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WHAT IS THEOSOPHY ? 
useful discussion of this question occurs in the pages of the 

A Canadian Theosophist for July-August of this year. It opens 
with the remark by D. W. Barr, general secretary of the T.S. in 

- Canada: “I do not remember any other article in our magazine, or any 

= 

other Theosophical magazine, which has aroused as much attention as 

Dr. W. E. Wilks’ ‘Is Theosophy a Definite Philosophy?’ Mr. Barr 
speaks of several examinations of the question, including editorials by 
Mr. Sri Ram in the Theosophist and by Dr. Henry Smith in the Amerz- 
can Theosophist. (Sti Ram’s contribution to the ““Watch-Tower” De- 
partment is reprinted in the Canadian Theosophist.) 

In his introduction, Mr. Barr says: 

Certainly The Secret Doctrine does contain specific teachings on 
certain aspects of Theosophy—the unity of all life, the divinity of man, 
reincarnation, karma and so on. At present, it is agreed that such teach- 
ings, even though they are accepted by the majority of members, should 

not be adopted as a fixed code. But what of the future? If the time 
ever comes when The Secret Doctrine, and it alone, is regarded as our 

Holy Book, our Bible of Theosophy, and a set of ideas drawn therefrom 
is gradually adopted as a Theosophical belief, the Society will be well 

on its way toward sectarianism. 

The essential view of Mr. Sri Ram ts put in the following words: 

Truth is the order and nature of things that exist and take place. 
Theosophy, though literally a Wisdom, has to be identified with this 
Truth. Therefore Theosophy is something that exists in its own right; 
it is not what may be imagined by anyone, which imagination is gen- 
erally according to one’s background and conditioning. The Mahatmas, 
and H.P.B. under Their inspiration and guidance, have stated the 
truth about the universe and man, to the extent that those aspects of that 
truth which are capable of being expressed in words or as a concrete 



pattern could be put before the public. But neither the Mahatma Let- 
ters, which They themselves thought were confusing as they stood, nor 
H.P.B.’s writings nor any other writings would help us to the essen- 
tial truth and vastness of it if they are set up as a Bible. Nor should the 
words Theosophy and Truth be limited to them or to any other books 
that exist, for Truth is infinite. .. . 

In this framework of evaluation, two reasons are given for avoiding 
the expression, ‘‘a definite philosophy,” as describing Theosophy. First 
is the admitted fact that the recorded works of H. P. Blavatsky and her 
Teachers by no means present the whole of the Wisdom Religion. 4 

Second, were the teachings in these works allowed to become some 
kind of “holy writ,” the Theosophical Movement would be overtaken — 
by dogmatism and the sectarian spirit. 

Actually, it is easy to find in H.P.B. confirmation of the view that all 
written or even spoken expressions of Theosophic verity are at best 

. Meg ny ra q 
te: - ih tia a 

approximations or suggestive intimations of the inner truth which is 
immeasurable and lies behind. As she wrote in “What is Truth?”: 

In every age there have been Sages who had mastered the absolute 
and yet could teach but relative truths. For none yet, born of mortal 
woman in our race, has, or could have given out, the whole and the 

final truth to another man, for every one of us has to find that (to him) 
final knowledge 77 himself. As no two minds can be absolutely alike, 
each has to receive the supreme illumination through itself, according 
to its capacity, and from no human light. The greatest adept living can 
reveal of the Universal Truth only so much as the mind he is impressing 
it upon can assimilate. ... 

This, surely, is the foundation on which all considerations of the 
“definiteness’’ of the Theosophical teachings or philosophy should rest. — 
It goes without saying that a communicated body of ideas—which must 
have some definiteness, or it cannot be called a body of ideas—is an 
expression of relative, not absolute truth. As H.P.B. says: 

Is there such a thing as absolute truth in the hands of any one party 
or man? Reason answers, ‘‘there cannot be.” There is no room for ab- 

solute truth upon any subject whatsoever, in a world as finite and con- 
ditioned as man is himself. But there are relative truths, and we have 

to make the best we can of them. 

So the question resolves itself into another sort of problem: Where 
do we find the best statement of the “relative truths’’ which are appro- 
priate for the understanding of the human beings of our time? 

Manifestly, H.P.B. was not one to claim an exclusive right to atten- 
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tion as teacher of Theosophy. She said in behalf of her Laczfer: 

.. . the editors are studiously careful not to offer the reader only 
those truths which they find reflected in their own personal brains. 
They offer the public a wide choice, and refuse to show bigotry and 
intolerance, which are the chief landmarks on the path of Sectarianism. 

Then, in another Lucifer (October, 1889) article, “Philosophers and 

Philosophicules,”’ she examined the question of “definite philosophy” 
directly, in answer to critics: 

In the published “Constitution and Rules’’ great stress is laid upon 
the absolutely non-sectarian character of the Society. It is constantly 
insisted upon that it has no creed, no philosophy, no religion, no dog- 
mas, and even no special views of its own to advocate, still less to im- 
pose on its members. And yet— 

“Why, bless us! is it not as undeniable a fact that certain very definite 
views of a philosophic and, strictly speaking, of a religious character 
are held by the Founders and most prominent members of the Society ?”’ 

“Verily so,’” we answer. ‘But where is the alleged contradiction in 
this? Neither the Founders, nor the ‘most prominent members,’ nor 

yet the majority thereof, constitute #4e Society, but only a certain por- 
tion of it, which moreover, having no creed as a body, yet allows its 
members to believe as and what they please.’ In answer to this, we are 
told:— 

“Very true; yet these doctrines are collectively called “Theosophy.’ 
What is your explanation of this ?”’ 

We reply:—"To call them so 1s a ‘collective’ mistake; one of those 

loose applications of terms to things that ought to be more carefully 
defined: and the neglect of members to do so is now bearing its fruits. 
In fact it is an oversight as harmful as that which followed the con- 
fusion of the two terms ‘buddhism’ and ‘bodhism,’ leading the Wis- 
dom philosophy to be mistaken for the religion of Buddha.” 

But it is still urged that when these doctrines are examined it be- 
comes very clear that all the work which the Society as a body has done 
in the East and the West depended upon them. This is obviously true 
in the case of the doctrine of the underlying unity of all religions and 
the existence, as claimed by Theosophists, of a common source called 
the Wisdom-teligion of the secret teaching, from which, according 

to the same claims, all existing forms of religion are directly or indi- 
rectly derived. Admitting this, we are pressed to explain how can the 
T.S. as a body be said to have no special views or doctrines to inculcate, 
‘no creed and no dogmas, when these are ‘‘the back-bone of the Society, 
its very heart and soul” ? 

To this we can only answer that it is still another error. That these 
teachings are most undeniably the ‘'back-bone”’ of the Theosophical 
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Societies 77 the West, but not at all in the East, where such Branch Soci- 

eties number almost five to one in the West. Were these special doc- 
trines the ‘‘heart and soul” of the whole body, then Theosophy and its 
T.S. would have died out in India and Ceylon since 1885— and this is 
surely not the case. For, not only have they been virtually abandoned 
at Adyar since that year, as there was no one to teach them, but while 
some Brahmin Theosophists were very much opposed to that teaching 
being made public, others—the more orthodox—positively opposed 
them as being inimical to their exoteric systems. 

