate as men and some
as women? What is the cause of it if the human soul is without
sex, as I understand is the case?"

* "Who are the Masters of Wisdom of whom I have read in
theosophical literature? Are they spirits of dead men?"

» "Is it possible for anybody — the plain man or woman — to
enter into personal relations with these great sages? If so, how
is it done? Where do they live?"

* "Is the Theosophical Society under the guidance and control
of the great seers and sages you so often speak of in your
lectures?”

* "l understand your theosophical doctrine of karma to be
simply the formulation of the laws of cause and effect. Who or
what laid down these laws in the universe?"



* "Is not intelligence the greatest and profoundest quality of
nature? Or is there something still deeper?"”

Yes, I think the time is here for a new phraseology for
philosophical dicta. I believe that the time has come for an entire
reshaping of philosophical thought itself in Occidental countries.
The philosophical systems in Occidental countries are outworn.
They were outlined 150, 250 or more years ago, before the recent
great discoveries in science took place that are now so
enlightening the minds of men regarding the physical nature
surrounding us. Hence new views of nature have become
imperative; and naturally, for the philosophical systems
themselves are bound to change as greater knowledge comes, and
indeed they are now so changing. Therefore the phraseology in
which they have been couched is also bound to change, and it is
also indeed changing.

I have never found a better phraseology in which to express the
facts of nature than our own theosophical terminology. It is
ancient, it has stood the test of time, it is very expressive, it is
exact. Even in those modern theosophical words that we have
had to develop, or bring forth, or invent, in order to give some
distinctly clear idea of what our own Sanskrit terms mean, we see
the working of this natural element of change.

"If the body is a bunch of sheaths of energy, why say 'inside or
outside," why point upwards for heaven, or downwards for the
opposite place?"

It has never struck me that these gestures upwards or downwards
as made by a speaker or as used by a writer in verbal expression
mean anything more than symbolic suggestions of superiority or
inferiority as the case may be. A man in speaking may point
upwards or downwards, but certainly a theosophical lecturer by



using these two gestures in either direction would not signify that
in his view heaven is above the spot of our round globe on which
he stands, or that hell is below it. They are merely symbolic
gestures understood by everybody: a species of sign language
signifying, as I have already said, inferiority or superiority:
elevation or the opposite.

The questioner is quite right in criticizing the terms inside or
outside, for not merely the physical body but the entire human
constitution, as our theosophical teaching says it is — visible and
invisible, so-called inner and so-called outer — is composed of
sheaths of energy-substance working all together as a unit
through the physical body, which is the grossest of the remaining
parts of the human constitution; and it is this larger part of the
human constitution working through the physical body which
controls the body, manifests through it, and that physical body
like all other sheaths of the constitution is composed of substance-
energy. Verily indeed, there is neither "inside" nor "outside,"
strictly speaking. It would in all cases, I think, be better to say
inferior and superior, higher and lower — not meaning in any
case mere spacial location but difference of intrinsic quality.

Next:

"Is not the word 'relativity' sufficiently understood, and the
fallacy of 'time and space' sufficiently impressed upon the
modern minds through the demonstration of radio, to warrant
new lines of expression?”

I think this querent is the same one who asked the first question.
No, I do not think that the word "relativity" is sufficiently
understood. I think that very few people understand it even in its
simplest meaning — this wonderful Einsteinian phrase. Dr. Albert
Einstein in his fundamental scientific or philosophical teachings
touched upon a very ancient truth which has been taught in the



theosophical philosophy for ages upon ages upon ages, and it is
this: that everything that is in the world, visible and invisible,
high or low, inferior or superior, is relative to one another. There
are no hard and fast lines of demarcation, no absolute
separations, nothing absolute — that is to say anything standing
by itself, and utterly radical from the root up and therefore
utterly different from any other thing. On the contrary,
everything is relative to everything else. All things are interlocked
and interlinked and interblended and interwoven; and this web
of being is the great universe of which we human beings, in
common with all other beings, are inseparable parts.

We are relative to the Universe as it is relative to us, and so is the
humblest of things and the highest of things and beings. That is
the fundamental idea of the theory of relativity.

Now whether Dr. Albert Einstein has successfully proved his
theory mathematically is another question entirely. I do not think
he has. I may be wrong, but I do not think that he has proved it
with completely satisfying mathematical demonstration.
Nevertheless, his fundamental idea is a wonderful natural truth.

There is no such thing as time utterly separate from space; but
space and time are two aspects, two sides, two phases, or events,
of the same underlying reality. Matter and energy again are not
utterly different, but are two aspects, two phases, two events, as I
have just said, of the same underlying reality. And substance and
spirit — or force and matter, if you prefer the words — and time
and space: all these four are but four aspects, four phases, four
events, of this one underlying reality.

Never mind by what name you call this underlying reality. No
human intellect can encompass it in itself. It is deathless, it is
immortal, it is infinite, and it is eternal. Theosophists, adopting
the ancient Sanskrit terminology, simply call it That. We give to it



no other name except That; and how much more reverent this is,
is it not, than to give a name to it which limits it, if only by small
and petty human association of ideas.

I do not know really what the questioner means by saying,
"through the demonstration of radio." It is true that time and
space, considered as separate things, are fallacious. I mean that
they are fallacies and have no existence in themselves. They do
not exist separately from each other, as I have just said. They are
two sides, two aspects, two phases of the same underlying thing.
But I do not see what radio has to do with it. I think the idea is
that because radio is an electromagnetic effect, and because some
man's voice can be heard practically instantaneously on opposite
sides of the earth, the querent seems to believe that this proves
that there is no such thing as time and space, or rather, as
Relativists say, time-space.

But why so? Remember that spacial distance and intervals of time
we judge solely by the effect of outside nature upon our senses
acting as reporters to our consciousness, and our senses are very
imperfect and therefore report to us imperfectly.

Consider the question of time. Remember how slow our life is as
contrasted with other lives and how rapid it is in its cycle as
compared with other entities. Speed has nothing to do with life or
consciousness except as mere effect. The electrons of the atom
whirling around their central protonic nucleus, let us say six or
seven quadrillion times in one human second, may have on them
— on these tiny atomic planets — infinitesimal beings, thinking
beings, living beings, even as you and I live on this earthly planet
Terra whirling around its central sun.

But note how rapidly the entire cycle of their electronic life runs
— seven quadrillions of their years in one human second; and, on
the contrary, how rapidly we must live in comparison with



supernal Intelligences in the vast abysses of the spaces of space,
whose life periods must extend over quadrillions and quintillions
and sextillions, and heaven knows how many -illions of human
years. You see therefore how relative all these things are to
circumstances and conditions.

So, therefore, radio to us is practically instantaneous transmission
of thought, but to beings of another order of intelligence it might
be exceedingly long between the speaker's word and the one who
receives the voice; and again contrariwise, it might be much more
rapid even than it is to us. All these cases are instances of the poor
fallacy of considering time to have existence in itself, and to be
judged of by our own imperfect sense receptions. We are so apt to
judge these things, as just said, by our own sense organs,
forgetting how imperfect these sense organs are. Very imperfect
senses indeed have we, and we live so much in our physical sense
"apparatus” that we are apt to think all the foundations of the
universe are builded according to the way our so imperfect
physical senses interpret those foundations to us. Remember that
carefully, please.

"And if so, why do we talk and think of trillions and
quadrillions of miles of space in light-years, etc.? Radio would
suggest no distance or space."

Well, but it does. Even electricity, rapid in movement as it is to us
humans, takes a certain time to pass over a certain extension of
physical matter and so also does radio transmission take time,
however short that period of time may seem to be to us.

"Is not everything within reach — here and now?"

Yes, provided you can reach it! Provided you can reach it!
Everything is here and now, no matter how great or how small.
That is all there is to the fact. It is the inner spiritual evolution,



bringing forth what is within, as the flower manifests the vital
energy of its parent seed, bringing forth what is within itself: its
evolution, the development of the inner faculties and powers, it is
this evolution which prepares us ever more and more as time
goes on to reach out and take not only what belongs to us, but
what pertains to circumambient life; but if we do it according to
nature's fundamental laws, we take only in order that we may
give, we gain only in order to use what we gain for others, for
nature is one harmonious and completely interblending organism
of which every part by the fundamental law of Nature works for
every other part.

That is the fundamental law of the universe, and that law we
theosophists briefly and perhaps rather inaccurately call
universal brotherhood, meaning by that the absolute
inseparability, fundamental, radical, basic, of everything that is.
Consequently everything is within reach if only you have learned
to take it: and I may remind you here that only those may take
who themselves can give, paradoxical as it sounds: and those who
can take more than others are precisely those who can give more
than others, and those are what we humans call geniuses. Those
again who take still more than do the geniuses are what we call
the great sages and seers of the ages. Those who take less are
what are commonly called humbler men, men less evolved; and
finally there are those who take still less from nature's reservoirs
and storehouses, and those are the entities in the inferior or
lower walks of life, evolutionally speaking.

"Is there any such thing as time or space?"

Yes, there is time-space, what Einstein and his followers call the
time-space continuum, a thought which does not mean that time
exists on the one hand, so to speak, and space exists on the other
hand, so to speak, as entities radically differ, for as I have just



pointed out to you, time and space are but two phases, two
events, of the underlying reality, and it might be better to phrase
the matter in an entirely different way and say that time and
space are merely two aspects of the underlying reality as our
imperfect senses interpret natural phenomenon to our minds. It
is only our physical senses that makes us think these two things
— time and space — exist absolutely separately, the one from the
other; while the continuum idea briefly expresses the natural fact
that both are the continuous and uninterrupted existence of
reality. Energy and matter, or spirit and substance, are still two
further aspects or phases of the same underlying reality. All this
may be to the average man rather high philosophy; but I must
point out to you that the questions which I am trying to answer
touch on points of high philosophy.

"Might not an electron at the end of one's foot get
instantaneous communication with an electron in the brain
notwithstanding the distance of separation?"

Why certainly; but it all depends upon what you mean by
"instantaneous,” as I have already tried to explain. Electricity is
practically instantaneous in its passage from point to point as we
humans sense it, but to other beings different from us humans
the time which elapses between the pressing of the electric
contact and the response of the light which flashes on in the
electric globe might be exceedingly long to an order of
intelligences evolved along different evolutionary pathways than
those followed by us humans. We are so apt to judge nature by
the reports given to us by our own imperfect physical senses, and
also according to the way nature has builded our own little dust-
speck which we call Mother Earth: we judge the whole universe
by what our senses enable us to learn of Mother Earth and hence
we think the entire universal nature must be builded in the way
and after the manner and according to the plans by which our



planet Terra has been builded.

We humans are physical children of Mother Earth, even as the
inhabitants of other planets are children of their planets, living in
vehicles or bodies that nature working on those other planets has
builded as appropriate vehicles for existence there.

"Do human beings come into earth-life haphazard, or
according to laws of cause and effect?"

I don't think that this friend has ever been in our Temple of Peace
before; otherwise he would have remembered that I have
answered this question already many times in past lectures.
Human beings most certainly do not come into earth-life
haphazard. Haphazard is a word which means chance. Now
chance is simply a word which men use when they do not know
the true answer to a thing: men simply say that such and such a
thing happened, or that it chanced. But in a little while perhaps
they know more about it, and then the word chance is forgotten,
and we give an expression to this little more of knowledge that
we have then acquired by a word which we think embodies our
greater knowledge and which perhaps is a long neo-Greek or neo-
Latin name. In such circumstances we have acquired a little more
knowledge than before, it is true; but let us also remember that
there is much more knowledge still to attain about the same
thing.

If there is one thing that a theosophist learns above everything
else, it is not to build ideas of finalities into his mind and to refuse
to recognize any absolutes, whether these be of the nature of
barriers or complete endings. There are always greater things to
know, there is always a beyond in knowledge, in growth, in
wisdom, yes, and in love. Love, the cement of the universe, which
keeps the stars in their courses, which builds the worlds, which
teaches men the noblest of things, self-sacrifice; and oh how



beautiful, how inexpressibly lovely, is the self-sacrifice
originating in impersonal love!

Yes, human beings come into the world strictly according to the
laws of what theosophists call karma. The average man may
perhaps call it the law of cause and effect. I much prefer our own
theosophical explanation of karma, as the doctrine of
consequences, meaning the consequences of what one has
himself sown, he alone must reap. To be sure, cause and effect —
I mean these two words — have a scientific flavor about them, an
aroma (I won't be discourteous), a perfume, of a moribund, that is
to say, of a dying, if not dead, science. Therefore we theosophists
like our own terms better; and instead of saying cause and effect
I, at least, prefer to say consequences, meaning the fruits, the
results, the consequences, of what one has sown himself or done
himself or himself thought. These ye reap and nothing else, for ye
yourselves sowed the seed of which you are now reaping the
fruit.

Consequently human beings reincarnate or come into earth-life
strictly according to what they have made themselves to be in
other lives — into the nation, into the family, into the time period,
and into the circumstances that they themselves have prepared
for themselves in other lives. How simple, how appealing is this
doctrine in its simplicity. Here then is the essence of the doctrine
of karma, and also its twin doctrine of reincarnation, and surely
you see that neither of the two doctrines is at all difficult to
understand — at least to understand the principles of them.

"I believe that your theosophical doctrine of reincarnation is
true; but why should some souls reincarnate as men and some
as women? What is the cause of it if the human soul is without
sex, as I understand is the case?"

Well, I suppose that this question must have occurred to



everybody who has heard of the doctrine of reincarnation for the
first few times. I remember that it occurred to me as a youth
when I first heard of reincarnation as being a fundamental
theosophical teaching. Would you like to know the answer to this
question? I will tell you, and please, friends, forgive me if from
the necessities of the case I cannot speak as plainly nor as fully as
I might if I were speaking in a medical lecture hall.

The human soul is sexless. It has no more sex than has this pillar
at my side, it has no more sex than has the wood of this lectern at
my side. But karmically, that is to say according to the law of
consequences working throughout nature, at different periods
the human soul takes unto itself or into itself different colorings
or affections so to speak. It is modified in one of two directions —
bent, biased, temporarily — but while this bias lasts, it exercises
its influence. The result of this bias or bending or penchant or
leaning or affection in one direction of the two brings through the
process of reincarnation a man-child into the world; and the
result of the penchant or bias or bending — or of what we may
call "mental deposits," as William Q. Judge used to say — in the
other direction in precisely identical fashion brings a woman-
child into the world.

What causes these mental deposits — these storings up of thought
and emotions, these seeds of the body to be, mental and moral
seeds directing the course of the reincarnating soul into the body
of a man-child or of a woman-child? The cause is what you have
done in the last life or lives, in your emotions, in your thoughts.

Do you understand the drift of my meaning? If a man is strongly
attracted to the other sex in any one life, he makes mental
deposits in his psychological apparatus, he stirs up tendencies in
a certain direction, and that apparatus is therefore biased or
affected in a certain direction; and these tendencies lie latent



during the post-mortem period until their combined energy, their
accumulated energy, attracts him or drives him into the direction
— do you follow me? — in other words, leading him into the body
to be of his next incarnation on earth.

It is therefore attraction to a body of a certain type that
determines the sex of the child; or rather, to put it more clearly, it
is attraction that determines whether a man-child or a woman-
child shall be the next physical vehicle for that particular
reincarnating soul. I think that I have spoken with sufficient
clearness.

"Who are the Masters of Wisdom of whom I have read in
theosophical literature? Are they spirits of dead men?"

Most emphatically they are not. They are living men, as alive as I
am, as alive as you are. They are living men; sages, seers, great
men, great ones, very holy, very wise, very compassionate. The
great Buddha Gautama was one; Jesus called the Christ was one.
Sankaracharya, the great Hindu sage was one. Lao-Tse the great
Chinese philosopher and sage was one, as was also Confucius.
Among Greeks the names of Apollonius of Tyana, of Pythagoras,
of Empedocles, occur to me; and there have been many, many
more, and there are today many.

Has it ever occurred to you to ponder over the fact that these
great men have lived? Has it ever occurred to you to wonder
about it? Why should they be so great that they move the souls
not only of the men and women of their own time, so that in fact
they have made and unmade civilizations, but also that the
memories of their lives have come down through the ages as
exemplars of superhuman greatness?

Yes they were men, great men. They are the sages and seers, and
it is from their teachings, formulated into a system, that the



modern theosophical philosophy-science-religion has taken its
present form. They are not the spirits of dead men.

"Is it possible for anybody — the plain man or woman — to
enter into personal relations with these great sages? If so, how
is it done? Where do they live?"

Well, it is possible for anybody, no matter how plain and what the
world calls humble, no matter how rich and what the world calls
princely — prince or peasant, black-skinned or pink, brown or
white, it matters nothing at all.

The open sesame is none of these merely human qualities or
attributes. It is what you are yourself within yourself which
determines whether you shall be called to meet these great ones.
Knock, and it shall be opened unto you. And if you give the right
knock, the portals fly open before you as if by magic.

When such or another came to Jesus, did he say: Where were you
born? How much money have you? What is your rank in life? No,
he didn't. Nor do the great sages and seers ask these questions.
They know these things. They can tell as it were by a glance of the
eye.

Along the same lines of argument exactly: if you were a teacher of
Sanskrit, as I have been, and want to know whether another man
is a Sanskrit scholar, you don't ask him questions about where he
was born or what his name is or how much money he has. You
test him by the only means which common sense provides, and
then you know. And they do the same, with this exception,
however, that their means and methods are far more subtle than
the illustration I have given because they know by spiritual and
psychological tests and know instantly.

That then is the way by which to enter into relations with these
great sages and seers. Be the highest you love. Live the noblest



you know; and the way to communication with them lies open
before your feet. Anybody, plain or not plain, to use the
questioner's words, provided that he comes and knocks, to use
the language of the Christian New Testament, provided that he
has that within him, that something which will not be denied, and
which by divine right of spiritual growth requires an answer, will
get it. I repeat: he will get the answer. Theosophists call the marks
of majesty in this case the buddhic light of the self, and the
Christians might call it the Christ-light. The meaning of these two
expressions is the same in a general way, and only the words
differ. There is the way by which to enter into personal relations
with the great seers and sages who today as always compose the
band or association or society of great men of which I have
spoken before.

This teaching of the existence of this association of great men is
nothing new. The great men have lived. That is a fact in history;
and may I ask you: Has nature grown so enfeebled through
evolution that she cannot now produce what once she produced?
Are there no such great sages and seers today? Of course there
are, and I invite you to use your common sense and to answer
your own question.

"If so, how is it done?"

I have already told you. The Buddha told us how; Jesus told us
how. Apollonius, Empedocles, Pythagoras, and all the others have
told us how; and the telling is the same identically in all cases.
"Come unto me," is the answer; "come unto me." And how can you
come if you are heavy laden and burdened with egoism, laboring
under the heavy weight of blinding selfish desires in particular?
But come with the child-heart, come with the spiritual instinct
that there are intelligence and love at the foundations of the
universe, and that these are also in your own heart: and your



questions will be answered.
"Where do they live?"

Anywhere. More specifically, there are groups or lodges of them
in different parts of the world, especially in Tibet, and also in a
certain place in Asia Minor, in a certain part of India, and also in
a certain part of South America; and these are the places where
the busy marts of men are less in evidence, where the air is less
polluted by evil human emanations, where the noise and
distractions are less. Does the novelist, does the poet, does the
scientists, do the thinkers, ever go by preference into the main
streets of our great cities and try to produce the fine flowers of
their thinking there with all the noise and hustle and hurly-burly
around them? No, they go to the quiet places, into the places of
peace and beauty. That is why these great seers and sages live in
the unfrequented parts of the earth. There is nothing uncanny
about their choice, as you readily see.

"Is the Theosophical Society under the guidance and control of
the great seers and sages that you so often speak of in your
lectures?"