It is plain enough from the foregoing that the Theosophical Society, 
as a formal body, has no ‘“‘definite teachings,” and in the scheme of 
things according to its Constitution and Rules can have none. But it 
is equally plain, if we read between the lines, that H.P.B. offered “defi- 
nite” teachings, and while one may say that her teachings can be no 
more than “relative truth,” those who attend what she has written soon 

become convinced that H.P.B. has the natural authority of a teacher 
who understands what needs to be taught and how to teach it. 

Ought the Theosophical Society to “endorse” H.P.B. as the sole 
“prophet” of Theosophy? It can hardly do so. But Theosophists can 
do H.P.B. the honor of recognizing that without her, there would be 
no Theosophical Movement, no focus for investigating the truths which 
it exists to pursue; and they have at least a strong obligation to study 
her writings with some seriousness, since the very matrix in which they 
have their being as students is owed to the basic ideas she introduced 
to the modern world. No one, it might be added, had a better right 
to define Theosophy than H.P.B., and she undertook such definition in 
dozens of places in her works. 

Finally, when H.P.B. says that the “special views or doctrines” which 
she put of record “are most undeniably the ‘backbone’ of the Theosoph- 
ical Societies in the West,” she is saying in other words what she said 
elsewhere in Lucifev—that she regarded her readers as disciples in quest | 
of the underlying truth of the Wisdom-Religion. Theosophy, then, is 
a ‘‘definite philosophy” for those who accept H.P.B. as their teacher. 
It may be something quite different for those who do not. 

A sentence in the July-August Canadian Theosophist, occurting in — 
a panel discussion of this general subject makes a fitting conclusion: 

It would not be fair for a student to make an assessment of the 

value of the teachings of H.P.B., unless he has made his study directly 
from her works. 



LITERARY JOTTINGS 
ON CRITICISM, AUTHORITIES, AND OTHER MATTERS 

By AN UNPOPULAR PHILOSOPHER 

HEOSOPHISTS and editors of Theosophical periodicals are 

T censtan warned, by the prudent and the faint-hearted, to be- 
= ware of giving offence to ‘authorities,’ whether scientific or 

social. Public Opinion, they urge, is the most dangerous of all foes, 

Criticism of it is fatal, we are told. Criticism can hardly hope to make 

the person or subject so discussed amend or become amended. Yet it 

gives offence to the many, and makes Theosophists hateful. “Judge 
not, if thou wilt not be judged,” is the habitual warning. 

It is precisely because Theosophists would themselves be judged and 
court impartial criticism, that they begin by rendering that service to 
their fellow-men. Mutual criticism is a most healthy policy, and helps 
to establish final and definite rules in life—practical, not merely theo- 
retical. We have had enough of theories. The Bzb/e is full of whole- 
some advice, yet few are the Christians who have ever applied any of its 
ethical injunctions to their daily lives. If one criticism is hurtful so is 
another; so also is every innovation, or even the presentation of some 

old thing under a new aspect, as both have necessarily to clash with the 
views of this or another “authority.” I maintain, on the contrary, that 
criticism is the great benefactor of thought in general; and still more so 
of those men who never think for themselves but rely in everything upon 
acknowledged “‘authorities’’ and social routine. 

For what is an “authority” upon any question, after all? No more, 

really, than a light streaming upon a certain object through one single, 
more or less wide, chink, and illuminating it, from one side only. Such 
light, besides being the faithful reflector of the personal views of but 

one man—very often merely that of his special hobby—can never help 
in the examination of a question or a subject from all its aspects and 

sides. Thus, the authority appealed to will often prove but of little 

help, yet the profane, who attempts to present the given question or 
object under another aspect and in a different light, is forthwith hooted 
for his great audacity. Does he not attempt to upset solid ‘‘authorities,”’ 

and fly in the face of respectable and time-honored routine thought ? 

Note.—This article by H. P. Blavatsky appeared posthumously, in Lucifer, September 
1892, and was last reprinted in THEOSOPHY for May, 195r. : 



534 THEOSOPHY OCTOBER, 1962 

Friends and foes! Criticism is the sole salvation from intellectual 
stagnation. It is the beneficent goad which stimulates to life and action 
—hence to healthy changes—the heavy ruminants called Routine and 
Prejudice, in private as in social life. Adverse opinions are like conflict- 
ing winds which brush from the quiet surface of a lake the green scum 
that tends to settle upon still waters. If every clear stream of independ- 
ent thought, which runs through the field of life outside the old grooves 
traced by Public Opinion, had to be arrested and to come to a standstill, 
the results would prove very sad. The streams would no longer feed 
the common pond called Society, and its waters would become still 
more stagnant than they are. Result: it is the most orthodox “‘authori- 
ties” of the social pond who would be the first to get sucked down still 
deeper into its ooze and slime. 

Things, even as they now stand, present no very bright outlook as 
regards progress and social reforms. In this last quarter of the century 
it is women alone who have achieved any visible beneficent progress. 
Men, in their ferocious egotism and sex-privilege, have fought hard, 
but have been defeated on almost every line. Thus, the younger gen- 
erations of women look hopeful enough. They will hardly swell the 
future ranks of stiff-necked and cruel Mrs. Grundy. Those who today 
lead her no longer invincible battalions on the warpath, are the older 
Amazons of respectable society, and her young men, the male “flowers 

of evil,” the nocturnal plants that blossom in the hothouses known as 

clubs. The Brummels of our modern day have become worse gossips 
than the old dowagers ever were in the dawn of our century. 

To oppose or criticize such foes, or even to find the least fault with 

them, is to commit the one unpardonable social sin. An Unpopular 

Philosopher, however, has little to fear, and notes his thoughts, indif- 
ferent to the loudest ‘‘war-cry’’ from those quarters. He examines his 
enemies of both sexes with the calm and placid eye of one who has 
nothing to lose, and counts the ugly blotches and wrinkles on the 
“sacred” face of Mrs. Grundy, as he would count the deadly poisonous 
flowers on the branches of a majestic mancenillier—through a telescope 
from afar. He will never approach the tree, or rest under its lethal 

shade. 

“Thou shalt not set thyself against the Lord’s anointed,”’ saith David. 
But since the ‘authorities,’ social and scientific, are always the first 

to break that law, others may occasionally follow the good example. 
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Besides, the “anointed” ones are not always those of the Lord; many 

of them being more of the “‘self-anointed”’ sort. 

Thus, whenever taken to task for disrespect to Science and its 

“authorities, ’ which the Unpopular Philosopher is accused of rejecting, 

he demurs to the statement. To reject the ivfallibility of a man of Sci- 

ence is not quite the same as to repudiate his learning. A specialist is 

one, precisely because he has some one specialty, and is therefore less 

reliable in other branches of Science, and even in the general appre- 
ciation of his own subject. Official school Science is based upon tempo- 
rary foundations, so far. It will advance upon straight lines so long only 

as it is not compelled to deviate from its old grooves, in consequence of 
fresh and unexpected discoveries in the fathomless mines of knowledge. 