Under their guidance in a general way, yes. Under their control,
not at all. They inspire our theosophical work; they guide our
efforts; they teach, they show the way; they light the path; they
tell us of the sunny splendor ahead. But control! The questioner
has not the remotest conception of the method of the great ones.
Control of others is evil, it is mischievous, it is fraught with
danger, it is selfish. They guide, direct, inspire, but they don't
control in the sense of the questioner. They enlighten, they
inspire, they guide, they point the path, and say: Higher, come up
higher! Or, and this comes to the same thing: Come unto me; I am
the Way and the Truth and the Life and the Light.



And poor mistaken human hearts have taken these words as
signifying the mere personality of a great man. It is truly pathetic.
The idea, on the other hand, was: the following of a noble life, the
taking of the teachings given, the receiving and evolving of the
inner native splendor, of the divine inner being, is the result of
the buddhic splendor, the Christ-light. That was the thought
behind the saying of Jesus.

"I understand your theosophical doctrine of karma to be
simply the formulation of the laws of cause and effect. Who or
what laid down these laws in the universe?"

The first part of this question I have already answered; and I will
answer the second part by saying that nothing, nobody, laid down
these laws in the Universe. These so-called laws of cause and
effect are simply the operations of nature itself, its natural
actions, movements, its intrinsic being. Do you understand me?

There is no supreme law giver. You will realize that fact clearly if
you think about it. But permeating all nature, working through all
nature, there is wondrous, mystic, splendid spirit, and "beyond"
that spirit is superspirit, impersonal, divine. Remember that
personality always has limitations, always has its restrictions;
otherwise it cannot be impersonal or divine. Only impersonality
is eternal and infinite. These laws of cause and effect therefore
are simply the operations of natural being, radical, inherent in
nature; and in fact are naught but the movements of nature itself.
What else can they be?

Why is wood, wood? If wood had the texture and the qualities of
gold, let us say, would it be wood? It would be gold. That is the
idea. Gold has certain intrinsic qualities, certain chemical
qualities, which are the very nature of this metal and hence it is
gold. So these causal and effectual operations of nature are
inherent in nature itself: so to say they are the very nature of



nature itself. Also never forget that nature is rooted in spirit, and
spirit is rooted in superspirit, and superspirit in That.

"Is not intelligence the greatest and profoundest quality of
nature? Or is there something still deeper?”

Intelligence in this abstract sense is universal. All nature is
consequential in its action and in its structure. All nature is
builded according to certain fashions which make it what it is.
This is the work of universal intelligence manifesting in
individuals — high or low, as in us human beings — in each after
a certain fashion.

But is there something deeper in nature than what men call
intelligence, something which appeals still more to the heart of
man? Yes; and that is that wondrous mystery which I have called
the cement of the universe, which holds things together, which
keeps the stars in their paths, which keeps human hearts beating
in aspiration and hope, which shows us the sunny splendors on
the other side of death. Do you know what it is? Very great men
have called it Love. Love — a holy, beautiful name; and I think
that only human beings degrade it.
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Questions that we all ask; and I myself this afternoon feel in a
very questioning mood. I am wondering whether it might not be
better to talk to you from my heart this afternoon instead of
attempting to answer the questions that have been sent in to me;
because these days with us at the International Theosophical
Headquarters here are very beautiful ones: days fraught with a
sublime message which has come into our hearts and minds more
particularly since the passing of my great predecessor Katherine
Tingley.

I am in that mood: Shall I ask you questions, or shall I appeal to
your hearts and to your minds? And I wonder which I shall do. I
have some twelve or thirteen questions here, questions which I
shall try to answer, however, which have been sent in by friends,
and I know that they are waiting for such answers as I shall be
able to give to them — answers on a variety of subjects. I am now
inclined to think — remembering one or two of these questions —
that I shall answer them, because in answering some of these
questions, I shall be able to talk to you from my heart at the same
time.

I know you will be interested in what a theosophical leader and
teacher has to say in answer to a few at least of these questions.
The first one therefore that I have on the list before me is:

"What is to be your policy as the new Leader and Official Head
of the Universal Brotherhood and Theosophical Society as
regards the conduct of that organization?"



I confess that I feel a bit nonplussed. This is a big question to
answer: "What is your policy?" I have a very definite policy — a
clear-cut one, which is not my own, in a sense, but which has
been put upon me as a sacred trust to carry out, and which I have
taken into my heart and mind and will carry out; and therefore in
that sense it is my own. Who put it upon me? Katherine Tingley.
You may know that we have a line of successorship in the
Theosophical Society which is different perhaps from anything
else in the world. Christianity in its early years had somewhat the
same idea, which it called the Apostolic Succession, that is to say,
that teacher succeeded teacher, or leader succeeded leader; but
the spiritual aspect of this true system died out very quickly in the
Christian Church and in the very early centuries of the history of
that ecclesiastical society.

But it has not died out among us, and may the immortal gods
prevent that it ever die out, because it is based on a spiritual fact
or operation of nature. The light of the holy sages is transmitted
from messenger to messenger down the ages; and certain ones,
certain human beings, can be trained to transmit that light in
purity and in fulness, and it is their duty and their joy to transmit
it.

This chain of succession in teachers is what is often spoken of in
Greek historical tradition as the Hermetic Chain or the Golden
Chain, as it is sometimes called, and was considered among Greek
philosophical mystics as reaching from Father Zeus through a
series of spiritual and then noble human beings down to ordinary
men. This was a teaching of the Mysteries where it was fully
explained; and I may tell you here and now that it is a true
teaching because it represents distinctly and clearly a true
operation of nature. More or less faint copies of this Hermetic
Chain or Golden Chain or succession of teachers was taken over
by various later formal and exoteric sects, such as the Christian



Church wherein it was called the Apostolic Succession.

Of course when the Apostolic Succession, as actually took place in
the Christian Church, became a mere form, a mere matter of
election to the office of teacher, or mere appointment, the light, or
what there was of the divine light, was gone; and consequently,
the Apostolic Succession in the Christian Church is but a whited
sepulcher filled with the ideals of men long dead, ideals which
have left, as it were, but their aroma in the whited sepulcher. This
is no criticism of the good people of the Christian Church. I am
simply stating a historical and an esoteric, occult fact.

In all the great Mystery Schools of antiquity there was this
succession of teacher following teacher; or, as the world would
put it, of leader following leader, each one passing on the light to
his successor as he himself had received it from his predecessor;
and as long as this transmission of light was a reality, it was a
spiritual thing. Therefore all such movements lived, flourished,
and did great good in the world.

These teachers were the messengers to men from what we
theosophists call the Great White Lodge of the Masters of
Wisdom. It is time that the public knew something of these things
— the truth about them; because these, our ancient theosophical
teachings, have already been more or less distorted; and there are
some fantastic ideas abroad about what we believe and do not
believe.

So then, the cornerstone of my policy is the handing on of the
light: undimmed, pure, and brilliant as I have received it. As I
have received it, so shall I pass it on.

As regards the details of my policy, I will let you into a little secret
which only recently I have communicated to my trusted officials
here, and it is this: that my great predecessor, Katherine Tingley,



hid in her heart the policy which she told me to carry out after
she had gone. She said: "G. de P., you must do what I have been
unable to do, because none was ready; but you can do it; you can
work with trained helpers and officials, which I did not have to
work with in the beginning. I have spent my life, I have given all I
am and all I have, to train the membership of the Society to
understand; because understanding they might receive, and
receiving they in turn could give."

That was Katherine Tingley's dearest wish; and the direction in
which this line of policy shall be followed is a return to the
original lines of thought and teaching which H. P. Blavatsky, the
main founder of the Theosophical Society in modern times, laid
down. Why weren't they followed before? Because they could not
be. They were too esoteric, too difficult, for the membership even
of the Theosophical Movement to understand and to follow, and
therefore did my great predecessor give up all her life in her
leadership to training, teaching, raising the thought and
understanding of the membership of the Society so that when the
time came for the deliverance into their hearts and minds of the
most sacred truths of the esoteric teachings of the ancient
wisdom, they could receive them because then they would be
enabled to understand them.

You see what I mean when I state that the keystone of my policy
is such-and-such and that to me it is a sacred trust. In telling you
this I can let out my heart to you, talk to you frankly — to those of
you who are interested, and even to those of you who have come
merely to hear what a theosophical lecturer could have to say.

Realize, friends, that all such movements as the Theosophical
Society are historical movements; and those of you who
understand some of our teachings and of the history of the
Theosophical Movement likewise know that it is in no wise



different from similar movements in the past; and that all these
different movements, considered as bodies, have one common
teaching, one core of doctrine, and that heart-doctrine is the
ancient wisdom-religion of the ages, transmitted in ancient times,
for instance, in countries bordering the inland sea of Europe
through what were there called the Mystery Schools.

The teachings given in these schools of the ancient Mysteries lay
at the foundation of all the great religions and philosophies of the
past, and from them all these great religions and philosophies
have today more or less degenerated. If I may indeed make one
single exception, however, an exception which I make with one
single reservation, and this exception is the great Buddhist
religion. I make this exception simply in justice. Theosophists are
not Buddhists, but that great religion founded by the noblest seer
and sage that the earth has seen for thousands of centuries — not
years — has the least degenerated from the original teachings of
the ancient wisdom.

But here comes in the reservation I speak of: the above exception
does not mean that the Buddhist teachings as they exist today in
the Buddhist scriptures are technically theosophical: for this
reason, that even those noble Buddhist teachings were framed by
the great founder of Buddhism in more or less enigmatic and
parabolic form — in the form of parables — so that to understand
even Buddhism, you must understand theosophy which is the
master-key opening the secret meaning of all these ancient
religions and philosophies.

The sacred trust that I have received is to bring back to the hearts
of men hope, the promise of a bright future, by delivering into
their hearts and minds the doctrines, tenets, teachings, of the
ancient wisdom-religion of mankind. And what is the nature of
my policy I shall answer more fully in answering another



question which I have before me.

"I saw in yesterday's San Diego Union the report of an
interview with you at your office at Point Loma. Is it your
intention to work exactly as your predecessor Katherine
Tingley worked? Or are you going to make changes which she
would not herself have made? In other words, is the conduct
of the Society under your direction to be the same as hers, or
different from hers?"

I cannot answer that question by a simple yes or a simple no. If I
said it was to be different, I would not be telling you truth. If I
said it was the same, I would not be telling you truth either. That
very remarkable genius, Katherine Tingley, hid her policy, the
secret objective, the aim, of all her theosophical work, deep in her
heart and communicated it to a chosen few only, and in fulness
only to me.

But the methods which she pursued were different from the
methods which it is now my bounden duty to pursue. Our policy,
the secret policy, that which she and I and our two great
predecessors aimed at, is precisely the same. The policy in its
essentials, in the heart of it, has not varied and will not vary an
iota. But the methods, of necessity, must vary with changed times.
The time has come for drawing the curtain, for showing some of
the ancient arcana; and that is what Katherine Tingley worked
for; and she prepared the foundations sure and everlasting for
the superstructure which is now in building, of which the
building has now begun.

Which is the more important — the everlasting foundation or the
superstructure? Neither. One cannot exist without the other.
Therefore the policy which is the secret policy of Katherine
Tingley is mine. The methods of teaching, methods of
propaganda, are likewise what Katherine Tingley most earnestly



desired to be carried out, as the wish of her very heart; and I shall
carry them out. And this wish was what she called a return to the
methods of the great founder of the Theosophical. Society Helena
Petrovna Blavatsky.

Is this the so-called Back to Blavatsky movement? Not on your
life! Actually that idea signifies that the Theosophical Movement
has wandered from Blavatsky, the messenger of the sages, the
first messenger in modern times of the great Masters of Wisdom
to men. So far as those people who belong to the Blavatsky
Movement are concerned, they no doubt tell the truth when they
say they want to go "Back to Blavatsky" because they have
wandered from her, but such is not the case with us. We admit
not that the Theosophical Society has ever swerved from that
direct line originating in H. P. Blavatsky and running, as to the
pole star, up to the present day.

But it does mean that our membership has been trained, and can
now carry on the work which H. P. Blavatsky herself could not
fully carry on because the times then were not ripe and — the
members were even less ready to receive than they were to
receive the wish of Katherine Tingley's heart, and the heart of her
predecessor, Mr. Judge.

Had H. P. Blavatsky taught what she wanted to teach and which
she knew in time would be taught, it would have been a sowing of
seed in stony places, and the hot sun would have come up and
scorched and killed the seed, and the whole Theosophical
Movement would have been a futile effort. She trained and taught
her members. So did Katherine Tingley. And now, please, please
understand, I am the servant of the Law; my duty is clear-cut, and
I shall follow it to the end; and for me it is a happy and a joyful
duty.

Here I have another question:



"Do you have to be rich to join the Theosophical Society?"

I can tell you no, most emphatically no. You know what somebody
is alleged to have said in early Christian times; that it is easier —
how does it run? — for a camel to go through the eye of a needle,
than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven.

But that is a mystic saying. It would be an extraordinary fact if a
man, because he has the fortune or the misfortune to be wealthy,
knew nothing of human sorrow, knew nothing of compassion or
of love or of hope or of aspiration: that his riches so crippled his
soul that he never aspired to better and nobler things. Who
believe that? Why should we of the Theosophical Society forbid or
prevent the entrance into the Theosophical Movement of a man
merely because he has a large bank account? We never say to
anybody: Friend, sell all that thou hast and then come to me. We
never say this to any rich man for the simple reason that we
understand the meaning of this mystical saying ascribed to Jesus;
for with regard to its various phases of sense the very least
important is that it has reference to physical wealth.

On the contrary, if a rich man came to me and said to me:
"Brother I am a rich man, I want to join your Society. May I?" I
would say to him: "The Gods bless you, Brother, come in. You can
make use of your riches here. Avenues by which you may help us
are many; we are proud of what we are doing; it is the bringing of
light to the human race, and we need your help." That is what I
would tell him.

I might ask you: Can a poor man join the Theosophical Society?
Most decidedly he can.

"What are the qualifications or requisites that one has to have
in order to join your Society?"



The question is a bit vague. If it means the formal prerequisites,
there is only one that I know of: that a man shall believe in the
principle of universal brotherhood. If the question means the
actual intellectual, moral, and spiritual qualifications, then I
should say that these are they which will lead a man to desire to
join the Theosophical Society: sympathy with its objects, a desire
to join hands and throw his strength and power in with others
who are working for noble ends. It is really all a simple thing.
Love of the good and the beautiful and the true; living a decent
life; and a desire to help your fellows. That is all. There are no
creedal obligations; you don't have to sign anything to the effect
that you will or that you won't believe in this or that or the other.
You simply state your honest belief in the principle of universal
brotherhood, and your application blank thus signed will be
accepted.

After that it depends upon yourself as regards the progress that
you make — upwards perhaps into the Second Section of the
Theosophical Movement, what we call the Esoteric Section where
the deeper teachings are given; and then, if you are one of the
fortunate few — and by fortunate, I mean fortunate in having the
necessary spiritual and intellectual and moral qualifications, in
other words, if your own soul and heart are ready — you have a
chance to enter into the Third Section.

"Are theosophy and occultism the same thing, or different
things?"

Some of these questions are difficult to answer. I know just what
should be said, but I am so afraid of giving an answer that will in
turn give to you a misleading impression. I am not a gifted
speaker, and the consequence is, as I have said before, that I feel
on occasions a positive alarm when I try to answer these
questions; and all that I can do is to take my courage in my hands



and go to it.

Theosophy and occultism are in one sense the same thing. In
another sense they are different things. Let me try to illustrate
that point. Do not the Christians, for instance, say that the
teachings of Christ and the Christian theology are the same, yet
different? They claim that the theological doctrines originated in
the teachings of Jesus Christ, but that the actual teachings which
Jesus Christ gave in his day were not — and it is true — the
theological doctrines of later times.

So theosophy is the ancient wisdom-religion in an all-inclusive
sense. These wonderful and sublime doctrines were originally
given to mankind on this planet by spiritual beings from other
spheres, gods among men, and have descended in the care of this
great association of the Masters of Wisdom down to us even unto
this day, and are given out from time to time, from age to age,
when the world needs a spiritual rejuvenation. That body of
teachings, of doctrine, is theosophy, the wisdom of the gods, the
key, the master-key, to all the great religions and sciences and
philosophies of the past.

But occultism is that part of theosophy which treats of the deeper,
hid, mystic, esoteric, side of nature and of man. It is theosophy
indeed, but that portion of theosophy which the average man
cannot "eat" — to use the figure of the New Testament, the
metaphor of the Christian scriptures — because he is still a little
child. He needs must be fed the milk — to use again the figure of
the New Testament — that is to say, to begin with the simpler
teachings.

Discipline precedes the Mysteries. Occultism, therefore, is that
branch of the general theosophical philosophy which treats of
these operations of nature and the secret laws of nature and of
man. These two are one and the same fundamentally, and yet that



same thing, as it were, is two branches: one for the esoterics; and
the other is the all-inclusive source from which streams the
current of the teachings for the exoterics.

Now these two divisions, friends, are not arbitrary. It all depends
upon the applicant. "You cannot keep a good man down" is an old
saying; and the man who comes to our doors and knocks and
gives the right knock — we know what the right knock is —
enters.

"Are the teachings of theosophy and spiritism the same or are
they different?"”

Quite different.
Here is another question which came to me this morning:

"In case a person is born with some occult power,
clairvoyance for example, without any definite knowledge of
the power or its correct use, what should he or she do? I
understand from my studies thus far that such a person isin a
very dangerous position."

Well, I think that it depends upon the individual whether he be in
a dangerous position or not. If there are moral weaknesses or bias
or "yellow streaks" in his character, to use the vernacular, it is a
very dangerous, perhaps a fatal, gift to possess. In any case, it is
not a high gift. Clairvoyance is nothing spiritual; it is what
theosophists call an astral faculty, and ranks but little higher than
the ordinary instinct of the beasts. I do not think that
clairvoyance, or any other so-called occult power, and perhaps
miscalled occult, is a dangerous thing for a really good man or
woman to have; but I should never suggest that it be cultivated,
that it be increased, that an attempt be made to develop it.

I have known men who could wriggle their scalps and make their



ears to wiggle, but I never considered that this was a particularly
spiritual or intellectual pastime; and as compared with the great
spiritual gifts — they which are universal, which link you with
the seers and give you direct knowledge of truth — compared
with these, I repeat, the so-called gift (the immortal gods save the
word!) — this so-called gift of clairvoyance is too often like a robe
of Nessus which will do you no good. Just think about it!

Cultivate spiritual gifts, those parts of your nature, in other
words, which link you with the Heart of the universe, which
make you become at one in thought and in feeling, in aspiration
and in hope and in love, with the god within you, which is a
celestial, a bright luminary, a real entity, not a mere poetic figure
of speech, not a figment of the imagination, but is that which,
when it manifests in a man, makes of him what the Occidental
world calls a Christ, because he is filled with the Christ-light; and
which the Oriental world, seeing it in a man, at least the
Buddhists, call the buddhic glory or the buddhic splendor.

These are the links which link you to the heart of the universe.
Developing these you are engaged in that great labor which the
ancients and the seers and sages through willpower and self-
directed evolution, as Katherine Tingley always taught in one of
her marvelously epigrammatic sayings, have developed the
power to follow within themselves.

Here is another question:
"What is intuition? Father and I both have it, what is it?"

I have just told you. It is one of the spiritual faculties: it is direct
vision of truth. 'Vision' however is but a word. It is a direct sense
of truth. Sense again is but a word. It is direct cognition of truth:
direct and immediate knowledge of the heart of things — truth.
Intuition is one of the spiritual faculties and powers of which I



have just spoken when discussing the question of astral
clairvoyance. Think what it means to have this inner vision, this
inner eye open — intuition. Whether you be scientist or
philosopher or religionist or businessman, husband or wife —
you who have it, know. No one can help you to attain it except
yourself. The inner god, however, is forever within you,
surrounding you, overshadowing you, waiting for you, waiting,
waiting, waiting, brought out into manifestation only through the
aeons, as the aeons pass by into the ocean of the past, through
self-directed evolution, which is the development of the inner
man into manifestation through the outer man.

And remember in this connection what evolution is in the
theosophical sense, as I have often told you here in our Temple of
Peace. It is not something added from outside, but is an unfolding,
a flowing out, of what you are in the core of the core of your
being; it is your self, your spiritual self, coming into
manifestation. In other words, the theosophical teaching of
evolution is strictly according to the etymological meaning of this
Latin word, signifying the unfolding, or outfolding, or flowing
forth, of what you yourselves are in your inmost hearts.

Here is a question of another sort. This is from some kind friend
quite unknown to me, who signs his name in full, as some of
those who send to me questions don't do. This is an odd question:

"What of the Aquarian Age which the seers assert we have
already entered on? How would it differ from the age that has
immediately preceded it? How shall we best meet its newer
problems and responsibilities, how make straight the path for
the passage of a wider consciousness of brotherhood and
humanitarianism?"

I had ignored this question had it hot been for the noble note of
theosophic altruism sounded here in its latter part. That note



raised the question immediately into significance. This is a
question which belongs to what is popularly called astrological
thought. According to astrologers, we have entered, or are just
about to enter, into the astrological constellation of Aquarius, the
Water-bearer, after having finished or left the preceding
astrological constellation of Pisces or the Fishes.

I admit that the astrological entrance into each one of the twelve
zodiacal constellations brings with it a new cosmic force into
operation, not merely on our earth generally speaking, but
throughout our own individual lives. I will also add that the
entering into this present astrological era will inaugurate the
development in a certain line of powers to come in the human
races that will be nobler than they of the last astrological era.

As to how we shall meet the new problems and responsibilities of
the era now opening, all I can say is that they must be met as
great-hearted men and noble-hearted women meet all
responsibilities: by thought and impersonal care for duties, by
aspiration, by developing the higher and therefore the more
internal parts of our inner being: by aspiration, by hope, by love,
by trust — these qualities never fail us. They last forever; they are
builders of qualities which strengthen and cement not merely
human hearts together, but they are also the very foundation-
stones, so to speak, of the universe, for cosmic love which is one
aspect of the buddhic splendor is the cement of the universe.

"How can a man really come to know truth? Merely accepting
the teachings of others who have lived before, or who live at
the present time, to me does not seem to put a man actually in
the position of knowing things. Of course thus he merely
accepts the opinions of others which he himself believes to be
well founded as regards natural truth. In other words, my
meaning is: is there a method or is there some way by which a



man can, so to say, come in contact with truth personally, and
know it immediately when he sees it or feels it or senses it?"

Most assuredly there is. Go into the silent places of your heart;
enter into the chambers, so quiet and still, of your inner being.
Practice makes perfect. Soon you will learn to knock at the doors
of your own heart. Practice makes perfect. Intuition will then
come to you. You will have knowledge immediately; you will
know truth instantly. That is the way, that is the teaching of all
the seers and sages of all the ages. They tell us not to listen
credulously to others who may talk to you: not to listen
thoughtlessly to lecturers: not to accept the say-so's of any other
man or men unless these appeal to one's own conscience, to one's
own instinct, that what is said is truth.

Then be bold but not over-bold; be brave but not rash. Accept the
truth and hold it until you know some nobler truth, and hold it
until some greater light from the East strikes upon your vision.

"Is your Society something new in the history of the world, or
does it belong to the same line of teachings that the ancient
Mysteries of antiquity followed; and if the latter, do you
believe in the necessity of having a teacher whose main duty it
is to teach natural truths; or is it possible for a Society to live
and exist without a teacher, the members merely trying to get
hold of such natural facts as they can?"

Well, after what I have just been telling you, it seems to me that
this question allows me to make a very ready and appropriate
answer. Our Society is most emphatically not new in the history
of the world. It has always existed, but at intervals it has
disappeared as a public organization and has been preserved in
the secret places of the earth. Our Society follows precisely the
same line of teaching that the ancient Mysteries followed, not
merely of Greece and of Rome and of ancient Hindustan and the



ancient countries of the Americas, for the same wisdom-religion
of the archaic ages was and is identic in all.

We theosophists believe not as some people who merely call
themselves theosophists believe; but we of the original Society,
accepting the teachings of our predecessors — the teachings of
the Masters of Wisdom — believe that to have a true teacher, to
follow a true teacher, is the best and simplest way of learning and
the quickest. Do not accept any teacher, however, in whom you
have not trust. Refuse. But when you do give your trust, are you
man enough or woman enough to accept that teacher honestly
and courageously and to follow him? I am, for I have learned the
wisdom of it. We theosophists most certainly believe in teachers.
We most certainly believe in the successorship of which I spoke in
the beginning of my talk to you this afternoon.

I myself have been a faithful servant and disciple under my
predecessors. I gave them my heart-trust and all my life. I put all
that I had and all that I am in their spiritual keeping, and I have
never regretted it. I have learned, and I have a peace in my heart
and happiness in my mind which are beyond all understanding of
anyone but myself; because I know.

Here are two more questions:

"Do you believe in love as one of the methods of softening
human relations as between man and man, and international
relations as between nation and nation, or do you believe in
strict, cold, impartial justice?"

Well, friends, of course I know that this distinction between love
on the one hand and justice on the other is a very common one; it
is a distinction often made, but I do not believe that this supposed
antinomy of thought or of principle actually exists. I believe that
the very soul of justice is love, real justice; and it is only the



feebleness of men's hearts and — forgive me — the weaknesses of
our minds, which prevent us from seeing that even as nature is
infallibly just, it is so because she loves without bounds and
without measure.

"In your view, what do you think is the most beautiful thing in
the world?

I could answer this question in various ways, in many ways. But
precipitating my thoughts and examining the precipitate, I am
inclined to believe that the most beautiful thing in the world is
love, that love which keeps the stars in their courses, true, steady,
unvarying: that love which is the very cement of the universe, as I
have before said, because it is the flowing forth of the permeant
light, the Christ-light or buddhic splendor at the heart of the
universe; that love which, working in gods and men, teaches us to
know beauty when we see it, especially inner beauty, to recognize
greatness and splendor in others, from knowing the greatness
and splendor in our own inmost being. Only greatness can
understand greatness. Love, which teaches self-sacrifice — and
self-sacrifice is perhaps the second most beautiful thing in the
world — love, I say, is the holiest thing in the universe.
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Beautiful are the pathways, sublime the goal, and quick the feet of
them who follow the way of the still small voice within, which
way leadeth to the heart of the universe. This is one of the
sublimest messages that the ancient wisdom-religion, today called
theosophy, gives to the men and women of the present era. It lies
at the core and is the core of the messages of the great Mysteries
of antiquity — the union of the simple human being with his
divine source, with the root of himself, linked as that is with the
All, for that core is a spark of the Central Fire, a spark of Divinity;
and this spark is in each one of you.

Changing the figure of speech, it is what we theosophists speak of
as the inner god — not the human soul: not the poor, striving,
loving, hating, failing, falling, rising, aspiring, human soul, but
that sublime entity which is the core of every human being and of
every living thing and even of every so-called inanimate thing,
and union with which means entering into full and complete
knowledge of all the secrets of the universe. What a sublime
thought this is! A union with this inner god, friends, self-
conscious identification of the personal with the impersonal, of
the merely human with the divine, is the pathway of initiation
and the pathway of wisdom and of knowledge and of peace and
of bliss, which pass all understanding of ordinary men and
women.

The questions that I have received and am continually receiving
and which I am always delighted to receive, all turn more or less
around subjects or matters of deep moment to the human heart,



all of which signifies in what direction the thoughts of human
beings today are tending. Men seek knowledge; they seek solace,
and surcease from pain, they want to know, and to know with
hearts at rest.

Is it not a sublime thing to be able to feed them — to change the
metaphor again to the parabolic saying of the New Testament —
to give the food that will feed these hungry souls? This our
ancient wisdom of the ages can do. It is based on no one's say-so.
It rests on no ordinary proof; it reposes on no dogmas of any kind,
but is provable by each human being, if he or she go into the
recesses of his or her own self in the search for reality — the
sublimest adventure that human beings can follow!

I am going to read all these questions that I have received during
the week and then try to answer them one by one. They have a
wide range from how the worlds come into being, up to the
nature of the soul and how man is to conquer his faults and
failings. This is the first question:

"In what way does theosophy illuminate this subject of the
origin of worlds, which is said to be under constant discussion
at the present time?"

"People generally are very much confused in the use of the
word soul. [Quite so!] Even Plato generally speaks of soul in a
very exalted sense — as the source of all virtues, etc., — but in
The Laws, Book V, par. 9, Plato says: 'The greatest evil to men,
generally, is one which is innate in their souls, and which a
man is always excusing in himself and never correcting . . . the
excess love of self is in reality the source to each man of all
offenses. What soul does he speak of in these different cases?
Can theosophy unscramble these souls of Plato?"

It can, easily. Next question:



"If a man has habits which he cannot control and which make
himself or others trouble, what can he do about it? How can
he cure them?"

"I have heard that Madame Tingley regarded all bad habits
and faults and the tendency to crime as diseases. How simple
and charitable this! But what is its basis? How can this be
true?"

"I have heard that Madame Tingley spoke of criticism,
pessimism, and the habit of making complaints and fault-
finding as diseases of the mind. What do you think about it?
What do they spring from? My observation is that the people
who have these habits often seem to regard them as an act or
a sign of superiority."

So they do. Next:

"The theosophical ideals are certainly lofty and sublime, but

how can a man make them work? Are they abstract ethics, a

sort of pulpit oratory, or concrete facts in human life? If they
are facts how can we realize them? Are they workable?"

Friends, I am not an orator, I am simply a lecturer; but I will try
and answer these questions — perhaps the better in that I never
take refuge in meretricious figures or ornaments of speech. I try
to talk to my audiences from my heart as well as from my head.

The next question in my hand is marked "Question,” but in it I
have counted many questions. When I read it, it made me think of
the saying in the Bible about "our name is legion."

"How far is the human brain involved in memory? Where are
the impressions of past events registered? What is the
difference between remote and recent events in regard to
memory? How is it that as people pass fifty years of age they



remember early impressions more vividly than recent ones?"

Another question: and this other comprises three in one. It is like
the holy Trinity!

"What is the organ of will? How is it that there is no part of the
brain devoted to it? How many kinds of will are there?"

The kind friends who send me these long and complex questions
seem to think, as I remarked a week or two ago, that am a
perambulating encyclopedia or a sort of walking dictionary. But I
am both happy to receive these questions, and delighted in trying
to answer them, because theosophy can give answers to them all,
and if the answers are not satisfactory, it is my fault, not that of
the theosophical teachings.

"In aspiring to the stars beyond the Milky Way, is there not the
temptation to consider lightly the tiny wild flower under our
feet, when that flower may contain within itself all the
potentialities (in miniature) of the most powerful, most
distant, suns and constellations? 'As above, so below."

This questioner is a true-hearted mystic, shown not only by the
thought in the question, but likewise by this illusion to the ancient
Hermetic saying: "What is above is the same as what is below,

and what is below is the same as what is above" — the meaning of
which is that nature is not at battle with itself nor one part
controlling any other part. It is a vast organism throughout: one
consistent, coherent whole, and therefore what takes place in any
one part of it takes place everywhere in all parts, making the
necessary changes of time and circumstance. I beg you to think
about it.

"In what way does theosophy illuminate this subject of the
origin of worlds, which is said to be under constant discussion
at the present time?"



Well, I do not know on how many occasions I have talked to you
on this very subject of thought: it is indeed very important at the
present time. Theosophy throws a brilliant light not merely on the
question of the origin of worlds, but on the causes of the
manifestation of worlds.

Has this thought ever occurred to you? It is all right, perfectly
proper, very interesting, to ask: How is the world? How is it
constructed? What are its different parts? But have you ever
stopped to ask yourself: Why is the world? That is a much more
difficult question to answer. Theosophy throws a brilliant light on
these matters, as [ have shown in many and many a lecture given
from this platform. It shows how the worlds came into being, why
they came into being, what they are at the present time, what
they are destined to be in the far distant aeons of the future.

Are these thoughts mere speculations of high-minded but
unilluminated men? They are not. They are the dicta, the findings,
of the great seers and sages of all the ages who have sent their
spirit behind the veil of the outward appearances: who have
penetrated into the arcana, the mystic secrets, into the very
womb of Mother Nature, and brought back the knowledge of
what they saw, and therefore they taught; and what they taught
was the foundation teaching of the great Mystery Schools of
antiquity, to which belonged in all cases and in every country the
noblest intellects, the mightiest minds, and the loftiest spirits of
the ages. That is a significant fact. The greatest men of antiquity
were all graduates, initiates, of the Mystery Schools of antiquity,
those men who have left so deep, so profound, a mark on their
own time, on the annals of history, that their teachings, as well as
their names, have come down to us men of the present time not
merely as symbols of wisdom and human knowledge, but as the
very exemplars of spiritual and ethical conduct.



They were taught by others greater than they, spiritual beings
with whom they had confabulated, exactly as the men of the far
distant future, when evolution shall have wrought its wondrous,
its mighty, work upon the human stock, will confabulate with the
gods. These men were simply the evolutionary forerunners of us.

Think about it. See how logical it is, how coherent it is! The truth
is in you. If it appeal to you as truth, dare to follow the call of your
own souls. Do not take someone else's say-so. Be true to
yourselves! That is one of the first messages that theosophy gives
to us: find your own spirit, the god within you, the source of all
illumination and genius, and follow that lovely light, that
unspeakable splendor, forever.

If you want to know more about the theosophical teaching of the
origin of worlds, friends, I refer you to our theosophical monthly
magazine, The Theosophical Path, which contains all my lectures
on this subject printed in extenso, one lecture each month.

Now, this question about Plato: and in this I am asked to
unscramble two souls. Unscramble is an odd word, I think, but it
is expressive. I rather like the word, because in a large sense it
expresses just about what men's ideas of souls are. They are more
or less scrambled like two or three eggs mixed up together — and
I refer here of course to the various so-called souls of the human
constitution. Men don't know how to separate one egg from
another after the eggs are scrambled, nor does the average man
know how to study out the different principles of his constitution.

Plato speaks, as all mystics do, of the duality of the human
constitution — of the upper nature, the higher, the superior,
which theosophists speak of as the spiritual soul. He likewise
speaks of the inferior nature which we may call the animal, or
rather the human-animal, and this is not the body. The body is
the mere instrument or vehicle containing the human-animal;



and that which impulses the body, which gives it life, which gives
it movement, acting through the human-animal, is the human
soul as this in turn is inspired by the spiritual soul.

It was the custom among all teachers who had doctrines of great
moment to give — and mostly to people who had not been
initiated as they had been and who would therefore very likely
distort and misuse these wonderful archaic teachings for
purposes of profit or for ambitious aims — to hide, to conceal, the
mystic truth, albeit giving it open-handed under words having
ambiguous senses which those who had the eyes to see and the
ears to hear and the minds to vision could understand, but which
the evil-minded would pass by.

Would you wear your heart on your sleeve, wherever you go and
on all occasions? Would you expose the noblest impulses of your
heart to all and sundry? It would not be a wise thing to do.
Reserve your strength! No man can possibly tell all that is in him;
no man can possibly give to others all the foundations of wisdom
lying latent in his own spiritual nature. It simply cannot be done.
And this is the main side of the secret of the reticence of the sages
of antiquity.

The word soul was one such enigmatic word. It was used in the
two senses of the spiritual soul, the vehicle of the god within us,
the vehicle or garment in which that inner divinity enshrouds
itself; and it was also used of the merely human soul: that poor,
falling, failing, aspiring, passionate part of us which we call the
human being. When you trust a man, do you trust him on account
of his merely human qualities, or do you trust him because there
is that within him which you know and can see and have tested to
be lofty and true? Which is the nobler part? The latter surely.

The god within him has answered the call of the companion-god
within the other. The god in one sees the working of the god in



the other. Knowing it is there, he can trust his brother; and this
essential divinity is in all of us.

So I have unscrambled the two souls of Plato. He speaks in one
place of the spiritual soul: the source of all inspiration, and of
noble love, and of high, impersonal ambitions of selflessness, of
purity, of light, of compassion, of peace, and of happiness, that
none can understand who have not experienced them.

And, on the other hand, he likewise speaks of the human soul in
which the excess of self-love so blinds the eyes of its unfortunate
victim, the victim of itself, that alas! this victim cannot even see or
understand truth when it is before his vision. Excess of self-love is
the root of all evil, the cause and source of selfishness, of mean
and ignoble ambitions, of mean and ignoble objectives and aims.
It is as Plato says: excess love of self, the lower self, is in reality
the source to each man of all offenses, not merely to himself but
to his fellows: the source of all crime, of all misery, of all poverty,
of all wretchedness.

Now I turn to the question of habits. We all have habits, and there
seems to be abroad among men a general idea that because a
man has a habit, he is to be excused. I wonder why. I don't see
any reason for excusing a bad habit. I can understand it, and
condone it, and perhaps pardon it, if the habitue is such a
weakling that he has to be fed like a baby; but I fail to see
anything lovable or high or noble in an ignoble habit, and am I
going to give that man, my brother, another shove on the
downward path? Nay. Here is the question:

"If a man has habits which he cannot control and which make
himself or others trouble, what can he do about it? How can
he cure them?"

A man can control himself, he can control his habits, he can



change them if necessary. The strong man can and will root them
out. And the weakling? Even he can change them if he will. The
secret is in the will, and in the love of something loftier than the
habit. Set your gaze on the heights and forget the mud in which
you stand. Don't remember your past failures, don't brood over
them; forget them!

Rise and be! Use your will and intelligence! Lift your soul! Read
good books; aspire! These are simple things that are taught to
every child. But they are so true, so true; and anything can be
done by following this pathway to the gods.

Nothing, friends, can withstand the working of the indomitable
will of an illuminated mind. It will conquer anything, the
indomitable will! If you cannot conquer your habits, your bad
habits, shall I tell you why you cannot? It is because you don't
want to conquer them. Forgive me: I don't mean to be harsh; but
ask yourselves if it is not true. Is the habit then in the lack of
strength? No, you have the strength. Is the habit then rather in
the appetite for the habit itself? I think so. But you can conquer
that also; you can learn to will to be what you yourselves
inwardly are.

"How can you cure bad habits?"

I have told you simple, beautiful old truths, and there are none
others of value. I sometimes think that a lesson I saw once given
to a little child might be taken to heart by grownups. This child
was raising a howl fit to lift the roof, and it was an ugly thing with
a great big open mouth and the tears pouring down its cheeks;
and its shouting and yelling were frightful. The mother simply
took it in front of a mirror and said: "Just look!" The child looked
and immediately stopped crying: it did not even peep again. A
clever mother! A good psychologist! I warrant you that that child
learned a lesson that it will never forget. It was a girl! But I think



boys in other ways are just as susceptible.

"I have heard that Madame Tingley regarded all bad habits
and faults and the tendency to crime as diseases. How simple
and charitable this. But what is its basis? How can this be
true?"

I ask you: How can it be false? Disease is something which leaves
you ill at ease; you are not in peace, your body is not harmonious
with itself. Is not that disease? Are not all bad habits productive of
misery and unhappiness and ultimately of pain and disease? And
are not all bad habits the offspring of false and evil thinking?
There is the basis.

The next question is just like it:

"I have heard that Madame Tingley spoke of criticism,
pessimism, and the habit of making complaints and fault-
finding, as diseases of the mind. What do you think about it?
What do they spring from? My observation is that people who
have these habits often seem to regard them as an act or a sign
of superiority."