Science is like a railway train which carries its baggage van from one 
terminus to the other, and with which no one except the railway officials 
may interfere. But passengers who travel by the same train can hardly 
be prevented from quitting the direct line at fixed stations, to proceed, 
if they so like, by diverging roads. They should have this option, with- 
out being taxed with libelling the chief line. To proceed beyond the 
terminus on horseback, cart or foot, or even to undertake pioneer work, 

by cutting entirely new paths through the great virgin forests and thick- 
ets of public ignorance, is their undoubted prerogative. Other explorers 
are sure to follow; nor less sure are they to criticize the newly-cut path- 
way. They will thus do more good than harm. For truth, according to 
an old Belgian proverb, is always the result of conflicting opinions, like 
the spark that flies out from the shock of two flints struck together. 

Why should men of learning be always so inclined to regard Science 
as their own personal property? Is knowledge a kind of indivisible 
family estate, entailed only on the elder sons of Science? Truth belongs 
to all, or ought so to belong; excepting always those few special branches 
of knowledge which should be preserved ever secret, like those two- 
edged weapons that both kill and save. Some philosopher compared 
knowledge to a ladder, the top of which was more easily reached by a 
man unencumbered by heavy luggage, than by him who has to drag 
along an enormous bale of old conventionalities, faded out and dried. 

Moreover, such a one must look back every moment, for fear of losing 

some of his fossils. Is it owing to such extra weight that so few of them 
ever reach the summit of the ladder, and that they affirm there is nothin g 

beyond the highest rung they have reached? Or is it for the sake of pre- 
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serving the old dried-up plants of the Past that they deny the very possi- pe 

bility of any fresh, living blossoms, on new forms of life, in the Future? 

Whatever their answer, without such optimistic hope in the ever- 

becoming, life would be little worth living. What between “authori- 
ties,” their fear of, and wrath at the slightest criticism—each and all 
of them demanding to be regarded as infallible in their respective de- 
partments—the world threatens to fossilize in its old prejudices and 
routine. Fogeyism grins its skeleton-like sneer at every innovation or 
new form of thought. In the great battle of life for the survival of the 
fittest, each of these forms becomes in turn the master, and then the 

tyrant, forcing back all new growth as its own was checked. But the true 
Philosopher, however “unpopular,” seeks to grasp the actual life, which, 

springing fresh from the inner source of Being, the rock of truth, is 
ever moving onward. He feels equal contempt for all the little puddles 
that stagnate lazily on the flat and marshy fields of social life. 

SUBTLETIES OF TRANSMISSION 

Theosophy is not in conflict with any form of religion, any society, 
any man, any opinion—however much these may be in conflict with 
Theosophy. Theosophy serves to explain the hidden side, the real and 
inner meaning of all things, for it is a friend to understanding, an aid 

to knowledge. By it a man may come to know himself through and 
through. It is because of misunderstanding of the real Self that we 
have all these religions, sects, parties, dogmas, with all their vested 

interests and sustainers. Although all that we can say is but a re-state- 
ment, there is a different light cast sometimes by a word or an appli- 
cation, which will be helpful and useful to some. Most minds cannot 
look beyond the person, with his faults and limitations, beyond the 
giver to the gift itself and all that it implies, and so, expect too much 
of the personality in that it does not fully embody what is handed on. 

—ROBERT CROSBIE 



UNIVERSAL BROTHERHOOD 

A FACT IN NATURE 

HAVE been requested to speak on the subject of Universal Brother- 

| hood as a fact in nature, not as a theory, not as a Utopian dream 
which can never be realized; not as a fact in society, not as a fact 

in government, but as a fact in nature. That is, Universal Brotherhood 
is an actual thing, whether it is recognized or whether it is not. Chris- 

tian priests have claimed for some years, without right, that Christianity 

introduced the idea of universal Brotherhood. The reason the claim 
was made, I suppose, was because those who made it did not know that 

other religions at other times had the same doctrine. It is found in the 
Buddhist scriptures, it is found in the Chinese books, it is found in the 

Parsee books, it is found everywhere in the history of the world, long be- 
fore the first year of the Christian Era began. So it is not a special idea 
from the Christian scriptures. Every nation, then, every civilization has 
brought forward this doctrine, and the facts of history show us that, 
more than at any other time, the last eighteen hundred years have seen 
this doctrine violated in society, in government, and in nations. So that 
at last men have come to say, “Universal Brotherhood is very beautiful; 
it is something that we all desire, but it is impossible to realize.” With 
one word they declare the noble doctrine, and with the other they deny 
the possibility of its ever being realized. 

Why is this the case? Why is it that although Christianity and other 
religions have brought forward this doctrine, it has been violated? We 
cannot deny that it has been. The history of even the last few years 
proves it. The history of the last forty years in America, without going 

any further back, proves that this doctrine has been violated in the West. 
How could it have been a doctrine that the Americans believed in when 
they had slavery in their midst ? How could it have been believed in by 
the French when they stretched out their hand and demanded of Siam, 
a weak and powerless nation, that it must give up to them its own 
property? How could it have been believed in by the Germans and 
French when they constructed engines of war and went into battle and 

Note.—This address by Mr. Judge was presented at the Theosophical Congress in the 
Parliament of Religions, held at the Chicago World’s Fair, September, 1893, and is re- 
printed for the second time in this magazine from the Report of Proceedings issued by the 
American Section of the Theosophical Society. The article was last reprinted in THEOSO- 
PHY for December, 1947. 
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destroyed each other by the thousand? Does not the American War of 
the Rebellion and the vast amount of treasure wasted and the thousands 

slain in that civil war prove conclusively that Universal Brotherhood 
had not been practiced? It has been professed but not practiced. 

Go further back, go back in the history of the nations of Europe, 
without going to any other country, and what do you find? Do you 
not find sectarian prejudice? Their view of Universal Brotherhood has 
for years prevented the progress of science. Is it not true that only 
since science became materialized—a most remarkable thing, but it is 
true—I insist that since then, only, science has made progress. If Uni- 

versal Brotherhood had been a belief of this nation, then we would not 

have had the burning of witches in America; nor in other countries 
would we have had the burning of Catholics by Protestants, nor the 
burning of Protestants by Catholics; we would not have had the persecu- 
tions that have stained the pages of history; and yet we have always 
claimed that we have had Universal Brotherhood. We have had the 
theory but not the practice. 

Now, then, has there not been something wanting? It is a beautiful 
doctrine. It is the only doctrine of the Theosophical Society, the only 
thing that any man is asked by us to subscribe to. What then, is the 
matter with it? Why so many men who say that it is beautiful, but it is 
impossible, simply impossible? There are even some branches of the 
Christian church which say, ‘“There is Jesus; why, the altruistic, noble 

teachings of Christ are beautiful; but no State could live three months 

under such doctrine.” The reason that it has not prevailed in practice is 
that it has been denied in the heart. 