So they often do. I think that they are mental diseases. They leave
the victim of these faults dis-eased, for if you can see anything in
pessimism that makes you happy, or in picking faults with your
fellows that leaves you contented, or in making complaints about
others or fault-finding or criticism that leaves you in a happy and
harmonious state of mind, in other words — in a mood that
strengthens the fiber of your moral being — I would like to know
it. They are diseases of the mind in very truth.

And really, all physical maladies as well have their ultimate
origin in a faulty outlook on life, in a faulty direction taken by the
individual will. All diseases therefore ultimately, not as they exist
when once they exist in the physical body and wreak their work



of suffering and pain, but as they exist in their origin, have this
origin in the mind — in this or another life. Weakness of will, the
giving way to bad habits breeding seeds of thought which leave
thought deposits in the mind, enfeeble the character. You see how
it works. An evil or false thought manifests in a body and
ultimately ruins it by bad habits. Think it over and I know that
you will agree with me.

We theosophists are not Christian Scientists, nor are we mental
healers. We are not deniers of any kind. Nevertheless, a truth is a
truth wherever it exists, and long before the Christian Scientists,
and mental healers, and faith-curers, knew anything about these
things, knowledge of it all existed ages and ages ago in the past:
and with respect to our present thought every sage and seer has
taught the same thing: Cleanse the Temple of the holy Spirit, drive
out the demons of the lower nature.

What are these demons? One's own thoughts. The word demon
belongs to the Christian phraseology, but I employ it here because
it is a word which is known to you and therefore will make an
appeal to you. It is a word used by the Christian church along
lines of the thoughts that I am trying to give you to think about, in
order that you may accept them if you find them true, and to
reject them if you think I speak falsely. But please think.

Of course the real sign of inferiority is shown by the man or the
woman who thinks that he or she is superior. On the contrary, it
is greatness only that recognizes greatness, because only
greatness has the capacity, the largeness, the understanding, to
recognize greatness in others; and the truly great man never
willfully condemns. He understands and forgives. It does not
mean that he condones or that he has any wish to avoid helping,
but he does not condemn.

"The theosophical ideals are certainly lofty and sublime, but



how can a man make them work? Are they abstract ethics, a
sort of pulpit oratory, or concrete facts in human life? If they
are facts, how can we realize them? Are they workable?"

I leave it with you. Are the things that I have told you workable?
Have I told you falsehoods? Have I told you something impossible
to do? Have I suggested a pathway which none may follow and
which none has ever followed, or have I simply told you the same
old principles of the wisdom-religion taught by the seers and
sages of all the ages? They are workable, and the sign of the great
man, and of the noble-hearted woman, is in the measure that he
or she follows the pathway leading to the god, the inner god,
within each one of you. Oh! that I might bring this truth to the
understanding of men and women today — that wonderful truth,
holy, sublime, inspiring as none other is — that within each one
of you there is an unspeakable fount of strength, of wisdom, of
love, of compassion, of forgiveness, of purity. Ally yourselves with
this fountain of strength; it is in you, none can ever take it from
you. Its value is more excellent than all the treasures of the
universe, for knowing it, being it, you are all.

Now I come to this seven-in-one question. I am going to answer
these included questions item by item.

"How far is the human brain involved in memory?"

According to our theosophical teachings, the brain is not involved
at all, and yet is involved — a lovely contradiction apparently, but
it is not, because it is a paradox. The physical brain is merely the
organ, a thing of pure matter, a temporary phase of material stuff
used by the energies — or forces, a word I prefer — which flow
through it; forces coming from that center I have spoken of as
being within, and which center can manifest itself through this
physical organ only in degree as this physical organ has been
trained and brought up to some at least mediocre possibility of



manifesting the sublimity within. The physical brain registers the
vibrations that pass through it, and therefore receives, as it were,
a record on its own substance, somewhat as the phonographic
record is made.

Therefore we have the mere physical automatisms of memory
such as are sometimes seen in dreams, felt in dreams, where the
brain automatically registers, works as it were like an automaton,
and repeats parrot-like what the vibrations of the preceding
hours had impressed on its substance. In that sense the brain
registers memory, but only in that sense.

Memory is an inner and nonphysical faculty and it is one of the
faculties of this inner self of which I have spoken.

"Where are the impressions of past events registered?"

I have just told you: in this inner self, in this inner organ, in the
self, an entity composite of spirit and of spiritual substance, as the
physical body is composite of material substance and of energy.
Nature works below as it works above: as above, so below. As the
English poet Spenser says:

For Soul is form and doth the body make.

And this inner entity is in that high sense form and doth the body
make: the brain among the other organs of the physical body.

"What is the difference between remote and recent events in
regard to memory?"

I don't quite understand this question. I suppose it means as
regards the facility of reminiscence, remembering. Well, the only
difference is one of freshness. What is the difference between an
old pain and a new one? There is the same idea. A man takes a
hammer and tries to drive a nail and strikes his thumb. He has
done the same thing before. What is the difference between the



former pain that he felt and the present pain? The one remains in
the memory, in this inner organ, and the more recent one is
freshly impressed on the brain substance. That is the only
difference.

"How is it that as people pass fifty years of age they remember
early impressions more vividly than recent ones?"

This part of our complex question I am not able to answer in full,
because the full answer pertains to esoteric matters which we do
not give out in public, for the simple reason that training is
required in order to understand — not that we are selfish and
keep something hid that we don't want the whole world to know
of, for the whole world could come to us seeking knowledge and
we are waiting and ready to give the answer to the proper
applicants. Until people come and are ready to accept some
modicum of training, there are certain teachings which we
cannot give out publicly. These teachings would not be
understood; they would be misunderstood. Is not this position a
fair one?

I can say this: that not all people who pass fifty years of age have
a more vivid reminiscence of early years than of recent ones.
Usually I think that such is the case; and the reason is that after
fifty years there is more introspection than extraspection, more
looking within than gazing without, as the child does who has not
yet understood himself or herself. As a man grows older, the
noble, the beautiful, qualities of his own nature come likewise
more fully into manifestation: they become more clear and grow
manifest to his own consciousness, and he is infallibly, inevitably
drawn to these more beauteous things, the things of his own
heart and soul, the things which he himself is. That is all there is
to it. Age brings these in the riper years when memory has stored
full its treasure house and when above everything else the



spiritual soul, this inner self, has reached a larger degree of
power of self-expression and manifests itself more splendidly
within.

We all love beauty; we all love those things which inspire us.
There is the secret. Consequently the impressions from outside do
not affect the individual over fifty as readily and as deeply as they
affect the plastic minds and thinking apparatus of a child. A child
in many ways is an unblown bud, psychologically speaking. It has
not yet unfolded itself.

"What is the organ of will?"

Now, I do not understand this question. I think the question
implies that will is something which works through an organ.
What is this organ? But I protest against this view. Will is a force,
not an energy. It works as an energy, and working through the
intermediate nature of man it becomes energetic; but in its
essence it is a force, to use the language of the ancients. It is one
of the forces flowing forth from the core, from the heart, of this
inner god of which I have spoken. Its physical organ — if that is
the meaning of this question — is what? Shall I tell you? It is the
pituitary body in the brain.

The next question is:
"How is it there is no part of the brain devoted to it?"

Well, the reason that this has not been detected is simply because
our psychologists know nothing of what will is really. They
ascribe it to some automatic or clemical action of the brain itself;
but the will is a force flowing through that part of the brain, the
pituitary body, and now our physiologists and scientists are
beginning to see that when the pituitary body is abnormal in
function you have cases of acromegaly, of gigantism, and other
similar things; and when it is subnormal, you have cretinism and



dwarfs. Growth of the body itself is largely dependent on the
automatic action of the willpower flowing steadily through life
through the astral or model-body and thence into the physical.

Will, therefore, is of two kinds: the conscious, directed willpower;
and the automatic will which governs growth and the functioning
of the organs such as the heartbeat. Think of the wonderful
engine that the heart is — for it works steadily day and night
through many years without ever stopping. That fact suggests
what I mean when I speak of the automatic action of the will.

"How many kinds of will are there?"

There is but one will, one kind, but it works in divers ways.
Generally speaking we can say that the will takes various forms:
we can speak of the spiritual will and of the emotional will and of
the human will and of the animal will and of the physical will —
which last two are this automatic will which functions through
the physical organs. But there is but one will, and these various
other things are merely its various typical actions through the
organs in which it is working.

Now, the last question that I have before me today is a beautiful
one:

"In aspiring to the stars beyond the Milky Way is there not the
temptation to consider lightly the tiny wild flower under our feet,
when that flower may contain within itself all the potentialities
(in miniature) of the most powerful, most distant, suns and
constellations?"

The man who asked this question is a true mystic. His question
contains a divine truth and what he says is verily so, as I have
already pointed out in the beginning of our study this afternoon.
One bright intelligence pervades all things; and what is in the star
is in the flower under our feet; and it is the instinctive recognition



of this thing of beauty which has led the poet to speak of the
flower as a star of beauty. The same life-force pours through it as
through the star; the same bright flame of intelligence gives to it
its exquisite form, shape, color; and this is the same bright flame
of intelligence that controls the passing of the stars along their
cosmic ways. There is beauty in understanding, and
understanding springs only from an understanding heart,
paradoxical as that may sound at first hearing. It is the
understanding heart that has vision. Oh, these brain-minds of
ours with their doubting, skeptical tendencies and ideas,
fascinated by their transitory thoughts of the hour, so that men
who live thus feed on husks — these poor, mean, aspiring fellow
creatures of ours — and pass unwitting by the feast at the
master's table!

Carlyle's beautiful words exemplify what theosophists speak of as
the divine light of the tathagatas, the Christ-light in the heart of us
all: that bright and splendid luminary within us which lighteth
the feet of us all on the pathways of life. Carlyle's words are as
follows:

Poor, wandering, wayward man! Art thou not tried and beaten
with stripes even as I am? Ever, whether thou bear the royal
mantle or the beggar's gabardine, art thou so weary, so heavy-
laden: and thy bed of rest is but a grave. Oh, my brother, my
brother, why cannot I shelter thee in my bosom, and wipe
away all tears from thy eyes!

That is the spirit of a true theosophist.
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You have listened in the last musical number to a severely classic
piece beautifully rendered in the best style of European
musicians. We have been in a melomaniac heaven for a short
time, but now I am going to bring you down to earth, so to say, by
trying to answer a number of questions on philosophical and
other points that have been sent in to me with requests for
answers.

Some of these questions are a bit humorous; some of them
extremely interesting; and some of them are also profound. For
instance, some good friend who evidently has been here in this
our Temple of Peace listening to others of my lectures wrote to
me as follows — this is an indirect question and occupies an
entire page of handwriting. It is headed: "Questions we all ask."

"Many theosophist [I am glad he does not call us by the name
theosophite] speakers warn against things psychic asserting
that they are dangerous.

"Admitting that it is, what of it? The great oceans have always
been dangerous, particularly so a century or so ago when they
were uncharted and innocent of lighthouses and other
modern aids to navigation. Yet there was never a lack of
intrepid mariners who sailed its trackless, treacherous, wind-
swept wastes in their crude vessels. The result of their
pioneering: an ocean-voyage is now comparatively safe. That
same intrepid spirit working through man is now exploring
the depths.



"The air is dangerous, but we find intrepid men and women
solving the problem of aerial navigation, notwithstanding
many unselfish sacrifices of life and limb.

"Life itself has proved a tossing stormy sea to the great
majority — but parents do not say it is 'too dangerous. We will
not let our offspring live to be buffeted by its hurricanes and
tempests.'

"Many of our industries are extremely dangerous. Men and
women engaged in them come and go, but the work goes on.
Polar exploration is dangerous, but Commander Byrd was
besieged by thousands of applicants for the present
expedition.

"It is even dangerous to cross the street. Is there any phase of
life where danger does not lurk? Is there any phase of danger
that man does not challenge?

"It may even be dangerous to send you questions of this
nature."

Well, I feel that it is I myself who may be walking into the danger.
In answering this question, I may remark that the dangers above
enumerated are true. No theosophist would presume to deny a
word of this indirect question. The theosophist is not a fool,
whatever other faults he may have; but nevertheless I must point
out that the analogy drawn in this indirect question between
dangers of psychic and dangers of the material world is a false
analogy. Here in this world we are grownup individuals more or
less, acquainted more or less with the world around us, brought
into this environment by nature and fitted for its environment.
Nature directs us in many ways. Here is where our present center
of consciousness lies. But psychic matters — what do you know
about them? Practically nothing. It is true that psychic forces are



a part of us; but our central consciousness in the present stage of
evolution is not located wholly on the psychic plane, for our
psychic senses of report on that plane are practically
undeveloped; which is quite different from the case which exists
on this physical plane where we are at home so to speak. Do you
now begin to see the difference that I am attempting to draw?

Let me try to make this a little more clear. Exploring the secrets of
matter is a dangerous thing of course. For instance, some of the
chemical experiments that have been made by the army of
chemists during the last two or three centuries have taken
valuable human lives, but men have not hesitated before this
danger and have gone ahead and have gained knowledge of great
value in chemistry. But would you ask a little child to go into a
laboratory and mix all kinds of dangerous chemicals in order to
find out what the effect of such mixtures might be when
subjected to experiment? No, because the child knows nothing
about chemistry: and in an exactly similar fashion the average
man and woman knows practically nothing about psychic
matters, or the psychic world or psychical energies, practically
nothing at all, although on the other hand it is quite true that his
whole intermediate nature is psychical. This sounds very
paradoxical, and so it is, but it is nevertheless true.

There is in the Occident a real Cimmerian darkness, an absolute
darkness, mentally speaking, with regard to psychological
mysteries. In the Occident men know no more about these
psychological laws than they do about spiritual things and much
less than they know about the physical and physiological
characteristics of their fellows. In fact the average Occidental
does not know anything of the strange mysteries locked up in his
intermediate nature.

Every normal man and woman must have periods of thinking,



periods of experience, in which he has been amazed to find what
is in himself or in herself — horrified perhaps by the self-
revelations that have ensued to him or to her: and, on the other
hand, inspired perhaps sometimes at hearing the still, small voice,
the spiritual nature within whispering inspiration which at the
time seems almost divine.

Now, while I have made these remarks they do not mean that the
theosophist considers that knowledge regarding psychical
matters is a wrong thing to have. Our view is just the contrary.
Knowledge of psychic matters is indeed needed; but such
knowledge must be gained by the methods of esoteric training in
order to safeguard the student and experimenter from peril and
possible disaster, of which insanity and disease are the least. Men
going into these not merely uncharted psychical seas, but into
regions of human nature which are virtually unknown to the
Occidental, because the average man of today has not studied
them, find them to be almost non-understandable regions of
thought. The uninitiated experimenter is in far worse shape and
condition in foolishly venturing into these unknown realms than
was the mariner sailing the uncharted sea in the frail barks of a
few hundred years ago, or than is the chemist working with some
hitherto unknown but obviously dangerous physical elements
that he may have just discovered. There is nothing to guide the
psychical experimenter or would-be student if he is not guided by
some initiate. He is utterly alone and wholly ignorant of what he
may find. Furthermore, in the things of merely physical matter, a
man risks loss of or damage to his physical body alone; whereas
in psychic matters (and this is the most important element of the
argument) he risks loss not merely of his sanity but the possible
"loss" of his soul.

Do you know where temptations come from? They come from
within of course. But that is not saying very much to the point,



because everything, you know, comes from within. Temptations
not only come from within, of course, but they also come from the
psychical realms. Examine yourself and you will see that this is
true. There are no kinds of inflowing, tempting, powers or
energies proceeding from the higher or spiritual nature on the
one hand; and on the other hand temptation never comes from
that which is brutal or ugly or revolting or repulsive. These latter
things repel and do not tempt. Temptation catches you in the
weak places of yourself — in this intermediate nature called the
psychical or human soul — and how little do Occidentals know
about this part of our nature; all those Occidentals, that is, who
have not studied the ancient wisdom-religion of the ages today
called theosophy.

It is indeed a very dangerous thing to explore, without proper
guardians, these things of the psychical realms. If a man cannot
withstand — or a woman either for the matter of that, for I am
not going to except them — even the normal temptations of the
very simplest and easiest kind as is so frequently the case, how is
he able to meet all the things that lie secret and latent in his own
psychological apparatus and of which he knows little or perhaps
almost nothing? Please think it over.

The name of these psychological energies or powers, to use a
Christian New Testament word, is legion; and these various
psychical energies and powers — these various substance-
energies and substance-powers of man's intermediate nature —
in the Christian New Testament, following the phraseology of that
time, were called devils, demons. Not that they are devils or
demons in the medieval Christian sense, for they are not
personalized evil forces of that type: they are simply energies of
nature, colorless in this, like electricity, like gravitation, like
chemical cohesion, or whatnot. It is the use that the consciousness
of the man makes of these psychical powers or energies that we



call holy or evil; and as none of these psychical powers or
energies are of a high character, the tendency therefore is
towards evildoing, and towards the lower realms and spheres of
nature.

I would like to deal with this question at greater length, but I have
other questions here to take care of. I now turn to another
question of quite a different type.

"Why should a turtle live two hundred years, and a man only
seventy?"

I suppose you may think that I am going to say that I don't know
why, but as it happens, I do know. What taught me? Theosophy. A
man at the present period of human evolution does not
necessarily live to the age of three score years and ten, according
to the Jewish Bible, but in view of the involved conditions
prevailing at this period of physical evolution, that lifespan is
quite near the period allotted to man by nature before the
physical body begins actually to break up. Of course here I speak
of the general rule. In former ages mankind lived for a span of
life far longer than now. The human body was then much more
ethereal than it is at present: stronger, cleaner, purer, more
harmonious within its own parts; and, on the other hand, in
aeons to come, mankind will live far longer than men and women
do at the present time, and for precisely the same reasons that
governed the greater lifespan of the far distant past.

A turtle lives two hundred years because that period of time is, as
we theosophists say, a turtle's karmic lifespan; just as something
between fifty and ninety is the human average lifespan. Perhaps
"average" here is the wrong word. I suppose that if we took the
actual statistical average of the span of human life today,
including the high mortality among little children, also all
accidents, all suicides, all deaths occurring in epidemics and in



war, then probably the average lifespan would be reduced to
fifteen or sixteen or seventeen years.

But that period of time is not the average lifespan that I am
speaking of. I mean that a man of normal vital strength, reacting
against the normal life currents working in his constitution,
probably lives about three score years and ten before his body
definitely begins to break up. Why? Because it is worn out. That
simply means that its atoms, or more accurately the electrons of
the atoms, have become set or crystallized in a certain way or
path of conduct, so to say, and being so crystallized they cannot
easily change to accord with the changing conditions, and the
result therefore is disease and death.

It is habit: I repeat it, it is habit which Kills, yes, and it is habit
which raises us also. Make for yourselves good habits of clean
thinking, habits of aspiration, habits of high and noble thought,
and they will react inwardly on your body as inevitably as do all
forces which impinge upon the body towards which they are
attracted.

"Who fixed the life cycle of man at 'three score years and ten'?"
Nobody. That intangible entity, or rather non-entity, that
intangible aggregate of forces that men call nature. It is the
nature of things to be as they are at the present time; and by the
same rule, formerly nature worked differently. In the future,
nature will work differently again. What causes these different
workings? Evolution, change, growth — one of the fundamental
laws of the universe, which is progress, advancement.

"Who or what is Nature?"

How many times have I answered that question here! Now I find
an echo of my many former statements coming from a learned
American scientist who describes nature in the words of a



theosophist, and using almost my own terms. In the August
Review of Reviews, in the course of an article entitled "How long
will you live?", Eugene Lyman Fisk, MD, Medical Director, Life
Extension Institute, says:

"Who is Nature? What is her address? How often doest this
female Mussolini issue decrees stating that this or that
must be so? No, Nature is likewise an abstraction, a mere
term to cover all forces in action in the universe — all
incidents, happenings, phenomena."

True; but this does not mean that nature, in the theosophical
sense, is a soulless mechanism. On the contrary, as I have so often
pointed out on this platform, nature, to the theosophist, means
invisible universes within the visible universe, invisible spheres
within the visible, and invisible spheres enshrouding and
enclosing this visible. Why is this particular one visible to us?
Because our sense apparatus has been evolved by nature —
nature, this abstraction of forces and matters — to cognise and
sense and report to our consciousness this particular sphere in
which we find ourselves. Other entities in other worlds living on
and in spheres invisible to us, have a senseapparatus appropriate
to those other spheres or worlds; and to them their spheres are as
physical, as dense, and as solid (although in actuality they may be
far more ethereal) as ours is to us.

Nature is the vast aggregate of all the hierarchies of
consciousnesses in the boundless spaces of space, of which we
sense but one small cross section, so to say, which evolution has
given us the power to cognize and to sense by giving us the
appropriate sense apparatus because of being there. And even
this physical universe that we know somewhat of, so seeming
solid, is mostly holes or so-called vacuity, as I have so often
explained; and even with our imperfect senses — because of that



imperfection of our sense apparatus — we know very little even
about this physical, visible, so-called tangible universe in which
our physical bodies move and live and have their being.

As our physical bodies are native to this universe, to this sphere,
to this realm, so our intermediate or psychical nature lives in its
own realm, on its own plane, in its own sphere; and our spiritual
nature again does precisely the same thing in the spiritual worlds.
So, do you see, man, considered thus, is an entity as it were rooted
in the Divine and extending like a pillar of light, to use a figure of
speech, a metaphor, through all the various stages or steps or
degrees or hierarchies of cosmic being, from the Divine to
ourselves.

Nature, then, being an abstraction means nothing at all
considered as an entity. It is like the word chance. When we
cannot explain something that happens, we say that it happened,
we say that it is chance. But don't you see that we are saying
nothing at all by using these phrases? We are simply stating that
something came about. Do you explain a thing merely by saying
that it came about? The word 'chance' explains nothing and
therefore means nothing, and is a word disguising our own
ignorance. Let us recognize this fact, for the first step to
knowledge is recognizing that we do not know. Isn't that true?

Here is another question:

"Is not the materialistic psychology of the average university a
detriment to the youth of our land in their realization of the
simple and wonderful truths that may be found in
theosophy?"

Well, I know just how this question ought to be answered, but I
don't want to be thought to be hypercritical or offend any good
friends. I would say this: I do think that the mental and psychical



atmosphere of the average university, or indeed of any school
whatsoever, with the exception of our own Raja-Yoga institutions,
is not a particularly good training ground for human souls. The
reason is that they are all materialistic in outlook and usually in
system of training. Many of our educational institutions are run
on educational fads and sometimes by educational faddists, and I
say this with all respect to the noble men and noble women who
often work night and day, and for a lifetime, in doing their best to
fulfill their duty. But can you deny the fact?

For instance, in practically all universities the world over, the
changing explanations of new discoveries in nature are at the
time taught as natural truths, as rules of natural being, until the
next ringing of the changes comes.

Now some of you may say: That is all right: people learn in that
way; it is recognized to be a temporary step or stage to greater
knowledge. Certainly, this is just what we theosophists say, but
unfortunately the great majority of the teachers in the university
do not either believe or say that. They rather say: "These are the
truths of nature"; and yet in five or ten or fifty years those
particular truths of nature are discarded relics of what is then
called our fathers' time. For this reason I speak of this attitude as
a materialistic one.

The spiritualistic — and please, I do not mean spookist: I am using
this word in the proper sense as meaning the opposite of
materialistic — the spiritualistic view says: Suspend judgment;
know; study; examine; learn; keep your mind fluid; don't let it
crystallize! And this spiritualistic view is one which is very rarely
found in our largest educational institutions and in very few of
our smaller schools. Therefore, with all the respect that I have for
the very excellent work done along certain lines by practically all
our universities, I am compelled in sheer truth to say that the



questioner's point is well taken in my judgment: that the
atmosphere and the teachings in the average university are
detrimental to spiritual advancement, and particularly to the
open-minded reception, as the child-heart receives it, of the truths
of theosophy.

We have in our theosophical ranks, and have had, and will have
more as time goes on, many university men — graduates,
instructors, professors — but they are the splendid men and
women they are despite the materialism of their training; their
native impulses (high, aspiring, stirring, and rising towards the
spiritual sun of their inner nature), could not be kept down by the
materialistic instruction and training that they received. They
sought truth because they were anhungered for it, and found it
not, but found it here. This is a fact.

Here is an interesting question, very.

"Your Organization declares that brotherhood is a fact in
nature. Yet when I take a walk in the country I see the lizards
catching flies, the hawks catching smaller birds, and dogs
chasing rabbits. Is this brotherhood? I know this has been a
difficulty to many."

No, it is not brotherhood. And so far as these facts go, why doesn't
the questioner also mention the humans who kill each other and
who, as a rule, in the Occident not only prey upon the
unfortunate beings beneath us for food and for sport — oh, my
gods! sport! — but Kill each other in the tens of thousands, yea, by
millions, and do it in the name of law, do it in the holy name of
peace! Is that Brotherhood? No, no!

How then, can the Theosophist say that "brotherhood is a fact in
nature?" Now I have already told you what nature is. I have told
you in other lectures that it is one vast, cohering organism



comprising the root of things in the spiritual world, where all is
harmony, peace, unspeakable bliss; and the worlds or the realms
of matter in which we now find ourselves, where contrarieties,
emnities, strife, discord, hatred, and other similar things exist.
Nevertheless the root of things is celestial peace, and that root of
things is the heart of the universe; and the day is coming, in the
far distant aeons of the future, when the force flowing forth from
the heart of things shall regulate and bring into harmonious
adjustment through evolutionary progression the outlying
frontiers in which we live at present and where now is spiritual
obscuration.

Universal brotherhood is at the heart of things and is the
expression of the law of the spiritual world, which underlies even
strife. But what causes the strife, the discord, the disharmony, the
inharmony, the lack of accord? Why, it is as obvious as can be, it
seems to me. What causes men and nations to differ and quarrel
among themselves? Selfishness, self-seeking — the deliberate
(albeit sometimes half-conscious) using of the forces of nature for
personal and selfish ends. And this is done by our free will, which
is in itself, nevertheless, a divine power or quality.

We have wills; they are free. We are part of the energies of the
universe, for we are inseparable from it; and we use our wills
sometimes aright and sometimes awry. And when we use them
aright we see the wondrous mysteries in the hearts and faces of
our fellows and recognize greatness in their innermost being; for
greatness is also in us, and greatness always recognizes greatness.
And when we use these forces wrongly, unrightly, or awry, we
employ the colorless forces of the universe, but do it evilly,
seeking profit for self. Having free wills we use these energies;
and we do it in ignorance of the law — the law of nature.

How true was the saying of the great Syrian mystic, Jesus, when



calumniated and persecuted. He said of his enemies, addressing
his own inner god: "Father, forgive them; for they know not what
they do." Ignorance also is a bane to us men. If we knew what we
were doing; if we knew that we were throwing into disarray the
forces of the universe, arousing evil passions in ourselves and in
other men, could we only realize this fundamental truth of
nature, that all things have a common root in ceaseless peace and
harmony, no same man would then tolerate discord and evil in
himself but would work to enlighten and aid his brothers.
Ignorance is the greatest foe of men.

Universal brotherhood — that is to say, the fundamental spiritual
unity of everything that is in the vast universe — is the basic law
of being. But all entities have free will in varying degree: those
beneath men who prey upon each other; men who prey upon
them and upon each other; beings somewhat greater than men
who prey less upon each other but whose natures are not yet
perfectly concordant and assimilated to the universal forces, the
universal laws; and then still higher and therefore less discordant
beings; and so forth throughout the hierarchies, until the
discordance and ignorance finally vanish as we rise on the scale
of the ladder of life; and when we reach the spiritual realms,
there, as I said, is celestial peace.

"Some years ago I studied Buddhism and was impressed by
the first of the Four Noble Truths, namely that life in a
physical body was a painful experience from birth to death. I
understand that Katherine Tingley was never tired of
declaring: "Life is Joy." Are you able to harmonize these two
apparently conflicting points of view?"

I have just done it in answering the preceding question. The root
of being is celestial peace and unspeakable bliss, for it is the
fundamental harmony of the universe which keeps things in



order. Reflect! If that fundamental harmony existed not, there
could be no laws, no law; there would be naught but chaos and
cosmic anarchy. There is where life is joy — the essence of life is
inexhaustible bliss. It is only the free wills of entities who exist in
the bosom of our Mighty Mother — nature, so called — it is the
misuse of this divine quality of free will by the hosts of beings
which brings about the discord and the lack of harmony that are
evident all around us.

Life is joy, in the heart and at the heart of things, as Katherine
Tingley says: but as we at the present time are passing through
that particular phase of our long evolutionary journey which
keeps us in spheres of matter, in the lowest parts of the ladder of
life, where beings and entities are learning, are mere children,
and are therefore more or less ignorant, we see disunion, strife,
discord, lack of harmony, arising out of the cooperating action of
wills and their mutual conflict.

But the slightest penetration of our intelligence behind the veil of
the seeming, behind the veil of the appearances, will show you
that that which holds the stars in their courses, so that they vary
never, which keeps the vital currents throughout nature always
running smooth and strong, which colors the flower with its
wondrous beauty and gives to it its geometrical form and outline,
that which instills love and aspiration and self-sacrifice and
purity in the human heart, spring themselves, these things, from
the heart of things, where abide celestial peace and unspeakable
bliss and frontierless knowledge.

"Christianity teaches the duty of giving thanks to the Creator
for his tender mercies and loving kindness displayed towards
his children."

I have never seen it, in truth. I know that such is the teaching of
Christianity, but I have never seen where all these tender mercies



and loving kindness exist. I have never seen a sign of it all. During
the course of my answer to a preceding question I mentioned the
hosts of beings who prey on each other, the men who kill each
other by the millions, cold-bloodedly sometimes in the very
streets of our cities, the heartbreaking, heartless actions of man
towards man, and man towards woman, and of woman towards
man: if we were created according to this old-fashioned theory to
do these things, or rather, as it is said, not to do them, for which
purpose we were given a will to struggle against doing them, then
oh, how beautifully everything was laid in order to entrap our
souls! I do not care to discuss this question any further because it
will readily lead me into making statements seemingly unkind
although not meant unkindly and I don't wish these lectures to
contain any attack upon any person's belief. I leave the matter
here and proceed to the next point.

"Theosophy postulates an impersonal, causeless cause. Do you
believe it to be possible to feel personal gratitude to a
benefactor so remote and inconceivable?"

I most certainly do not. I do not feel any gratitude to an
impersonal, causeless cause. I am not an idiot. Do I feel gratitude
to the wood because it is wood, and because it is hard: or to the
stone because it is cold, and because it is hard? No. I feel gratitude
when I see the Christ-light shining in the faces of my fellows,
when I see the buddhic splendor enlighten their souls, so that
they do noble actions, give themselves up to the service of others,
and manifest the laws of the universal spirit. I am grateful then
that good men and noble women live. More, I have gratitude in
my soul which passeth all understanding of those of you who
have not felt it, to those great sages and seers, who for many lives
in the past and at the present time also have given up everything
for us, for the salvation of us, their fellows. These great seers and
sages are and were living Buddhas, living Christs.



You may say: Oh, but what splendor and what joy are theirs, on
account of the high state of evolution and power and wisdom and
knowledge and love which they have reached! Yes, it is so, and in
greater degree even than I choose to tell you. But does that
change my gratitude? Is my gratitude to be purchased or to be
quenched because I know that a noble, an unspeakably noble,
action receives its merited dues?

I am grateful to the immortal gods who once were men in far past
aeons and who now as spiritual beings oversee the destiny of this
earth and of mankind, and indeed of our solar system: who guide,
who enlighten, the spirits of men, who stimulate all noble
inspiration and all intellectual vision in us, so that instead of the
long, long, long drawn-out pathway of merely material evolution,
there is, as it were, a short cut to perfection through their care of
and attention to us. They are the Law because they imbody the
Law: and the Law in its essence is infinite mercy, for it is
infinitely just, and its very nature is cosmic harmony. To all these
I am grateful. I am also grateful to my fellowmen today for noble
actions done impersonally, for in these also I sense or can feel
something noble and sublime. I am grateful, I repeat, to all these,
but to no impersonal causeless cause, which words are merely
other ways of saying the boundless All.

For if on the one hand I am not grateful to an abstraction, I am
not ungrateful to high spiritual realities. I am simply not grateful
to an abstraction because it would be idiotic. I myself am a child
of the boundless All even as you are, for all of us are sparks of the
central spiritual Fire; and are ye so egoistic that you should be
grateful to yourselves? But when men recognize spiritual beauty
and harmony of the spirit in others, all men bow their heads in
reverence. Then we are grateful.

The question that I am now going to read to you comes from one



of our younger students here. I did not expect to receive from this
young lady the questions that I am going to read to you. Listen:

"What is heredity? Is it true that children inherit qualities
from their parents? Does this not go against the karmic law?

"Why do children often have an antipathy towards the water,
dogs, lizards, etc., when other children delight in these same
things?

"Is there such an art as Astrology? Do you believe in it, or is it

similar to clairvoyance? For instance, 'they' say persons born

in a certain month have common traits, characteristics of that
month. Is this so?"

Heredity first. "Is it true that children inherit qualities from their
parents?"

It all depends upon what you mean by the word "inherit." If you
mean that a child is born, so to say, a tabula rasa, a blank page
upon which at birth nature begins to write the legend of its
character to be — then I say that children inherit or take over
everything from their parents. But that idea of a tabula rasa is not
true. Children, and therefore men and women, don't come into
the world by chance and without a past because they never have
been here before. They come into the world precisely because
they have been here before and are attracted back by natural
attraction, by the psychomagnetic attraction which cannot be
stayed nor denied, and this produces reincarnation in the fields of
earth-life where in former lives we sowed the seeds that we now
return to reap as flowering plants.

Therefore, when children are born of parents, as of course they
are, theosophists use the word inherit in another sense. The
reincarnating egos bring their own character with them from the
other lives: this do these children coming again to birth. And from



their parents they receive a hereditary impress which is strictly
accordant with the characteristics of the souls thus reincarnating.
Do you see what I mean? If a reincarnating soul has a character
which, let us say, is represented by characteristics A, B, C, D, E, F,
but not G, it is drawn to a father and mother who can give it a
body nearest to, or the most akin to, characteristics A, B, C, D, E, F,
but not G. Another mother and father to another reincarnating
soul, will give a body which is the nearestto A, B, C, D, E, F, G, and
perhaps something more.

So heredity is merely the attraction — and I am giving the idea in
full now — of the reincarnating ego to the home, to the parents,
which and who can give it a body and conditions most like its
own character, and therefore fit for that character to express
itself through. It is an old doctrine of the moribund, in fact of the
actually dead, materialism of a bygone era, that children come
from nowhere, out of nothing, or perhaps are made by God —
forgetting what a responsibility is thus put on God — that
children I say come into bodies haphazard more or less, and then
that their character begins to come into being only from the
moment of birth.

I make this explanation very brief, but giving you some
fundamental ideas nevertheless, and you will find the entire
doctrine all explained in our theosophical books. Thus you see
that heredity properly understood does not run against the
karmic law, stating that as ye sow in this life ye shall reap in the
next and succeeding lives, and that what we are now we have
made ourselves to be in past lives. That is the law of karma, or
rather the doctrine of consequences. And is it not just? Here there
is no room for chance, or fortuity, or for caprice, for these exist
nowhere in the boundless universe. Therefore what I have just
explained heredity to be is, as you see, merely the working out of
karma, the law of consequences in nature.



As regards children who in some cases like water and dogs and
lizards, and others who do not like them: these tendencies like all
others are merely karmic characteristics, and depend upon
perhaps a thousand, perhaps a million, tiny traits of character
that have been built into the fabric of being in many past lives.
Those associated with dogs for a long time, for instance, grow to
love them, and that is why such people will be attracted to dogs in
the next life, or even in the latter part of this life perhaps, and
instinctively love them.

Others, perhaps, in this life may have received in childhood a
psychic shock by being frightened by some dog, and therefore
whenever such people see a dog they are frightened. Hence they
don't like dogs.

Now as regards astrology: Yes, there is a noble science of true
astrology which is not, however, known in the Occident; and the
pseudo-art that is practiced under that name in Occidental
countries today I call tell you is more looked down upon by
theosophists, although in a kindly way, than it is by the most
hard-headed, pragmatical, matter-of-fact, materialistic scientists.
Why? Because theosophists know that there is a divine science of
astrology, a true science of cosmic life, of which present pseudo-
astrology is but a tattered and worn remnant derived to us from
misunderstood teachings of the ancients. This true astrology was
known to the seers and sages of the ancient days, and then
properly called astrology; and I may add that this astrological
knowledge still remains under the careful guardianship of the
seers, the Masters of Wisdom, who founded the Theosophical
Society.

In this spiritual astrology I believe. Indeed, I have studied it
somewhat and know whereof I speak: it is not like clairvoyance,
in that clairvoyance is an astral faculty, a faculty of no particular



moral value, and one which is often disastrous to possess and
often leading its possessor into trouble. Therefore clairvoyance,
so called, is utterly different from the true knowledge and
wisdom derived from the working of the spiritual eye. By this
spiritual eye you can see and know instantly, instantly. This
spiritual vision passes through matter as if the latter existed not.
The thickest of stone walls cannot contain it, nor bar it, nor are
there any barriers that stand in its way.

I close my lecture this afternoon by asking you: "What is love?"
This is my last question. Is it something outside of a human being,
or is it innate and inherent in the one who loves? Well, what kind
of love do you mean? Love in the general sense of attraction,
whether high or low? Or, to define it more particularly, human
love or animal love or the love of planet for planet or of planet for
sun, and of sun for sun, which is popularly called gravitation?

Let us take human love, and I can give you the clue to what I
mean in Tennyson's words:

Flower in the crannied wall

I pluck you out of the crannies,

I hold you here, root and all, in my hand,
Little flower — but if I could understand
What you are, root and all, and all in all,
I should know what God and Man is.

Yes, love is the cement of the universe: that which holds all things
in place and in eternal keeping; whose very nature is celestial
peace, whose very characteristic is cosmic harmony, permeating
all things, boundless, deathless, infinite, eternal. It is everywhere,
and is the very heart of the heart of all that is.

Love is the most beauteous, the holiest, thing known to human
beings. It gives to man hope; it holds his heart in aspiration; it



stimulates the noblest qualities of the human being, such as the
sacrifice of self for others; it brings about self-forgetfulness; it
brings also peace and joy that know no bounds. It is the noblest
thing in the universe. "Love ye one another" is a beautiful saying,
for it is an appeal to the very core of your nature, to the divine
within you, to the inner god, whose essence is a celestial splendor.
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I have quite a bunch of questions before me this afternoon. Some
of these questions are very difficult to answer; some of them are
easy. Sixteen, I think, is the number that I have before me today.

It is to me an interesting thing to feel that, when I stand on this
platform and look into the faces of the audiences who gather here
in this our Temple of Peace, I am conscious of a friendliness of
feeling, of a kinship of thought with you all: because indeed, I do
not think that anyone would come so far from San Diego to the
Theosophical Temple of Peace if not attracted by something more
than would draw the average audience into an ordinary
gathering, whether for philosophical or religious or scientific
thought. To travel eight miles from San Diego to our Temple of
Peace and then to undertake the return journey of eight miles
homewards, takes time even in these days of speedy automobiles,
so that I say: my audience must be composed of really intelligent
people, otherwise I cannot readily conceive that they would come
here.