The Theosophist who knows anything about life insists that Uni- 
versal Brotherhood is not a mere theory. It is a fact, a living, ever- 

present fact, from which no nation can hope to escape; no man can 

escape from it, and every man who violates it violates a law, violates 
the greatest law of nature, which will react upon him and make him 
suffer. And that is why we have had suffering; that is why you have in 
Chicago, in London, in New York, in Berlin, in all the great cities of 

the world, masses of people who are claiming with violence what they 
call their rights and saying they must have them, and that another class 
is Oppressing them; and danger lurks in every corner because men are 
insisting on Universal Brotherhood. This noble doctrine has already 
become a danger. The reason of all these things is that men have denied 
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the fact. Now, we propose to show you, if we can, that it is a fact. 

If you will notice you will find that when it rains over a certain area 
vast numbers of men are affected similarly. The rain has to fall on 
the fields in order that the harvest may grow, so that afterwards it may 

be gathered, and all the farmers are affected together by the rain. If 
you examine society you will find that at the same hour every day almost 
all the people are doing exactly the same thing. At a certain hour in 
the morning thousands of your citizens are going down that railway 
or rush all together to catch the train, and at another few moments 
afterwards they are rushing out of the train to get to business, all doing 
the same thing, one common thought inspiring them. That is one of 
the proofs—a small one—in social and business life that they are af- 
fected together, they are all united. Then in the evening they will come 
home at the same hour, and if you could see, at the same hour you 
would see them all eating together and digesting together, and then 
later on they are all lying down together at the same hour. Are they 
not united even in their social life? Brothers even in that? 

What do we see here in business? Lately I have felt it; every man 
has felt it, and many women; doubtless all have felt it; lately we have 

had a financial crisis, perhaps have it yet, in which dollars have been 

scarce, during which men have discovered that there are only just so 
many dollars and half-dollars to each person in the country, and we 
have altogether been suffering from that panic all over this vast coun- 
try. Suffering, why? Because commercially we are united and cannot 
get out of it. China even is affected by it, and Japan. India, they say, 

was the cause of it. Some men say the reason for this panic is that India 
put the price of rupees down, and we who produce so much silver began 
to feel it. I do not know that that is the reason. But I think there is an- 
other cause. I think the American nation is so fond of luxury, so fond 
of fine clothes, so fond of having a heap of money, that it has gone too 
far and there was bound to come a reaction, because it is all united to- 

gether with the whole world, and when it spread itself out too far the 
slightest touch broke the fabric. That is the reason, and that is another 

proof of Universal Brotherhood. We are all united, not only with each 
other here, but with the entire world. 

Go further still, materially, and you will find that all men are alike. 
We have the same sort of bodies, a little different perhaps in height, 
weight, and extension, but as human beings we are all alike, all the 
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some color in one country, all the same shape in any country, so that 
as mere bodies of flesh they are united, they are the same. We know 
every man and woman has exuding from him or her what is called 
perspiration. The doctors will tell you there is a finer perspiration you 
cannot see, the invisible perspiration which goes out a short distance 
around about us; we know it comes out from every person, and the 
emanations of each person are affecting every other person, being inter- 
changed always. All those in this room are being affected by these — 
emanations and also by the ideas of each other, and the ideas of the 
speakers speaking to you. So it is in every direction; wherever you go, 
wherever you look, we are united; in whatever plane, the plane of mind 
as well as the plane of the body; the plane of the emotions, of the spirit, 

what not, we are all united, and it is a fact from which we cannot escape. 

Further: science is beginning to admit what the old Theosophists 
have always said, that there is going on every minute in every person 
a death, a dissolution, a disappearance. It used to be taught and thought 
in the West that we could see matter, that this table is made of matter. 

It is admitted to-day by your best scientific men in every part of Western 
civilization that you do not see matter at all; it is only the phenomena 
of matter we see; and it is my senses which enable me to perceive these 
phenomena. It is not matter at all, and so we do not see matter. Now 

admitting that, they go further and say there is a constant change in 
matter, so-called; that is; this table is in motion. This is not a purely 

Theosophical theory. Go to any doctor of Physics and he will admit 
to you as I have stated it. This table is in motion; every molecule is 
separate from every other, and there is space between them, and they 
are moving. So it is with every man; he is made of atoms and they are 
in motion. Then how is it we remain the same size and weight nearly 
always from the moment of maturity until death? We eat tons of meat 
and vegetables but remain the same. It is not because of the things you 
have eaten. In addition to that, the atoms are alive, constantly moving, 

coming and going from one person to another: this is the modern doc- © 
trine to-day as well as it was the doctrine of ancient India. They call it 
the momentary dissolution of atoms; that is to say, to put it in another 
way, I am losing, all of you in this room are losing, a certain number of 

atoms, but they are being replaced by other atoms. 

Where do these other atoms come from? Do they not come from 
the people in this room? These atoms help to rebuild your body as well 
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as does the food you eat. And we are exuding atoms from our minds, 

and we are receiving into ourselves the atoms other men have used. For, 

remember, science teaches you, and Theosophy has always insisted, 
that matter is invisible before it is turned into this combination of the 
life cycle, which makes it visible, makes it tangible to us. So these 
atoms leave us in a stream and rush into other people. And therefore 
the atoms of good men go into bad men, the atoms impressed by bad 
men go into good men, and vice versa. In that way as well as others 
we are affecting everybody in this world; the people in Chicago who are 
living mean, selfish lives are impressing these invisible atoms with 
mean and selfish characters, and these mean and selfish atoms will be 

distributed by other men, and by you again to your and their detriment. 
That is another phase of Universal Brotherhood. It teaches us to be 
careful to see that we use and keep the atoms in our charge in such a 
condition that they shall benefit others to whom they shall go. 

There is another view of Universal Brotherhood, and I don’t pretend 

to exhaust the argument on this point, for I have not the time nor force 
to state all that is put forward in the Theosophical books and literature 
and thought. That is, that there is in this world an actual Universal 
Brotherhood of men and women, of souls—a brotherhood of beings 

who practice Universal Brotherhood by always trying to influence the 
souls of men for their good. I bring to you the message of these men; 
I bring to you the words of that brotherhood. Why will you longer cal] 
yourselves miserable men and women who are willing to go to a Heaven 
where you will do nothing? Do you not like to be gods? Do you not 
want to be gods? I hear some men say, “What, a god! Impossible!” 
Perhaps they do not like the responsibility. Why, when you get to that 
position you will understand the responsibility. This actual Brother- 
hood of living men says, Men of the West, why will you so long refuse 
to believe you are gods? We are your brothers and we are gods with 
you. Be then as gods! Believe that you are gods, and then, after expe- 
rience and attainment, you will have a place consciously in the great 

Brotherhood which governs the entire world, but cannot go against the 
law. This great Brotherhood of living men, living souls, would, if they 
could, alter the face of civilization; they would, if they could, come 
down and make saints of every one of you; but evolution is the law and 
they cannot violate it; they must wait for you. And why will you so 
long be satisfied to believe that you are born in original sin and cannot 
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escape? I do not believe in any such doctrine as that. I do not believe 
I was born in original sin. I believe that I am pretty bad, but that poten- 
tially I am a god, and I propose to take the inheritance if it is possible. 
For what purpose? So that I may help all the rest to do the same thing, 
for that is the law of Universal Brotherhood; and the Theosophical 

Society wishes to enforce it on the West, to make it see this great truth, 
that we are gods, and are only prevented from being so in fact by our 
own insanity, ignorance, and fear to take the position. 