You see, I appreciate intelligence when I see it in the faces of
others, because I am intelligent myself! As I have often said, it
takes greatness to recognize greatness in others. Being inwardly
great myself, I recognize also that you are great in your inward
parts; and this statement I sincerely mean, because in the heart of
every human being there is a living god which, when manifesting
through a human soul, we call a Christ or a living Buddha. The
only thing which prevents us, each and all, from recognizing the
splendorous divinity in the hearts and in the minds, and showing



through the faces, of others, is the veils of selfhood, of selfishness,
which becloud our vision.

I think that the answering of questions, or the attempt to answer
them, is one of the very best ways of treating with simplicity and
directness thoughts that spring ultimately from the divine center
within each one of us of which I have just spoken. If I succeed in
answering these questions well, or at least aright, I shall give you
something of real worth to think about; and the worth that I
speak of is of value to you not because it comes from me, but
because you yourselves are asking the questions, a fact which
shows that you are ready and eager to receive light.

No man or woman ever finds anything of permanent value in
thoughts that are merely put into his or into her mind; because
permanency of values resides only in the things that well up from
the fountains of inspiration within the self: ideas of beauty, of
high purpose, of aspiration, of inward splendor, of moral
grandeur. You could have no comprehension of these things, I tell
you, unless you had them in yourselves.

Therefore, the noblest study of man is himself; for this super-
spiritual Self, whom I have just called the living god within, is
man's link, unbreakable and eternally enduring, with the realms
of the spiritual universe.

The first question is as follows:

"What is the difference between intuition and impulse? Is
impulse always wrong?"

No; all men know perfectly well that impulse is not always wrong.
We have impulses to do deeds of unselfishness, of mercy, of pity,
of kindness, of helpfulness to others: and such impulses are right.
But impulses are always wrong when they are impulses for
selfish gain of any kind: not merely gain of money, not merely



gain in property, not merely gain in the things of earth, but
personal gain of any kind — even gain in personal love, and this
is a far greater temptation than are things of material type.

Now then, what is the difference between intuition and impulse?
Intuition is the working of the inner eye; it is instant and direct
vision of truth, and no one knows this better than the so-called
hard-headed scientists themselves. Practically every great
discovery, certainly every epoch-making discovery, in science,
has been the result of an intuition of truth, a vision seen and
followed.

Impulse, on the other hand, is the working of the will, conscious
or unconscious; and as I told you on last Sunday, the will has two
fields of action, or rather perhaps better said, works after two
ways: the direct will of choice and consciousness; and the indirect
or vegetative will, which is largely the result of habit, of habits of
thinking, of habits of consciousness; and it is this latter will which
also governs the automatic movements and functions of the
physical body, such a the heartbeat, the digestion, growth, and
whatnot.

Impulse is of this latter kind of will. If it were a direct movement
of the conscious will, it would not be impulse. It would be choice.
So then, impulses may be good, and they may be evil if they are
for the self — and they are almost always evil in this sense, at
least not good. These latter impulses will not ever bring you
lasting happiness. But intuition is a divine thing. It is vision,
instant vision of reality, of truth. It is therefore quite a different
thing from impulse.

Here is another question:

"Katherine Tingley has said that a timid thought can mar a life.
How shall we overcome timidity and still be natural?"”



I should think that the way to overcome timidity is to picture to
yourselves visions of courageous action. See courage, visualize it.
Then follows the next step in consciousness: suddenly you will
find yourself courageous. We are timid because it is a habit; we
are fearsome because it is a habit. We have allowed timidity and
fear to grow upon us, and in us, and therefore do we see things in
a timid and fearsome way.

Cultivate the habit, not of bravery which is another thing entirely,
but of courage. You doubtless know the difference between these
two words. Courage was originally an importation from the
French, and the root of the word was the French coeur: therefore
courage is "heart-age." Heart-age is courage. The man or woman
who acts out of his or her heart is courageous. Courage, heart-age.
Whereas bravery: you know what bravery is. A dog can be brave,
but never courageous. Courage is a moral quality, a spiritual
thing. Bravery is often the result of stupidity and is not so far, in
its extreme form, from rashness and foolhardiness. Some men are
even too stupid to recognize danger, yet they pride themselves
upon their bravery. But the courageous man sees the danger,
whatever it may be, and nevertheless goes ahead and does his
duty. That is courage.

Therefore, the overcoming of timidity is achieved by thinking
thoughts of courage, visualizing pictures of courageous actions as
done, also of the beauty of courage; visualizing these and similar
things so that they picture themselves in your mind as thoughts
and leave mental deposits, and in time thereafter instinctively
you will act courageously from habit. Courage will become
habitual with you, and timidity you will cast off as you might a
sordid garment. Indeed, timidity will of itself fall away from you,
and you won't know when it falls. It is easy, indeed. It is far easier
than being timid and fearsome, and undergoing the suffering and
shame that result from timidity. Think about it. Is not what I have



said true?
Another question:

"What is sin? Milton says that all sin is weakness. So few know
about the dual nature of man. How can they be judged for
sin?"

Well, I am inclined to think that Milton, on the whole, is right. Sin
is weakness. I go even farther and I am inclined to say, because I
so believe, that no man or woman ever sins from deliberate
choice. Sin or evil is so ugly, so repulsive, in some aspects so
horrifying, that if you could visualize it clearly and thus see it and
also see its consequences, it would repel you, and you would run
from association with it.

But the trouble is that we don't visualize. We lack the creative
spiritual imagination. We allow ourselves to be timid; and it is
just as easy to be strong as it is to be weak and, as it matter of fact,
a good deal easier. I do not believe that there is any "judgment”
for sin. Who would do the judging? You are not fit to judge your
fellows with quasi-infinitely correct vision, nor am I fit to do it. In
one sense, the highest god in highest heaven is not fit for such a
duty. There is no judgment in that sense of the word; and, strictly
speaking, as a theosophist, I do not believe that there is any sin
per se. There is simply warped judgment, ignorance, lack of
vision, ethical ugliness, or moral obliquity; but I tell you frankly
that in my opinion these things are easily enough overcome.

On the other hand, there is high aspiration, high thinking, moral
beauty, inward splendor, the aspiration of the heart: in fact all the
noble qualities. Is not this also true? Which of the two paths,
therefore, do you choose? No wonder that it has been said that
the one who chooses the right-hand path is the heaven-goer, and
the one who chooses the left-hand path the hell-goer; and I for



one am for "heaven" every time.

On the other hand, of course all evildoing, or what is popularly
called sin, we must remember actually is a violation of the
fundamental law of nature which is harmony, a rupture of the
coordinated relations of the universe; and the whole pressure of
the universal forces instantly tends towards the reestablishing of
that harmony; and consequently, while there is no judgment for
sin or evildoing, there is all nature's power and weight against its
continuance; and the restoring of harmony certainly brings
suffering and pain to the one who has ruptured nature's
harmony; and this is what is meant, I suppose, when people speak
of "judgment for sin." On the other hand, and for exactly the same
reasons, he who works in harmony with nature or, as we
Theosophists say, works with her, has a guerdon or reward or
recompense in the increased power and vision that come to him,
for he is working with Nature and for her, and all natural
harmony is with him. These are very profound lessons to learn,
and the sooner they are learned the better for all human beings.

Here is another question:

"How can one gain the insight that enables one to perceive
one's own weaknesses and shows one infallibly the best way
to help others?"

Now, this question sounds like a very complex question, but I do
not believe that it is. Do you know what my answer will be? Here
it is: The one way by which to gain insight, enabling you to help
your fellows and to overcome your own weaknesses is sympathy,
love. It is the easiest thing in the world to follow the path of
sympathy and love; it is also the least troublesome; and, finally, it
is also the path which leads you to the finest, the best, the most
heart-satisfying rewards.



In this connection I want to draw your attention to a beautiful
rule of action of the Orient followed by eastern sages and which is
expressed by Lao-tse, the great teacher of Taoism in China, as
follows: Do not struggle; do not, for heaven's sake, fight. Do not be
strenuous. Be calm. Be easy. Be collected. Be courageous. Love,
forgive, have sympathy. This method or mode of action will bring
to you understanding. Having understanding, you will see. You
will then know how to help. Love is clairvoyant, and a part of love
is sympathy. Hence sympathy is clairvoyant. Think it over and tell
me if it is not true. This rule is infallible, and love shows the way
and lights the path.

But be sure that it is not personal love. In the latter case the "old
man Adam" jumps to the fore at once, and the veils of personality
begin to thicken before the inner eye, because personal desire
collects and thickens into one's aura, as we theosophists say, the
surrounding psychic atmosphere, and condenses it, and this it is
which causes the thickening of the psychic veils, obscuring the
inner vision and understanding. Everything that has as its
motivating cause the desire for personal benefits is not true love.
The essence of true love is self-forgetfulness, and to this rule there
are no exceptions. Any one of you who has truly loved knows that
what I tell you is true. Love forgives all things — as is said of
charity, which is an aspect of love — and the reason that it does
this is because it sympathizes, it understands. Understanding
brings the insight. Thus you see how simple, how easy, this noble
rule is.

Here is another question:

"The advice in the New Testament is 'to turn the other check’
when a blow is received. How does this teaching apply (a) to
countries that are invaded; (b) to persons who are the victims
of slander? Is the teaching that both are to abstain from self-



defense?"

No; here let me tell you something. The Christian New Testament
is what theosophists call an esoteric book, a secret book: in other
words it is a manual, or collection of manuals, of instruction
written for students of the ancient wisdom, of the inner schools,
who lived at that time — in other words, for those who followed a
certain pathway of spiritual progress and illumination — who
gave up much in order to gain more, but of a higher type of gain.
The Christian New Testament, I repeat, is an esoteric work, a
secret work.

You know, I presume, what the word "esoteric" means? It means
something belonging to the inner teachings, teachings, in other
words, for the few. This does not mean that these few are selected
by some selfish teacher who chooses them, but because these few
give themselves to benefit the world: they also give up all, that
they may gain all. In other words, they give up all personal
matters in order that they may live for the universe. To put the
matter in another way, these few give themselves; and more it is
possible for no one to give. This is the path of the Buddhas and of
the Christs.

The Christian New Testament, therefore, was the manual
composed for the esoteric students living at the time when these
great writings were first formed; and it was never supposed to be
a code of ethics for mankind in general in those very early
periods of primitive Christianity. Such instructions as that
referring to the turning of the other cheek, or the giving of one's
shirt also when the cloak is asked, were never supposed to be the
rule of conduct for the average life, for the everyday man who
knows nothing about esoteric mysteries; but were, as I have
already told you, for the use of the students of the esoteric
wisdom who existed in the countries of Hither Asia in the days of



primitive Christianity.

I should say that a country which is invaded should certainly
defend itself. I think it to be right and proper. A man should
defend his home; he should defend those dependent upon him; he
should defend the weak, the down-trodden, the misunderstood.
He should help. There is another side to this matter also: no man,
no true man, will ever allow evil a free path nor permit it to go
unchecked. There is a moral responsibility lying upon him to
prevent this; and this rule applies not only to every good man but
to every woman also for that matter. We are under an inherent
moral responsibility to check evil everywhere possible and to do
it kindly, but to do it forcibly if the necessity of the case obliges us
so to act.

So far as slander is concerned, would you allow evil tongues
willfully and freely to spout their venom over the world? I should
not. I feel that it is not right so to do. Evil should be checked. But
why were such things said in the New Testament as this
questioner speaks of? Why did Jesus, called the Christ, give
utterance to these and to other teachings setting forth an
apparent non-resistance to evil? I have already told you the
reason: he spoke to the esotericists. The esotericists who follow
the highest laws of the secret life of initiation are never supposed
to lift a hand in self-defense, but to give up everything for the
world, and to live the life that we theosophists call the chela life,
the Christ life, the Buddha life.

Do you therefore see what I mean? Do you see the difference
between the two aspects of this question that I have attempted to
delineate for you? The rule of non-resistance is for the few, the
esoterics; and the path of love and justice is for them also, but for
the average man and woman in particular.

I have one or two other questions before me which are along the



same line of thought, and I hope to develop the thoughts on which
I have just been dwelling more fully a little later this afternoon.

Here is a question of quite a different type:

"Will you please explain why evolution proceeds in cycles
instead of going straight ahead all the time? You once used the
word 'orbital' instead of 'cyclic,’ and that word opened up a
very interesting view of the origin of cycles. Perhaps you will
explain further."

In the first place, then, did you ever see anything that always
went straight ahead, straight ahead all the time, and never
stopped? I never did. Everything has its phases, growth as well as
anything else. Everything has its events, its progressions, and
frequently its retrogressions — apparent retrogressions at least.
The cause of all this is what is known as the law of action and
reaction. Action and reaction prevail throughout the universe,
and this fundamental operation of nature is the foundation or
cause of the law of cycles, signifying a forward movement and a
succeeding return movement: in other words, action and
reaction, the pendulous movement of all the forces and energies
of the universe.

You see the same law operative also in the double action of the
electrical fluid which is often spoken of as bipolarity. A thing
cannot advance unless it also recoils, but recoils only in order to
advance farther at the next forward stage. This fundamental
operation of the universe is also the foundation of the law of
opposites, which is another way of saying that extremes meet: hot
and cold, night and day, summer and winter, good and bad, long
and short, high and low. Many more illustrations of this law of
opposites will occur to you.

All these various operations of nature are in a sense the workings



of cycles in nature — springing from the same fundamental
operation of nature. Nothing runs steadily along forever without
stopping. There is always action and reaction. If you ask me why
this is so, I can only refer you to nature herself. I may, perhaps,
also ask you a question: Why should a square have four equal
sides? The only possible answer to this is that if it had four
unequal sides or five equal or unequal or other number of sides,
it would not be a square. Four equal sides joined at their ends
make what we call a square; and on the same line of thinking I
can only tell you, in answer to your question, that nature works
in that way.

Why should hot be hot and cold be cold and light be light? Why
should not light be darkness or something else? Because it is in
the nature of these things to be what they are. Nature in these
respects works in that way. It is the natural characteristic of these
operations of nature to act just as they do; and thus also action
and reaction exist in nature because they are nature's
fundamental law of being.

But while this is so, yet all the time there is progressive movement
forward and evolutionary advancement. This evolutionary
progress is often likened to a spiral movement, backwards and
forwards, on its progressive path, yet at each turn of the spiral
rising a little higher; and I may add in passing that there are
spirals within spirals. The planets in their orbits, the suns in their
orbits, and the comets in their orbits, and the universes in their
orbits, are all examples of cyclic progressions.

What are life and death? What are they? They are
exemplifications or examples of action and reaction: of
progressions, of forward movement, and of retrogression or
return to rest, and of forward movement again, and so forth.

Here is another question:



"I have heard members of your Society express the greatest
admiration for the rules of conduct laid down in the Sermon
on the Mount. If somebody tried to take away your property,
would you hand it over or would you have recourse to the
ordinary process of law which Christ expressly forbade? What
do you think of the principle of non-resistance anyway?"

Well, I have already today told you what I think, the explanation
is. The true theosophist most decidedly has a profound
admiration for the Sermon on the Mount. We look upon Jesus
called the Christ as one of us, that is to say, as one of our own
teachers who lived in that time, and we know that he tried to
found a Theosophical Society in accordance with the habits and
ideals of that period — and failed. The times were against him.

If somebody tried to take away your property, would you tamely
submit and allow evil to triumph? Would you cooperate with the
theft? Would you allow theft to exist without trying to stop it?
Would you see murder take place before your eyes without
raising a hand in order to prevent it? Certainly not. It is the duty
of every good man and good woman to resist evil, but it all
depends on how it is done. If the motive be impersonal and pure
and high, the action of resistance is right. If your motive be just as
selfish as the one whom you are trying to cause to cease his evil
doing, then I will simply ask you whether two devils are worse
than one?

Another question along the same line:
"What do you think of the principle of non-resistance?"

I think it a very beautiful belief and a very holy one; but here
again circumstances alter cases. It all depends. If you want to
allow evil to go unchecked, if you carry your idea of non-
resistance to such extremes, then I don't approve of the principle



of non-resistance, because I believe in checking evil, in holding it
in check. I believe it to be a duty.

But there are exceptions. For those whom we theosophists call the
chelas, the disciples of the esoteric life, living the chela life: they
who have sworn never to strike back, they who have pledged
themselves to give up self for the world, to have no personal
property of their own: to give up life and all that there is to the
holiest cause they know, never to lift a hand in self-defense if the
attack be on the chela alone, never to protect one's personal self
against libel or slander, that is to say if it be only for the
protection of the individual's personality — for those, non-
resistance is right. They are pledged to it. But even these chelas
are pledged to check wrong, to stay the pathway of evildoing, to
stop it if possible, when the evildoing is directed against another;
because an esotericist, an esoteric, will do for another what he
may never do for himself.

So the question is not so easy to answer. It is not one of those
questions that can be answered offhand: yes or no. And, by the
way, this reminds me of a story that a friend of mine once told
me. I wonder if I can remember it correctly. I have never
succeeded in telling a good story well in my life, but I am going to
try to tell this one as an illustration of how difficult it is
sometimes to answer a question truthfully and satisfactorily. Two
friends were discussing the proper way of answering a lawyer's
questions in court, and one said: "You can always give an answer,
and it can always be either Yes, or No." The other friend said: "I
don't believe it. Let me ask you a question. "When was the last
time you beat your wife?" You see, you cannot answer some
questions by a simple yes or no, or very easily. Some questions
absolutely require an explanation.

I can only say, so far as the rule for the average man is concerned,



don't encourage evildoing by exhibiting moral weakness.
Here is another question:

"What do you mean by a 'clean life'? Do you consider that the
father of a family who is living a life of normal self-control, is
living a clean life, or do theosophists insist on strict celibacy?"

Why on earth this querent, this questioner, should think that a
clean life has to do with marriage alone puzzles me. Why, for my
part, I think that marriage is a very decent institution. I think
celibacy is, too, for certain folk like me. But there are many more
things which are viler even than lack of self-control in this one
particular phase of our present humanity. I mean that indeed.
Bad as irregular sexual life is, and bringing suffering and disease
as it often does, nevertheless there are worse things than it, and
morally more vile.

I think that hatred, treachery, falsity, are worse; they are more
vile; they are more unclean. I can respect a man or a woman who
tries to live a decent married life, and I see nothing wrong about
it. Theosophists do believe in marriage; and why some people
should always think that the phrase a clean life refers to the poor,
unfortunate married folk, I don't know. I have the highest respect
for married people — of course, for some more than for others.

But I think that a clean life means a clean mind, a high mind, a
good mind, a friendly mind. Just think over the matter. These
words that you read in the Christian New Testament are symbolic
in a sense. I have met men whose minds seem to me — and
women too, pardon me: I am going to talk plain English — not
much cleaner than a moral pigsty: full of mean, horrible,
revengeful thoughts, hateful, nasty thoughts. I have met men and
women, on the other hand, who have been like a blessing to me to
talk to: fine, simple folk, but oh! how clean and decent, and some



of them were married!

I have not any prejudice against the marriage state, not it all. As
an unmarried man I pride myself on my ability to see happiness
and fine things in a state that personally I have avoided.

Here is another question:

"I have been told that when assailed by evil thoughts there are
three ways of dealing with them: firstly by steadily ignoring
their suggestions; secondly by strenuous opposition; thirdly by
calling up thoughts of an opposite character. Which of these
methods do you consider the most helpful?"

Well, I can think of other ways. I do not see why the querent
should limit our chances of escaping from temptation to only
three methods. I know how I have crawled out of temptation,
time and time and time again, and it has been in other ways than
by these three methods only, though these three are good enough.
Of these three only the first and last are psychologically the best,
because the easiest and most natural: that is to say, by steadily
avoiding the suggestive influence of evil thoughts; and finest of all
in my opinion, by calling up thoughts of an opposite character.
That I believe is the best way. Just think over the matter.

Why do you dignify something that you know is horrid by
fighting it in the particular sense suggested in this question? Why
give to it any attention at all? Let it go. Let it fall away from you. It
is in you, it is not in someone else. Nobody can really hurt you
except you yourself. Therefore forget the evil thoughts and don't
give them an artificial life by visualizing them and then fighting
them. Don't waste your energies in fighting bogies, the phantoms
and ghosts of your imagination. These are only the phantasms of
your own imagination, and have no reality outside of yourself.
Yet these phantoms and ghosts can at times overcome you and



become a temporary reality because you have given them the
framework and power of thought. You incarnate these things in
thoughts, and thoughts will govern your body.

Visualize the other thing. Make pictures of beauty and strength in
your mind. If you are obsessed by these uglinesses, picture to
yourself scenes of beauty. It is far more fascinating. It is a
delightful pastime, and it always works. See things of a high and
noble character and visualize them forcefully. It is even the way
of attaining material success in life. If you want to know how to
make money — ah! but I am not going to tell you that! I will tell
you something else. Visualize to yourself a success in fine things.
Visualize things of beauty, of inward splendor.

If you find yourself gloomy, if you are ashamed of thoughts that
are in your mind, don't struggle with them, don't fight them,
forget them. They are only ghosts rising out of your own past. But
turn your head to the East and watch the rising sun. Paint the
visions in glory. Watch the mountain-tops of your nature where
rosy-fingered Aurora of the inner dawn weaves the web of her
splendorous magic before your eyes. There you have the secret of
conquest. This is the best way, the easiest way, and you can do it
because you are the creator of your own destiny through your
imagination and willpower. By doing this, the creative faculty
within you comes into operation. This is so simple a rule and yet
it is the message of the sages of the ages.

You know doubtless what the great Tao of Lao-tse of China, the
great Chinaman, taught? It is the same principle that the Japanese
use in their wrestling which they call ju-jitsu. Don't struggle and
waste your force. Give, bend, and before you know it the other
man will have thrown himself. That is the principle. Picture to
yourself the thing opposite to those you hate. Picture the things
that you really inwardly love, really love in your heart, and which



you know are helpful. The secret is inner visualization: therefore,
visualize.

Here is another question of quite a different type, a purely
theosophical question.

"Dear Sir: I should be glad to avail myself of your invitation to
send questions to be answered on Sundays to clear up a point
which has long perplexed me and others. I refer to the interval
between reincarnations. It is stated on high authority to be not
less than fifteen hundred years, a lapse of time which would
seem to destroy continuity of effort by relegating the scene of
one's activity to a dim and forgotten historical perspective.
Accordingly one finds that in talking or writing about
reincarnation this long interval is tacitly and by implication
ignored."

It is. And why? I will answer that question by asking you a
question. You go to bed perhaps tired out, simply worn out, and
you have a lovely sleep: peaceful, quiet, disturbed by no dreams,
except perhaps visions that conduce to the blessed state of utter
rest. When you wake up, it seems that you laid yourself down on
your bed only a minute ago; and yet you may have slept for
twelve or fourteen hours. Where then is the realization of this
wonderful lapse of time spoken of? You have no consciousness of
any lapse of time and in fact don't know anything about it. As I
have told you on other occasions when talking on questions of
high philosophy, time is an illusion. It is only an illusion of the
mind to those who happen to experience it at a time, at the
particular time. So in sleeping we are not conscious of the passage
of time between night and morning.

So this period between birth and rebirth, the period of fifteen
hundred years, which is said to be the average length of time
between death and the reincarnation of the same soul, is passed



in just such utter bliss and peace as I have spoken of as accruing
to one in deep sleep. It seems no longer than an instant; and the
next event that arises in your consciousness, however
imperfectly, is when you have taken on a new body and as a little
child are beginning to feel the developing powers within you
which eventuate in manhood and maturity.

Therefore instinctively, writers when treating of reincarnation, or
in talking of it, tacitly ignore this time period, because there is in
the functioning consciousness no dim and forgotten historical
perspective. The interval of time has passed so quickly that it
seems to be nothing: an instant, a fugitive moment.

I suppose that you would like to know why the actual length of
time between death and rebirth in the present evolutionary state
of human beings, that is to say, the present evolutionary
condition, should be said to be approximately fifteen hundred
years. Well, as a matter of fact, this length of time varies with the
individual. A highly spiritual man will remain much longer in
Devachan, as we say, that is in the heaven world, in the rest
world; while a strongly materialistic man will reincarnate much
sooner. The reason for the law is that the attractions matterwards
of his character are so strong that they bring him back to
reincarnation at an earlier period.

Now, here is something for you to think about: reincarnation is
not a blessing so far as the soul is concerned. I mean that it is not
a period of bliss. It is quite the contrary. To the soul and the
percipient consciousness it means trouble and more trouble and
still more trouble, and also a certain modicum of relative
happiness that all human beings have. Actually, reincarnation is
something — I won't say to be dreaded, because it is a law of
nature for humans to reincarnate, it is natural — that is infinitely
less preferable than is life in the spiritual realms.



Let me tell you something. The actual period between death and
rebirth averages fifteen hundred years more or less at the present
time. In former ages, millions of years ago, the post-mortem
period between the death of one body and the reincarnation of
the soul into a new body was much longer; and in the far distant
future the post-mortem period will again be much longer than it
is now. According to a law of nature, which it would take me too
long to explain this afternoon, the period between death and
rebirth, for the ordinary man and woman, averages one hundred
times the length of the thinking, conscious life he has lived while
last on earth.

Do you understand my meaning here? The period is said to be
fifteen hundred years between death and rebirth because the
average span of human life today, for human beings, is about
fifteen years. But individuals — and these individuals collectively
or aggregatively number millions and millions — of the
population of the earth may live to be forty, fifty, sixty, seventy,
eighty, ninety, one hundred years, or even more in cases of
extreme longevity; but because the rule that I have spoken of
holds, therefore the average excarnate life between death and
reincarnation is fifteen hundred years because the average
lifespan on earth has been found to be fifteen years. Now do you
understand my meaning?

But individuals: that is to say, a man who lives forty years by the
rule of one hundred above spoken of, may pass four thousand
years in the post-mortem period. It is true that there are other
factors entering into the equation which would take me too long
to go into this afternoon, but I have given you the general scheme
and outline of the matter, and I may say in passing that our
doctrines are based on philosophical principles. I have lectured
on these principles on other occasions in which I have made them
the theme of my talks.



This afternoon I will shortly answer one more question, and then
leave you to think over what I have already told you.

"Do you accept the statement appearing in a recently
published article in the Manchester (England) Guardian that:
'surely a child that can know, love, and choose the good is of
more value than the stellar galaxy?' On what grounds do you
base your answer, whether affirmative or negative?"

To this question I answer, No. By what possible exercise of human
egoism should it be supposed that an inhabitant, a child
according to the question, of this little mud-speck of space, called
our Earth, should be considered of more value than the countless
decillions of living beings in the stellar galaxies? I think that the
question arose in the mind of the querent because, perhaps
unconsciously to himself, he held a notion that this our Mother
Earth is the only inhabited planet or celestial body in the entire
spaces of space; and therefore to him it was natural to suppose
that a child is worth more than all these galaxies around us,
which in his vision are nothing but brute matter with no living
things on them.

What an idea! The idea that this our Earth, our planet Terra,
should be the only bearer of intelligent creatures, intelligent
beings, in all the spaces of boundless infinitude! Why should this
be so? Echo answers: Why? It is pure supposition. There is
nothing to back such a fantastic idea. On the contrary, the very
fact that we humans are here on this earth proves, if it proves
anything, the fact that beings having equivalent faculties of
intelligence and life must exist elsewhere. Otherwise how would
you explain the fact that we are such wonderful exceptions to this
supposed universal rule? The idea is like the old theory that we
are the center of the boundless universe, and that the sun
revolves around the earth. On these and on similar grounds do I



therefore base my answer to this question in a forcible negative.

I now ask your attention to one noble thought, in expressing
which I close my lecture this afternoon. Every human being is an
incarnate god not able yet fully to express its faculties in human
life. But all the movements of the thought and life of this inner
divinity working within us are the causes of the manifestations of
consciousness in our ordinary human existence. This inner
divinity when expressing itself fully and completely through a
human vehicle, through a human being, through a human soul,
produces what the world has known and has variously called a
Christ, a Buddha, or one of the great sages and seers.

Remember that every one of you in his inmost parts is such an
essential divinity, which is your own inner god. Oh! the peace and
happiness that come from allying yourselves with this inner
splendor! This alliance of life and consciousness with this inner
divinity brings everything of worth into your life, and in so
allying yourself you become one with the energies and forces that
control the universe, of which this inner god of you is a spark of
the Central Fire; and when this inner union is achieved in
fullness, you are on the pathway to human divinity. Christhood,
Buddhahood, lie ahead of you.

Vol 1, No 12
Contents



Questions We All Ask — G. de Purucker

No. 12 (December 17, 1929)
QUESTIONS WE ALL ASK

(Lecture delivered September 1, 1929)

I am a man with a message — a very sacred and holy message, a
message of the everlasting truth lying at the heart of the universe.
I realize how deep, how profound, this wonderful message is and
also how utterly inadequate any human soul is to express it with
even a modicum of approach to the reality.

[ am going to do my best this afternoon, in continuation of the
series of studies that we have had together, in our Temple of
Peace, to answer a number of very interesting questions that have
been sent in to me. Some of these questions are deep; all of them
interesting; some of them are quite theosophical, and some of
them I have not brought to you at all, because there are certain
matters, and I tell you this frankly, which I do not like to bring
into the thought-atmosphere of this Temple of Peace and spiritual
aspiration.

However, any question that touches upon matters of deep
moment, I am always glad to receive: all questions on philosophy
or religion or science, I am delighted to receive; but, I don't like to
receive questions about politics or about how to make money
quickly, or concerning what kind of a wife somebody should
have, or it may be a husband, because these things do not seem to
me to belong to this holy place.

I am going to read the questions that I have received, not in the
order that possibly they might take, logically speaking, but in the
order in which I have received them.

"What is understood by 'the deeper teachings of theosophy?'



What line of research do they follow? If the highest state of
consciousness and usefulness is the natural result of a self-
sacrificing life of brotherly love and unceasing work for the
spiritual benefit of others, what more is there to attain by
intellectual 'study'?"

This is supposed to be one question, but I can count three, and
possibly four in these lines. The deeper teachings of theosophy
are simply the formulation in human language of the deeper
mysteries of the universe — a formulation achieved by the great
seers and sages of the ages: those men whose inner nature has
been so evolved, who have by purity of life and striving after
spiritual things so opened the inner eye of the mind and of the
heart that they have been able, so to say, to send their spirit
behind the veil of the outer seeming and to return thence, having
seen, and thus bringing revelations from the after, the beyond,
the underneath, the above (call it what you like) sides of life.

Theosophy, therefore, is a formulation, both in its exoteric or
popular teachings and in its esoteric or deeply mystical teachings,
of the operations and structure of the universe. This does not
means something cold, something abstract, something out of the
way and apart from us. It means, on the contrary, the things
which are closest to us. Are you different from the universe? On
the contrary, you are a part of it, every one of you, an inseparable
part. Every one of us is its child. Therefore, if we understand the
universe, we understand ourselves and what wondrous mysteries
lie within us.

And, on the other hand, as the great sages and seers have always
taught us, if a man knows himself, he knows the universe; for the
same forces which are the universe (not which are merely in it),
the same forces and substances which compose the universe, also
compose every part of the whole; and therefore compose you.



And, as I have often pointed out to you, what does this also mean,
following another line of thought? It means that if you can go into
yourself, go behind veil after veil of selfhood, deeper and deeper
into yourself, you go deeper and deeper into the wonderous
mysteries of universal Nature.

You see the meaning now of the ancient admonition of the Greek
Oracle of the God Apollo at Delphi: "Man, know thyself." In
yourself lie all the mysteries of the universe.

These are the deeper teachings of theosophy. Theosophy teaches a
human being to know himself. Knowing himself, thereby he
progresses more quickly than the average running of the
evolutionary course; and when this pace is quickened to the
utmost, we have what we call initiation, short cuts in fact, but
only for those who are fit and ready to take these difficult, very
difficult, short cuts.

Growth proceeds step by step. Some men are more evolved then
other men, as men are more evolved than the beasts, and as the
gods are more evolved than men; but those men who are more
evolved than other men are they whose inner natures have been
more developed, whose inner facilities and powers have come
more into actual operation and into conscious functioning; and
these higher men, as they grow from childhood towards
manhood, in any one life, are the fit, the neophytes, whose
natures are opening, and who have the ears to hear and the eyes
to see what is put before them.

There is no favoritism in nature. Nature has no favorites. The old,
old rule is a true one. Man takes what he himself can get, and you
know what that means: what he himself'is. Isn't it obvious that if
you have not belief in your own inner parts you know nothing
about them? If you don't understand your own inner nature, if
you don't believe you have an inner nature, you close the doors,



you turn your back on the Light; but those who have the intuition
of something greater within, of something splendid and grand, of
something which is growing within the heart and within the
mind, like the budding flower: these are the ones who shall
finally see more, and these are the initiates developing into the
great seers and sages.

But can this high estate be achieved merely by living a life of
brotherly love and unceasing work for the spiritual benefit of
others, without any intellectual comprehension of the process
and of what is in doing? No, friends, every faculty of man's nature
must be brought into activity in this high and sublime work. No
imperfect entity can climb the heights of Parnassus; no human
can ascend the peaks of Olympus unless he himself be a near-god
developing into godhood from manhood.

Therefore the intellectual faculty, being one of the noblest in the
human inner constitution, also must be developed. There must be
understanding as well as inner feeling. Both are necessary. Is it
not obvious? But, if you wish to make a contrast between what
are popularly called intellect and heart — on the one hand the
man whose whole heart beats in sympathy for the sufferings and
trials of others, who has felt the divine light of pity and
compassion, and the man of acute mind but insensible heart —
the former indeed stands far higher than the man who has no
heart-sense, no instinctual feeling for high and sublime traits of
character, and who is therefore a mere brain-mind egoist,
although his brain-mind understanding may be large.

But why go to these two extremes of contrast? Why not
understand that all of man must climb? You cannot reach the
heights leaving part of yourself below in the valleys. You must go
up — all of you. Therefore the intellectual part as well as the
tenderer side of the human being must be developed. There must



be understanding as well as feeling. When you have these two
conjoined and sympathetically cooperating, you have the sage,
the seer.

Here is another question:

"The law of karma is sometimes represented as 'giving to
every man according to his works," with all the accuracy of a
calculating machine, and with no more emotion than is
displayed by that infallible piece of mechanism when
presenting its final statement.

"And yet I remember hearing one of your speakers refer to 'the
mercy of the Higher Law.' Can these two opposing points of view
be reconciled?'

I don't see any opposition. Seeing no opposition I find nothing to
reconcile. It is true that karma is as impersonal as a machine. It is
truly emotionless. It is not capricious. It is not swayed by what
produces favoritism in human hearts. Its lines of action are
eminently and infinitely just: therefore it moves with the stately
majesty that nature herself manifests everywhere. The rain falls
on the just and the unjust; and were this Higher Law moved by
caprice, given to favoritism, swayed by choice, choosing victims
for sacrifice and choosing favorites for heaven — in the name of
holy truth, what kind of "mercy" is that? The "mercy of the Higher
Law" consists in its utter steady, majestic, and unvarying
movement. There are for it and in it no favorites. It is justice,
infinite justice, which is one with infinite love. That is the mercy
of the Higher Law. Think it over.

We Occidentals are so used to being taught of and to think of a
supposed god existing somewhere in the spaces, to whom it is
necessary only to pray in order to sway the almighty workings of
nature; also in order that, after having eaten our cake we may



have it again: or in order that, after having violated perhaps
every law of justice, we may escape scot-free and leave the
victims of our evildoing unrequited for their helpless pain and
misery.

No. Theosophy teaches no such thing. It teaches that as ye sow ye
shall reap. Sow good seeds, seeds of kindliness, of mercy, of pity,
of compassion, and you will reap fruits of character and of
circumstance of the same kind. Sow seeds of selfishness and
evildoing and you will reap suffering, sorrow, pain. If you violate
a law of physical nature what then happens? Is your recompense
peace and health, or is it suffering and disease?

The mercy of the Higher Law consists in the fact that every
human being is rooted in the Divine, is himself one of the
operations of the universal Divinity, and also one of the operators
in universal nature. He has, so to say, the divine faculty of free
will and choice, and if he throws into confusion and disharmony
his portion of the universe, it is his divine privilege to readjust
that harmony; and thus he learns, so delicately and beautifully is
nature balanced. He learns by both processes; and our greatest
teachers, our most effective teachers, are suffering and pain.

Ask yourselves if this be not so. These two are the sweet friends
who with healing hands pour the balm into our wounded hearts.
They teach us to lacerate the hearts of others no more. They teach
us what nature is; they teach us to have pity, to have compassion,
to have sympathy with the sufferings and sorrow of others. In this
fact lies the secret appeal of the Christ story to Occidentals.

No, friends, the mercy of the Higher Law lies in the fact that it
cannot be turned aside or stayed. It moves with majestic march
onwards in evolutionary course, ever carrying along in the
wonderful stream of nature all beings that are. For all beings and
entities are learning, all are growing, all are developing, all are



evolving; and how? They pass from imperfection to perfection.
They pass from darkness to Light, and they pass from splendor to
a greater and sublimer life.

These are deep questions of philosophy, and the theosophist is
never satisfied with an answer which appeals merely to the
emotions. He must satisfy both mind and heart. So it comes to
this: Which do you prefer, a capricious deity whom we find
nowhere, and who is repellent to both mind and heart, and who
is swayed by capricious favoritisms; or the majestic operations of
universal nature which vary never one iota, and of which you all
are, so to say, extensions of the power. A living god is in the
inmost of the inmost of each one of you, and you are not merely
cooperators in this universal nature, extensions, so to say, of the
inner divinity, instruments of the Divine, but are, in your inmost
essence, that Divine itself.

Another question, two of them:

"Is real honest-to-goodness universal brotherhood possible
under the competitive system now in vogue? Is universal
brotherhood with the region of lofty ideals that naturally
follow in its train attainable under the cooperative system that
will some day envelop the earth, embracing it as the long lost,
long sought, prodigal brother planet?"

The only two objections I have to these two questions are, first:
universal brotherhood in this question is limited to merely
human brotherhood; whereas in theosophy universal
brotherhood means the spiritual oneness of all that is —
everywhere, in all the spaces of pace, in the worlds visible and
invisible, in the worlds spiritual and material; and not merely
some system, developed in spiritual ignorance, of a mere political
fraternity which custom has dubbed universal brotherhood. I do
not care a rap for so-called brotherhood of that type. It is nature



which is the last court of appeal, not men's imaginings about
political fads and fancies.

So when I am asked whether universal brotherhood is possible
under the so-called competitive or so-called cooperative systems,
all T have to say is: universal brotherhood not only is possible, but
is. It is here all the time. You cannot bring it into being; it always
was and it always will be; and it is only human egoisms, human
imaginations, which turn our hearts away from the vision of
spiritual reality, and give instead these blinding fads and fancies
to our brain-minds, fads which take various and different forms,
social or political or religious or quasi-philosophical or what not
kinds of fads. Those who want them may follow them. To me they
are perfectly indifferent. The things that I look for in my life are
the things which are deathless and eternal and are superhuman
and divine.