So, then, we insist that Universal Brotherhood is a fact in nature. It is 

a fact for the lowest part of nature; for the animal kingdom, for the 
vegetable kingdom, and the mineral kingdom. We are all atoms, obey- 
ing the law together. Our denying it does not disprove it. It simply puts 
off the day of reward and keeps us miserable, poor, and selfish. Why, 

just think of it! If all in Chicago, in the United States, would act as 

Jesus has said, as Buddha has said, as Confucius said, as all the great 

ethical teachers of the world have said, ‘Do unto others as you would 
have them do unto you,’ would there be any necessity for legal measures 
and policemen with clubs in this park as you had them the other day? 
No, I think there would be no necessity, and that is what one of this great 

Brotherhood has said. He said all the troubles of the world would dis- 
appear in a moment if men would only do one-quarter of what they 
could and what they ought. It is not God who is to damn you to death, 
to misery. It is yourself. 

The Theosophical Society desires above all things, not that you 
should understand spiritualism, not that wonderful occult works should 

be performed, but to understand the constitution of matter and of Life 

as they are, which we can never understand but by practicing right ethics. 
Live with each other as brothers; for the misery and the trouble of the 
world are of more importance than all the scientific progress that may 
be imagined. I conclude by calling upon you by all that humanity holds 
dear to remember what I say, and whether Christians, Atheists, Jews, 

Pagans, Heathen, or Theosophists, try to practice Universal Brother- 
hood, which is the universal duty of all men. 



AN EXTRAORDINARY “SAINT” 

) HERE are probably few individuals among adherents of the au- 
T toes religious creeds upon whom H. P. Blavatsky would 

have bestowed the honor—had she possessed the means of doing 

so—of erecting a statue in his name. Joseph de Veuster (Father 
Damien), the simple Belgian priest, who, as a young man of thirty, 

offered the whole of his life in sacrifice for the alleviation of the suf- 
ferings of the lepers at Molokai, is an exception. There are a number 
of instances in the history of human kind of absolute, conscious sacrifice 
of one’s self for the benefit of the many, but none more humane or 
touching, perhaps, than that of Damien. 

In her Key to Theosophy, in the section “On Sacrifice,’ H. P. B. con- 

trasts the self-abnegation of Damien with that of sincere but vain- 
glorious missionaries who sacrificed their lives for a sectarian idea, such 

as that of saving the heathen from “damnation.” Damien went alone 
to live for sixteen years in the colony of lepers, giving relief and relative 
happiness to thousands of miserable wretches. He brought to them 
consolation, mental and physical, and threw a streak of light into the 
black and dreary night of an isolated, hopeless existence. In the eyes 
of the Theosophist, this poor Belgian priest stands immeasurably higher 
than missionaries who go, in one case, to people who are not yet ripe 
for any truth and, in the other, to nations whose systems of religious 
philosophy are as grand as any to be found elsewhere. Whereas the 
missionaries with sectarian intentions died, in many instances, the vic- 

tims of irresponsible savages, and of popular fanaticism and hatred. 
with nothing of value achieved, Damien died in the arms, metaphorically 

speaking, of those he lived to serve—not of the hatred of the men he 

went to help, but of the same loathsome disease they suffered—a “‘saint”’ 
in the minds and hearts of all. 

Joseph de Veuster was born of Belgian peasants in 1840. He was a 
cheerful child, well liked. From the early years of his life he showed a 
sensitiveness to suffering. His parents hoped to have him become a 
businessman and sent him to a commercial school. Joseph, however, 
felt a strong desire to enter the priesthood and after much urging his 
parents gave their permission for him to join his brother in a monastery. 
Both he and his brother longed to be missionaries and, as it turned out. 
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Joseph, now Father Damien, finally took his brother’s place as a mis- 
sionary to Hawaii, due to the latter’s illness. 

For nine years Father Damien worked in Hawaii with the devotiod 
of one convinced that what he was doing was right. During the early 
part of his stay there, the Hawaiian government began rounding up all 
lepers and sending them to an island called Molokai, in an effort to 
reduce contagion. The lepers were taken from their families and sent 
to live on this barren island with very little in the way of physical atten- 
tion and nothing of spiritual care and consolation. Damien’s heart suf- 
fered for these unhappy people and for several years he longed to be 
able to help them. In 1873 his opportunity came, and without even 
waiting to pack his few possessions, he boarded a boat laden with 
lepers heading for the dreaded island. 

The first night, and for many nights thereafter, he slept under the 

stars beneath a tree with nothing for strength except his oneness of 
purpose and his faith. When Damien arrived in Molokai conditions 
were frightful. The sufferers had had no one to care about them—and 
as leprosy causes an apathy to develop—they cared not about themselves. 
They lacked fresh water, slept on the ground, and had barely enough 
food and clothing. This in addition to being separated from loved ones 
and being doomed to die a horrible death. Damien began by attending 
to their physical needs—dressing their sores and himself administering 
to them in all ways. He took the more able-bodied of them and, finding 
a source of fresh water, dug channels to make water available. He 
began to build houses. It was only through example that he got the 
others to help along. He persuaded the Hawaiian government to send 
food and clothing and so improved their physical condition that, from 
a state of complete hopelessness, the lepers began to find solace in the 
companionship of a friend. 

Damien worked with the lepers for twelve years before contracting 
the disease. Infected at last, he suffered for four years before his re- 
lease came. During this time he maintained cheerfulness of mind, and 
worked as long as his strength permitted. Finally, in 1889, his body 
was laid to rest under the same tree which had been his first bed on 
Molokai sixteen years before. At the time of his death Father Damien 
had succeeded in building a hospital and with it obtained doctors, nurses, 
and priests. He had succeeded in getting the government to supply food 
and clothing in goodly amounts. The plight of the lepers on Molokai 
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at Damien’s death was almost “pleasant” by comparison with what it 

had been when he came. 

Since last century, a great deal has been done toward the treatment 

and cure of leprosy. Through reference to an old Buddhist manuscript, 

test and experiment has demonstrated that leprosy can be permanently 
cured by injections of an extract of chaulmoogra oil. But something of 
all that has been achieved can justly be attributed to the work of Damien. 
Except for his labor and sacrifice, the world might have done little to 

relieve the misery of these miserable and unfortunate sufferers. 

Sometime after Damien’s death the Reverend C. M. Hyde, a protest- 
ant minister in Honolulu, wrote a derogatory letter to a friend concern- 
ing Father Damien, trying to indicate that all that was attributed to the 
dead Father was not so—that he was dirty, coarse, and that he had gone 
to Molokai without orders, etc. Robert Louis Stevenson, happening 
upon the published letter, was quick to come to Damien’s defense. The 

result was the famous ‘Open Letter to the Rev. Dr. Hyde of Honolulu.” 
With fine eloquence and rare insight, Stevenson accuses Dr. Hyde of 
being jealous of Damien’s heroism, and that from his rich mansion in 
Honolulu he secretly wished that he could be the doer of great deeds. 
Stevenson does not make a saint out of Damien—he acknowledges that 
he was a coarse peasant—stubborn and narrow in his view. But it 1s 
even a greater feat he performed, being thus human. It would have 
been easy to do what he did had he already been a saint! He accuses 
Dr. Hyde of never having had the courage to visit Molokai. Stevenson 
himself spent eight days and seven nights on the island and calls it “‘a 
pitiful place to visit and a hell to dwell in.” He wrote: 

It is not the fear of possible infection. That seems a little thing when 
compared with the pain, the pity, and the disgust of the visitor’s sur- 
roundings, and the atmosphere of affliction, disease, and physical dis- 
grace in which he breathes. I do not think I am a man more than usu- 
ally timid; but I never recall the days and nights I spent upon that island 
promontory .. . without heartfelt thankfulness that I am somewhere 
else .. . and when the Mo/oki bore me at last towards the outer world, 
I kept repeating to myself, with a new conception of their pregnancy, 
those simple words of the song - “Tis the most distressful country that 
ever yet was seen.’ 

And observe: that which I saw and suffered from was a settlement 

purged, bettered, beautified; the new village built, the hospital and the 

Bishop-home excellently arranged; the sisters, the doctor, and the mis- 
sionaries, all indefatigable in their noble tasks. It was a different place 
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when Damien came there, and made his great renunciation, and slept 
that first night under a tree amidst his rotting brethren: alone with pesti- 
lence; and looking forward (with what courage, with what pitiful 
sinkings of dread, God only knows) to a lifetime of dressing sores and 
stumps. 

In answer to Dr. Hyde's specific accusations, Stevenson replied: 
Damien was dirty. He was. Think of the poor lepers annoyed with 

this dirty comrade! But the clean Dr. Hyde was at his food in a fine 
house. 

Damien was coarse. It is very possible. You make us sorry for the 
lepers who had only a coarse old peasant for their friend and father. 
But you, who were so refined, why were you not there, to cheer them 
with the lights of culture? Or may I remind you that we have some 
reason to doubt if John the Baptist were genteel; and in the case of 
Peter, on whose career you doubtless dwell approvingly in the pulpit, 
no doubt at all he was a ‘coarse, headstrong’ fisherman! Yet even in our 
Protestant Bibles Peter is called Saint. 

Damien was headstrong. I believe you are right again; and I thank 
God for his strong head and heart. 

Damien was bgoted. I am not fond of bigots myself. . . . But what 
is meant by bigotry, that we should regard it as a blemish in a priest? 
Damien believed his own religion with the simplicity of a peasant or a 
child; as I would I could suppose that you do. . . But the point of inter- 

est in Damien, which has caused him to be so much talked about and 

made him at last the subject of your pen and mine, was that, in him, 

his bigotry, his intense and narrow faith, wrought potently for good, 
and strengthened him to be one of the world’s heroes and exemplars. 

Damien was not sent to Molokai, but went there without orders. 

Is this a misreading? or do you really mean the words for blame? I 
have heard Christ, in the pulpits of our Church, held up for imitation 

on the ground that His sacrifice was voluntary. Does Dr. Hyde think 
otherwise ? 

The life and work of Father Damien serves to point up, in striking 
sense, the oft-repeated questions, “What is a Theosophist?” and “‘Who 
is a Theosophist ?” In spite of the crystal clear statement contained in 
the Declaration of the United Lodge of Theosophists that “it (the 
Lodge) regards as Theosophists all who are engaged in the true service 
of humanity, without distinction of race, creed, sex, condition or organi- 

zation,’ perplexed inquirers, and possibly some associates of the Lodge, 

continue to think of Theosophy and its ideal in a limited, sectarian 
sense. How is the idea to be conveyed that the quality of the true The- 
osophist is to be found, not in what one be/zeves, but in what he zs and 
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what he does? It is not of final moment, in the realm of spiritual evolu- 

tion, what one’s religious beliefs may be—so long as he is sincere, de- 
voted, and true to himself, so long as he works unselfishly for the good 
of others. H.P.B.’s commendation of Damien’s great sacrifice, besides 

giving credit where credit is due, should demonstrate to all the un- 
sectarian spirit of Theosophy and of its Teachers, and at the same time 
disabuse sectarian Theosophists of their exclusiveness. 

If it is possible, without presumption, to epitomize the message of 
Thegsophy brought to the world in 1875, it may be described as the mes- 
sage of self-sacrifice, and it was brought by those who had the right to 
speak and to be heard. Under that illumination, we come to understand 

that self-sacrifice is not one of the adornments of life, but an essence of 

life itself. Progress on the path of human evolution is not alone through 
the conflict of blind forces nor through the stresses of a ruthless neces- 
sity, but is guided, directed and sustained by sacrifice. 

In every religious faith, as well as among people belonging to none, 
there must be true and sincere servants of mankind. In spite of Damien's 
sectarian affiliations, and of the Rev. Hyde’s charge of bigotry (which is 
questionable), there can be little doubt that here was a true lover of his 

fellow men, who sacrificed himself, not because of his creed, but because 

of his humanity. “He was a true Theosophist,” said H. P. Blavatsky, 
“and his memory will live for ever in our annals . .. Had we the means 
to do so, we would raise a statue to Father Damien, the true, practical 

saint, and perpetuate his memory for ever as a living exemplar of Theo- 
sophical heroism and of Buddha- and Christ-like mercy and self-sacri- 
fice.” 

THEOSOPHIST IS WHO THEOSOPHY DOES. 

THE CHRIST SYMBOL 

If it is true that Christ is the Son of Man, it is equally true that all 
the sons of men are Christian, in so far as this word signifies a belief in 
the redemption of man through love and death. From this standpoint 
it makes no difference whether a man calls himself Mohammedan, Jew 

or Christian, or even that he is registered as an atheist or a totemist. 
One may go even farther and say that no man can fail to be the Christ, 
whatever may be his conscious beliefs. In the depths, religion is as little 
concerned with dogmas as faith is with particular beliefs. 

—GEORG GRODDECK: The World of Man 



QUESTION—AND COMMENT 
| Byres of the pamphlet The United Lodge of Theoso- 

phists: Its Mission and Its Future—such as was attempted by 
one study class recently—should inevitably lead to an analysis 

of the conception of “authority” in relation to Theosophical teachers. 
For instance, on page 21, it is stated that “the Parent Lodge at Los 

Angeles specifically and absolutely disclaims any authority over or re- 
sponsibility for any other Lodge or any Associate.” Previously, how- 
ever, under the reading “Support and Direction of the United Lodge,” 

it is remarked that ‘it was recognized that the assumption of responsi- 
bility without power or knowledge could only result in dissipation of 
energies and consequent loss.” 

Those who “assume responsibility’ might certainly be thought to 
acquire a measure of “authority” in the direction of Theosophical ac- 
tivities. Yet an earlier section of the pamphlet speaks of authority in 
still a different way by stating that, in ULT study, “the only ‘authority 
is the recorded Teaching as found in the books and articles of the 
Teachers.” 