Universal brotherhood, as the theosophists teach it and mean it, is
the fundamental identity of everything that is on earth, in the
solar system, in the entire spaces of space — in the worlds
spiritual and the worlds physical — absolutely everything that is.
We are all bound together with unbreakable bonds, and these
words, this phrase, "universal brotherhood," is merely our
theosophical way of expressing the divine harmony at and of and
in the heart of the universe: that which keeps all things steady,
true, in correct and never varying movements; which adjusts all
failures in equilibrium brought about by weak minds; which is
the driving force behind the evolutionary power; and which is
not only the source of all that is, but likewise the end. Its working,
its essence, is universal harmony which, when it expresses itself
in human hearts, we call spiritual brotherhood.

So you see, when one speaks of the competitive system or of the
cooperative system: these may or may not be interesting things



for you to study: but for my part I care very little about them.
They are perfectly indifferent to me. I look to the heart of things,
and I could be as happy under the reign of a despot, providing I
had freedom of soul and freedom of mind, as I could be under
that of an enlightened sage, because personally I care nothing at
all for politics. I love the great things of life; my heart yearns for
truth. My very soul expands when I send it forth on its voyages of
discovery, for these compose the great adventure of the inner
worlds.

Oh, how small and petty do merely human things of earth then
appear! No wonder it is that religion has been called the greatest
force swaying men's minds and hearts. Let us have the true
religion of nature lest we be misled by some man-made religions.

Universal brotherhood can exist under any system, political or
social, philosophical or religious, because it eternally IS — and
when men realize this and understand it, then all the varying
political or social or philosophical or religious systems will vanish
like mists before the morning sun, and there will then be a true
universal brotherhood of mankind on earth. When every man
recognizes his fellow, not merely as a competitor; which he then
will no longer be, but as a brother, as a fellow cooperator and
adventurer in nature's beautiful secrets, then he will feel
brotherly not merely towards all other men but towards all
beings existent everywhere. There in this thought is the vision of
the Beautiful.

Here is another question, or rather it is a question and a
commentary both:

"Is your God big enough? This was the heading of the report
published of a sermon recently given in one of the big Chicago
churches. The preacher acknowledged that for some time a
process had been going on by which men's faith in old forms



and creeds and doctrines had broken down; but he said that
he 'was not at all worried that this condition of religious
indifference exists,’ and added 'I believe it is but the darkness
before the dawn.' What answer would you give from the
standpoint of theosophy?"

The first thing that strikes me about this is the following: Like all
good Christians, and bad Christians too, because there are such as
the latter in the world, there seems to be a most lamentable
confusion in the mind of this questioner as concerns men's idea
of God, and of the nature of creeds and doctrines. The very
question: "Is your God big enough?" shows that the questioner
had in mind some kind of God whom he had either imagined or
whom someone else had imagined, and whom he had adopted, or
had heard that the Christians had adopted. I don't know of any
God of that kind which can be big enough to suit me. In fact, I
don't believe in a God of that kind. I don't want to limit my God. I
am not going to limit it at all. I am not going to define it. What can
I know about infinitude and eternity? I consider any such
limitation of the idea of the eternally infinite mind divine as
simply blasphemous, and I much prefer to say I do not believe in
any god, rather than to say: My God is so and so.

Instead, the theosophist will tell you of That. Now let me ask you:
Which is the more reverent, your delimited, defined, outlined
deity, who is a caricature of man's own faculties and qualities, or
the aspiration of the heart of the true theosophist towards that
sublime and truly inexpressible mystery which he expresses by
the one word That? But while such is the position of the reverent-
hearted theosophist, we say likewise that the universe is filled full
with gods, with spiritual beings, with divinities who are the
agents and instruments of a spiritual Universe which reflects as
best it can this inexpressible mystery we call That. You men and
women belong to the same category of intelligent and self-



conscious entities as the gods of whom I have spoken. In you all is
a spark of the Divine. You are all rooted in That.

Do you think that human beings are the only conscious and
intelligent creatures in the vast spaces of boundless space, in all
the fields of infinitude? Just put the question in that crude fashion
to yourselves, and the answer will come to you immediately: No.
This being so, where will you draw the line and say consciousness
and intelligence go thus far, no higher, or go down thus far, no
lower? Drawing any such imaginary lines means that you want to
limit consciousness and intelligence, just as some people desire to
limit their God, if they have one. I hope you haven't such a God.

No, friends, consciousness and intelligence are infinite, as
frontierless as is infinitude. And consciousness and intelligence
express themselves everywhere through entities, through beings,
who exist in numberless hierarchies filling full the spaces of
space, and of whom the human race is but one small hierarchy
among endless hosts of others. Vast legions, hosts, multitudes of
hierarchies of consciousnesses fill space full, and it is this
multitude of divers wills and intelligences and consciousnesses —
now think hard for a moment, pray — which produce the infinite
variety of universal nature. Great gods, less gods, inferior gods,
others still lower, spiritual beings, men, beasts. May we end the
ladder of life there? Why? Think it over and you will see that
there is working of intelligence and consciousness, after their
kinds, according to their families, in all the creatures whom we
call the vegetable and the mineral kingdoms; and our wonderful
philosophy tells us that even beneath these kingdoms there are
hosts of hierarchies of other intelligences and consciousnesses
existing in their own realms, appropriate to their own realms;
and the only reason why we don't sense more consciousness and
more intelligence in the vegetable and mineral kingdoms is
because the entities comprising these kingdoms have entered this



physical sphere as beginners on the ladder of life, much like a
little child which enters this physical human life as a beginner.
But as the child grows to maturity, its inner faculties and powers
begin to manifest themselves; and just in the same way as these
vegetable and mineral entities grow to beasthood and from
beasthood to manhood: in other words, as they grow to
intellectual and spiritual maturity, they attain within this sphere
in which we presently are living a more expanded consciousness
and a brighter intelligence.

These are very great questions which I have briefly outlined for
you; but I want you to get a view of the general philosophy of
theosophy. Then you will be enabled to fill in the details yourself
by reading our theosophical books. For the above reasons, I don't
think that the present disinclination of the average man or
woman to accept the theology of the now bygone age can rightly
be called the darkness before the dawn. I think it is rather the
dawn of light after the preceding darkness. I think that people
have grown since the days of our great- great- great- great-
grandfathers. I hope so, at least.

Here is another question:

"You said last Sunday that a man might spend as much as ten
thousand years in rest and preparation for the next life on
earth, in a subjective condition called devachan. Is there any
method by which this interval can be shortened, in the case of
one who is desirous of helping humanity and hastening the
progress of his self-directed evolution?"

There most certainly is, and this very desire is the best method of
doing it. Matters of the soul and of human destiny are not
governed by chance. A man does not stay after death in the
heaven world, or what we theosophists call devachan, on account
of some God's caprice. He stays there for a long period because he



longs — or in other words the bent and impulse of his being make
him long — to stay there for a long period. All his life he has been
heart-hungry for spiritual things, and his hunger is satisfied by a
long period in the heaven world when his physical body dies.
During his past life he has built this hunger into the fabric of his
being, so that it has become a real part of his inner constitution;
and consequently after physical death, after the dissolution of the
physical body, this heart-hunger for things of the spirit, for
spiritual joy, for peace, for high happiness and for noble love and
for the evolving of the flower of aspiration — all this then takes
place or occurs naturally in the post-mortem state and it is
obvious that the time period is much longer in such a case than in
the case of one of purely materialistic bias or bent.

But in the case of a man still greater of soul and more evolved
than the preceding man — one who is still grander of soul and
sublimer in aspiration — such a man with his altruistic impulses
and yearning to help others is impelled by these sublime
tendencies of his being to forgo even the short period of one
thousand years in the heaven world, or devachan, because he
feels that he leaves behind him misery and unhappiness on earth:
if, in other words, the Christ-light, the buddhic light, is burning in
his heart, so that he feels that he must return to earth and help
his fellows as best he may, this brings him back before the
otherwise natural instincts of the soul for joy and peace are
satisfied; and he reincarnates as a savior, in his own small way, of
his fellows, as a great and good man, whose very presence is a
benediction and a blessing.

Furthermore, as he follows this self-forgetful course of living, of
life in the next life, through the succeeding life and through the
life after this succeeding life, and into the third or fourth
succeeding life, perhaps, growing all the time, he finally becomes
one of the Masters of Wisdom and Compassion, one of the great



souls, one of the great seers and sages of the ages: in other words,
he becomes a Christ, a Buddha. These are the impulses or heart-
hunger of the spirit which will bring you back after a short period
of rest and utter bliss in the heaven world.

In ordinary human affairs the case may be likened to a man who
is worn out after many long days of nursing, let us say, some dear
friend on a sick bed — he has given night after night and day
after day to nursing his beloved friend; and the time comes
finally when he feels that physically he can endure no more, and
he lies him down to sleep for a while. He merits this rest; he has
deserved it. He has been good and noble-hearted and pitiful. But
as his head reaches the pillow, the thought comes to him:
Immortal gods! can I lie here and sleep and leave my brother to
die? And then he arises and takes his post again at the side of the
sickbed of his friend.

This illustration gives an instance of the working of the spirit of
the Buddha, of the buddhic light which is the same as the spirit of
the Christos; it is the spirit of the Masters of Compassion and
Wisdom; and it is the same spiritual yearning, if it is working in
your heart when you leave this physical body, that will shorten
for you the period of bliss and rest and peace in the heaven-
world. Please remember in this connection that in the heaven
world, in devachan, you will get precisely what you have built
into your own character, which is equivalent to saying what you
longed for in the way of spiritual recuperation and peace and
bliss.

In these few sentences lies the secret meaning of the heaven
world and the nature of its functioning and of what happens to
the resting ego. It is, therefore, perfectly obvious that a man, on
the one hand, whose whole nature is of materialistic bent or bias,
whose thoughts are of the earth earthy, and whose instincts impel



him to things of matter, will remain but a short time in the
heaven world, for he has built little into his character which will
keep him in the heaven-world for a long period of time; whereas
a man, on the other hand, whose whole nature is of a spiritual
type, who has received but little spiritual joy and peace and rest
in the busy turmoil of physical existence and whose nature
therefore is entirely unsatisfied along these lines, will pass a long
time in the heaven world, for the entire impulses of the heart-
hunger of his being cling to what the resting ego there undergoes
and receives.

And third and last: a man of the latter type who nevertheless is so
greatly evolved that he cannot bear to receive joy while his
fellows are suffering and in misery in the web of earth-life, such a
man who by nature would remain a very long time in the
devachan or heaven world, is nevertheless so directed or swayed
or impelled by this compassion for others that he is attracted back
to earth to do what he can to help raise the heavy karmic burden
from the hearts and lives of his fellows.

I have many more questions before me this afternoon. But as the
time for closing this lecture is drawing near, I shall be obliged to
omit some of these questions. Here however, is a question that I
desire to answer today.

"I have read in your literature that a tiger which springs on its
prey robs nature' by wasting and scattering energy, and will
he held accountable. Is there anything in the animal kingdom
that corresponds to moral delinquency among men? In other
words: can an animal commit sin?"

No, an animal cannot commit sin. There is nothing in the animal
kingdom, in the beast kingdom I mean, that corresponds to moral
delinquency among men, and the reason is that in men there is
the inner spiritual light which shows him the difference between



right and wrong and which enables him to distinguish the
personal from the impersonal. It is this spiritual quality of vision
and feeling which when violated constitutes what is called sin.
But this moral faculty, which is the working of the spiritual
nature through the discriminating intellect in man, has not yet
been evolved in the beasts. In them it is latent and not yet
evolved, that is to say, brought out or unfolded, as it has been in
man.

Nevertheless, will you tell me that the tiger which pounces upon
its prey, or the hawk which seizes the chick, does so unnaturally,
that is to say that it is a "chance" happening and that it is outside
of the laws of nature? Do you believe that a tiger which springs
on its prey and Kkills it and rends it and eats it, depriving that
creature of its normal course of life, does so accidentally, by
chance; or do you believe, as we theosophists do, that there is no
such thing as chance, that every smallest movement in nature is a
natural movement, regulated by the law of consequences, that is
to say, of cause and effect? Here then is what theosophists mean
when we say that even the tiger, though morally irresponsible for
the killing of the other beast, is nevertheless held accountable in
nature's balances because it has disturbed nature's harmonious
courses.

To take another illustration: in a chemical laboratory you may
put two elements together and find that they combine. Do you
think that this act is done outside of nature's province or outside
of its laws? There was a state or condition in nature's being which
you have disturbed by your act and the natural balance or
equilibrium thus disturbed by your act has to be restored.

There is the fundamental idea. Yes, even the morally
irresponsible tiger or hawk who strikes and rends and eats its
prey, just as well as the man who slays his fellows, is held



responsible; but when the man does this he is held morally
responsible for his act, because he commits this heinous crime
knowing that it is a crime, and knowing that it is wrong. Nature
therefore holds man to a strict accounting, not only in his
physical being but much more so in his ethical being, in his soul,
and recompense for this criminal disturbing of nature's
equilibrium will be exacted from the man to the last iota of
responsibility. Can you not therefore see and understand how
utterly just this is?

The "infinite mercy of the Higher Law," as my great-hearted
predecessor continually used to love to say, straightens out the
tangle of will and of circumstance that such a morally criminal
act has caused, and it does so in order that the harmony of
universal being shall finally be restored. Harmony, as I have so
often told you, is the very heart of nature. This is the meaning of
the beautiful old saying that the tears at last shall be wiped away
from the eyes of those who weep.

"Theosophy teaches that after death the soul lives in a body of
a more ethereal kind; but the body is substantial and must
occupy space. Can it be said to travel up to devachan (or the
heaven world) to take its interval of rest before another life on
earth? Is there any actual descent when it enters another
physical body to carry on its evolution in the world of physical
substance?"

I would prefer to answer this question in an off-hand manner and
to answer it by simply saying Yes or No. But I cannot do this
because my answer would be totally inadequate and should leave
a wrong impression on your minds. Strictly speaking, the heaven
world, devachan, is not a place or locality, but is a state of
consciousness. For instance, happiness is a state of consciousness
and is not a place. There is no particular place or locality called



hate, nor is there any particular place or locality called happiness;
but for all that, there actually are places where one is more
comfortable, so to say, than in other places — in other words
there are places where it is easier to attain and retain a state
called happiness, where circumstances and the surrounding
environment are more naturally appropriate for certain kinds of
living; and the material realms, following the same line of
thought, are obviously not very appropriate places for spiritual
living and therefore for spiritual happiness and peace. I mean in
this instance for the life of the spirit after death. The consequence
is that not the ethereal body enlivening the physical frame, but
the soul entity, actually does ascend, so far as this our earth-globe
is concerned — I mean ascend away from it as a focus of material
existence.

Remember that our earth is a globe. Consequently, no matter on
what part of this globe an entity may be, at the dissolution of that
entity's physical body the inner constitution in its higher parts is
repelled from that material globe, because this globe is of another
nature than the spiritual part of the constitution, in other words,
of another polarity; and this difference in polarity it is which
accounts for the repulsion of the spiritual from the material or
vice versa. Hold this illustration in mind. It is readily seen that in
a certain sense there is an actual ascension of the higher parts of a
man's constitution from the gross matter of this physical globe. I
hope that this illustration, although a bit involved and complex,
will clarify the matter in your minds, because the fundamental
idea is very simple.

We human beings here in California, as is obvious, stand on the
earth with our heads up and our feet down: but on the opposite
side of the earth men are standing with what are to us their feet
up and their heads down; and to these men of the antipodes, we
human beings in California are doing the same thing.



So consequently, the polar repulsion that I have spoken of sends
the higher psychic entity away, upwards, from the physical globe;
and to beings living in the same spot, it is an apparent 'ascent’;
and thus also, for the entity which reincarnates in the same spot,
there is an apparent descent. But I tell you very frankly that I do
not like to emphasize this minor fact because it will distract your
attention away from the true teaching that these ascents and
descents are purely local. I don't dare leave the fact unmentioned
because I want the explanation of this detail of the teaching to be
as complete, although brief, as I can make it.

Nevertheless remember that the heaven world or devachan,
strictly speaking, is a state or condition of consciousness of the
higher psychic entity. Nor, on the other hand, is the condition of
unhappiness and misery that a man of evil heart and mind
undergoes, which condition in exoteric religions is called hell, a
locality or place, because this so-called hell is a condition or state
of consciousness of the psychic entity also.

Another question:

"If I were to loosen the bricks in the wall above the cradle of a
sleeping child, so that they fell and caused the child's death, I
should be regarded with horror and detestation by every
normal man and woman. How would my action differ from
the action of God when he sends an earthquake which causes
the destruction of human life? Does theosophy teach that
earthquakes are sent by God? If not, who is responsible?"

Most certainly theosophy does not teach that earthquakes are
"sent by God." I have just explained to you what the theosophist
thinks of God, or rather does not think about God. That
theosophical explanation is certainly nearer the truth because it
is consistent both with reason and with nature as we know her,



than are the various theological and philosophical imaginings of
uninitiated men. The theosophist is determined that he will not
attempt to place any mental limits or frontiers on That — an
inexpressible Mystery — by any definition or attempt at
delineation.

"Who is responsible for earthquakes?" In this question you can
see the effect in the Occidental mind of centuries of theological
training — the theological wish to make Somebody responsible
for what happens. On the other hand, the theosophist points with
unerring finger to universal nature, and the universal laws. The
universe is filled full, as I have already said, with these bright
intelligences, with these gods, with these spiritual beings, in all-
various ranges of power, of development, and of activity. They
are the instruments of the karmic law; they are the channels for
the expression of the cosmic consciousness; they are the guides of
destiny; they are the beings through whom work the various
forces, the various energies, of universal nature, which, when
they manifest, cause ignorant men to say: "What a terrible
earthquake; how angry God must be!" No. The theosophist does
not think or reason or argue in that way.

Here is my last question for today:

"From a lecture on Theosophy which I once heard delivered, I
gathered that theosophists believed in the Fatherhood of God
and the Brotherhood of Man; but in reading your literature I
once came across the expression 'the Great Orphan Humanity.'
Does theosophy teach the existence of 'Our Father which art in
Heaven,' or not?"

In answer to the last question, the theosophist answers with all
the emphasis at his command: It does not! Is that definite enough?
With all due respect to the many good men, noble men and
women often, in the Christian Church, I am not going to stand



here and tell you a falsehood with regard to our beliefs merely in
order to save a passing pain, perhaps, to some kindly heart. The
theosophist does not accept "Our Father which art in Heaven." We
positively and definitely refuse to place any limitations on
frontierless consciousness, which is neither a father nor is it in
heaven. Such words are human terms, which belittle an utterly
inexpressible, non-understandable Mystery which the
theosophist, in agreement with the old seers of the Veda, simply
speaks of as That. Tribal deities or national gods are and have
been many; but the great wisdom-religion of the ages will have
none of them. To those whom these limited religious ideas satisfy,
the theosophist has nothing to say either in disrespect or in
commendation. He respects the religion of any man, the religions
of all men, if these be sincerely held; but even as he respects
them, he expects respect for his own views.

As regards the brotherhood of man, this is most certainly a
theosophical teaching, one of our most beautiful and
fundamental teachings. As regards the so-called great orphan
humanity, this is but an expression, a figurative expression, a
metaphor, a trope, a symbolic theosophical phrase. Instead of
looking outwards from yourself to a limited God of any kind, the
great sages and seers of the ages have told us: "Look within. Man,
know thyself!" Divinity is at the heart of you. It is the root of you.
It is the core of the core of your being; and you can ascend along
the pathway of the spiritual self, passing veil after veil of
obscuring selfhood, until you attain unity with that inner divinity.
There is the most sublime adventure known to man — the study
of the self of man.

Thus you will climb the mountains not merely of Parnassus and
of Olympus, but you will in time, by following this inner pathway
of self-knowledge, grow so greatly in understanding and in inner
vision that your eyes will take in ranges and sweeps of inner light,



unveiling to you the most awful, because the holie