No doubt a number of meanings are implied by the word “‘authority.” 
One of the definitions supplied by Webster's Unabridged is: “power 
derived from opinion, respect [or} esteem, influence of character.” The 

word is clearly a derivative of ‘‘author’ which comes from the Latin 
auctor, meaning ‘‘to increase or produce.’ Therefore anyone who origi- 
nates a line of endeavor is an authority in the sense that he bears the re- 
sponsibility of authorship or creation, so that what he has to say about 
the creation is of basic relevance. Shipley’s Dictionary of W ord Origins 
points out that ‘a man who increases something,’ as an author, may 

be referred to as an authority regarding such increase. So certainly it 
can be said that Robert Crosbie and the original Associates of ULT 
were authors of a new embodiment of Theosophical effort and that 
particular reference to Mr. Crosbie in regard to the ULT intent follows 
the natural authority of vauguration—also a related word. 

In Escape from Freedom, Erich Fromm discusses attitudes toward 

authority. He writes that “there is a fundamental difference between 
a kind of superiority-inferiority relation which can be called rational 
authority and one which may be described as inhibiting AUNTS Dr. 
Fromm continues: 
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An example will show what I have in mind. The relationship be- 
tween teacher and student and that between slave owner and slave are 
both based on the superiority of the one over the other. The interests of 
teacher and pupil lie in the same direction. The teacher is satisfied if he 
succeeds in furthering the pupil; if he has failed to do so, the failure 
is his and the pupil’s. The slave owner, on the other hand, wants to ex- 

ploit the slave as much as possible; the more he gets out of him, the 
more he is satisfied. 

The dynamics of authority in these two types are different too: the 
more the student learns, the less wide is the gap between him and the 

* teacher. He becomes more and more like the teacher himself. In other 
words, the authority relationship tends to dissolve itself. But when the 
superiority serves as a basis for exploitation, the distance becomes inten- 
sified through its long duration. 

In this context, it is not difficult to trace both types of authority-em- 
bodiment throughout the course of Theosophical history since 1875. 
Those who have sought leaders, or who have flocked to men and women 
already self-established as authorities, are those who, in Fromm’s terms, 

wanted an “escape from freedom.’ The leader complex originates in 
“the tendency to give up the independence of one’s own individual self 
and to fuse one’s self with somebody or something outside of oneself in 
order to acquire the strength which the individual self is lacking,” hence 
“the attempt to become a part of a bigger and more powerful whole out- 
side of oneself, to submerge and participate in it.’ Dr. Fromm then 
touches on that aspect of the typically religious temperament which 
makes a closed-minded definition of authority, and ends with an almost 
totally closed mind on the part of the devotees. Fromm proceeds: 

This power can be a person, an institution, God, the nation, con- 
science, or a psychic compulsion. By becoming part of a power which is 
felt as unshakably strong, eternal, and slamorous, one participates in its 
strength and glory. One surrenders one’s own self and renounces all 
strength and pride connected with it, one loses one’s integrity as an 
individual and surrenders freedom; but one gains a new security anda 

new pride in the participation in the power in which one submerges. 
One gains also security against the torture of doubt. He is also saved 
from the doubt of what the meaning of his life is or who “‘he”’ is. These 
questions are answered by the soar to the power to which he has 

attached himself. 

The authoritarian character does not lack activity, courage, or belief. 
But these qualities for. him mean something entirely different from 
what they mean for the person who does not long for submission. For 
the authoritarian character activity is rooted in a basic feeling of power- 
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lessness which it tends to overcome. Activity in this sense means to act 
in the name of something higher than one’s own self. It is possible 
in the name of God, the past, nature, or duty, but never in the name 

of the future, of the unborn, of what has no power, or of life as such. 
The authoritarian character wins his strength to act through his leaning 
on superior power. 

A true “‘authority,”’ recognized by most students of ULT, is that of 
authorship. But the particular authors known to us as H.P.B., W.Q.J., 
and R.C. are completely nonsectarian. From the basic statement of the 
Third Fundamental Proposition of The Secret Doctrine through 
Judge’s Letters That Have Helped Me and Notes on the Bhagavad-Gita, 
to Mr. Crosbie’s published correspondence in The Friendly Philosopher, 
the influence is toward arousal of the individual will through “self-in- 
duced and self-devised efforts.’’ And it is in this context, certainly, that 

one must regard the largely spontaneous origins of new centers of ULT 
study. When a Lodge comes into being, it does not come by way of 
some sort of “organizational expansion” from a center known as the 
Parent Lodge, but from the determination on the part of an individual 
or individuals to add to the ‘‘authorship’’ of Theosophical teachers 
their own “increase” through promulgation. While authoritarian tend- 
encies may exist or persist in the human beings who work according to 
the method of ULT, they are bound to be diminished by that very 
method, since so little is offered in the way of “power” or even personal 
recognition. If the going is difficult between new students who come 
together to form a Lodge and if the inaugurating person or persons con- 
ceivably provide too much “direction,” it must be remembered that the 
modulus of ULT has enabled such situations to work themselves into a 
true associative harmony with a continual “increase,” also, in the shar- 
ing of responsibility. 

Recently, a contributor to THEOSOPHY unearthed a hitherto unpub- 
lished paragraph by William Q. Judge on the subject of authority and 
successorship printed in the New York Daily Tribune for May 9, 1891, 
on the occasion of Madame Blavatsky’s death, in the form of an inter- 
view. Judge said: 

We have known that Madame Blavatsky has been an invalid for a 
long time, and it was only her indomitable pluck and endurance that 
have kept her alive so long. Up to her death she was working heart 
and soul for the cause for which she so ably preached. It is of course a 
shock to us, and I, who have known her intimately for years, have lost a 

| 
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dear friend. She can have no successor. Of course somebody will be 

elected president of the European Theosophical Societies, but that 1s 

only a mundane matter. In the spiritual sense nobody can succeed her. 

... The death of Madame Blavatsky will have no effect upon the move- 
ment here. We shall work as diligently as ever and try to carry out her 
teaching and wishes. 

Genuine authority, like genuine authorship, carries its own creden- 

tials and is represented by the power of ideation, rather than by the 

power of manipulation. On this view, there are certain ‘‘authorities’’ 

whith lead, educatively, away from all conceptions of external power or 
provincial partisanship. In a classical work titled Human Personality 
and its Survival of Bodily Death, first written by Prof. F. W. H. Myers 
in 1903 and recently republished, the Theosophical student may note the 
way in which a genuine philosophy of immortality leads away from the 
authority of manipulation toward the authority of ideation. Prof. Myers 
discusses the fear of death which inevitably follows when a man seeks 
his security in “‘tribal strength and cohesion.” Myers writes: 

Such fears, I say, vanish when we learn that it is the soul in man 

which links him with other souls; the body which dissevers even while 
it seems to unite; so that ‘“‘no man liveth to himself nor dieth to him- 

self,’’ but in a sense which goes deeper than metaphor, “We are every 
one members one of another.” Like atoms, like suns, like galaxies, our 
spirits are systems of forces which vibrate continually to each other’s 
attractive power. 

All this as yet is dimly adumbrated; it is a first hint of a scheme of 
thought which it may well take centuries to develop. But can we sup- 
pose that, when once this conception of the bond between all souls has 

taken root, men will turn back from it to the old exclusiveness, the old 

controversy? Will they not see that this world-widening knowledge is 
both old and new, that always have such revelations been given, but 
develop now into a mightier meaning,—with the growth of wisdom 
in those who send them, and in us who receive ? 

Surely we have here a conception, at once wider and exacter than 
ever before, of that “religious education of the world” on which 
theologians have been fain to dwell. We need assume no “‘super- 
natural interference,” no “plan of redemption.” We need suppose 
only that the same process which we observe to-day has been operating 
for ages. 

Clarification on the matter of ‘‘authority” seems to be one of the cen- 
tral labors of the Theosophical Movement in any age. Yet it is never 
for the Theosophical student to press his own idea of devotion upon 
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others. At the conclusion of the H.P.B. compilation, What is Theoso- 

phy? Its Nonsectarian Spiru, Madame Blavatsky speaks with obvious 
application to the subject of authority’: 

Concerning the deeper spiritual, and one may almost say religious, 
beliefs, no true Theosophist ought to degrade these by subjecting them 
to public discussion, but ought rather to treasure and hide them deep 
within the sanctuary of his innermost soul. ... A ray from the absolute 
truth can reflect itself only in the pure mirror of its own flame—our | 
highest Spiritual Consciousness. % 

The crucial question in respect to “‘authority”’ is whether one wishes 
to possess an authority who will take over the responsibility for one’s - 
own acts—or one’s beliefs. It is this sort of authority which Theosophi- 
cal teachers have consistently refused to accept. The Theosophical stu- 
dent, in parallel fashion, endeavors to become sufficiently self-reliant 

sO as not to request such “ceremonial and adventitious” aid. In any — 
case, arguments about the relative virtues of proposed or pretended — 

authorities, within the Theosophical Movement, are clearly inappro- 
priate, as H.P.B.’s words imply. 

TOWARD FREEDOM 

Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and reli- 
gion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and 
freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or pri- _ 
vate, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship _ 

and observance. 

Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this 
right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to — 

seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media and 
regardless of frontiers. 

Everyone has duties to the community in which alone the free and 
full development of his personality is possible. In the exercise of his 
rights and freedoms, everyone shall be subject only to such limitations 
as are determined by law solely for the purpose of securing due recog- 
nition and respect for the rights and freedoms of others and of meeting 
the just requirements of morality, public order and the general wel- 
fare in a democratic society. : 

—Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
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THE HUMAN FORM 
ie great mystery surrounding the origin and evolution of our 

human form has intrigued the minds of thinkers since the remotest 
periods of time. How did the human form come to be? Was it 

always so perfectly proportioned, as carved by sculptors of antiquity, 
and as pictured by generations of skilled artists, and as so nobly described 
by poets and others throughout our long human history on this planet ? 

* Where are the right answers as to the how and whence and wherefore 
concerning the actual development of the human form and its embodi- 
ment up to now? The scientists and learned men simply do not know. 
And, in some respects, as H.P.B. has said, “for the Western mind... 

no explanation can be attempted for those who are not students of Oc- 

cult metaphysics.” 

Alone in the teachings of Theosophy, say its students, is to be dis- 
covered what is sought—because the ancient Eternal Wisdom Religion 
contains a unifying synthesis of knowledge and understanding. 

A good first key to a partial uncovering of the mystery veiling the 
truth concerning the form of man was recently proposed in an article 
in the Sunday New York Tzmes Magazine of Jan. 21, 1962. Seeking to 
find plausible answers in his article, ‘“Fearfully and Wonderfully Made,” 
the author, Dr. Lewis Lasagna, after positing two questions—“‘Is the 
human body an efficient mechanism?” and ‘“Would it be possible to de- 
sign a better one?’’—himself states that “‘it is in the extraordinary co- 
ordination of its parts that the human body excels as a machine.” 
(Italics ours). Whether or not the learned doctor intuitively realized the 

_key was in the idea of hierarchies of intelligences working together in 
unison is not known; but he approached close to a Theosophic under- 

standing. 

In another area, in an article signed by John Lear, Science Editor, in 

the Saturday Review of Feb. 3, 1962, discussing magnetism and certain 
lines of force that seemingly assume “a surrealist sketch of a man cra- 

dling his head in his arms,” the author bluntly states, ‘‘no one knows 
how ot why the body of the human species came to be shaped as it is.” 

Theosophically, man would never achieve capstones of knowledge on 
any subject, were it not for invisible help extended Mankind from be- 

hind the scenes by the great Compassionators—Elder Brothers who, as 
the Perfected Beings and Masters of Wisdom, continually project from 
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the unseen but real world of Ideas, these eternal truths “for the experi- 

ence and emancipation of the soul.” And these truths are primarily con- 
cerned historically, not only with the very beginnings of our universe, 
the formative or plastic or, as known in theosophic parlance as “astral” 

evolution, but more precisely, with the gradually evolving and ultimate 
perfecting of the many phases of our own Humanity, throughout inter- 
minable Cycles, Rounds and Races. 

Therefore, if one would wish to know “How man came to be the com- 

plex being that he is and why,” he must be prepared to approachi the 
study of the vast field of evolution from the highest point of view. And 
to do so requires the enquirer to bear in mind that Man “in his real na- 
ture is a unity.” Also, as H.P.B. declared, no ultimate understanding 
can be achieved “unless the student makes himself familiar with the 
mystery of evolution, which proceeds in triple lines—spiritual, psychic 
and physical.” And the Ariadne’s thread in the vast labyrinth of evolu- 
tion is Man himself. Yet, in compiling his store of knowledge, the stu- 
dent is told that it is “great souls, high and holy men of immense power, 
knowledge and wisdom,” as Mr. Judge says, ‘the Dhyanis, the Creators, 
the Guides, the Great Spirits” who are engaged in work of “often alter- 
ing’ and also that “they gradually transform by such alteration and ad- 
dition the kingdoms of nature as well as the gradually forming gross 
body of man.” 

The general laws to be known are clearly given in The Ocean of The- 
osophy by Mr. Judge, who graphically refers to the shape, form and con- 
struction of the human body as “‘the story of the building of Solomon’s 
Temple from the heterogeneous materials brought from everywhere and 
its erection without the noise of a tool being heard.” Here we enter an 
area of mystery, hopefully intent on discovering some of the clues 
locked in the bosom of time. 

There is of course, no set of arbitrary rules which the student must 

follow in this study, but the following (S.D. 1, 183.) may help: 

Every form on earth, and every speck (atom) in Space strives in its 
efforts towards self-formation to follow the model placed for it in the 
‘HEAVENLY MAN... . Its (the atom’s) involution and evolution, its 
external and internal growth and development, have all one and the 
same object—man; man, as the highest physical and ultimate form on 
this earth; the MONAD, in its absolute totality and awakened condition 
—as the culmination of the divine incarnations on Earth. 


