


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































322 THEOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

basis of experience and the cause of action, in just the same way
what we call objectivity is the basis of experience and action.

The One, which is ever at peace, which is' pure Conscious-
ness, without manifestation, motion or material existence, appears
to have manifestation, appears to be in motion, appears to be
material. (45)

Thus, verily, neither is imagination outwardly manifested, nor
are objects outwardly manifested; thus, verily, the wise fall not
into these inverted illusions. : ,

Just as a fire-brand whirled in the air appears to make a
straight or crooked line of light, so Consciousness set in motion
gives the appearance of perceiver and perceived, subject and object.

Just as the fire-brand does not really take these shapes, but
remains apart from this illusion and unchanged by it; so, verily,
does Consciousness remain apart from the illusion of manifesta-
tion, and unchanged by it.

When the fire-brand is whirled about, the appearances it gives
rise to, do not come from any external source; nor do they go
anywhere else when it ceases to be whirled, nor do they withdraw
into the fire-brand.

They do not go out of the fire-brand, because they have no sub-
stantial existence; just the same is true of Consciousness, for the
illusion of appearance is common to both of them. (50)

When Consciousness is in motion, the appearances in it do not
come from any external source; nor, when its motion ceases, do
they go to any other place; nor do they withdraw again into Con-
sciousness.

They do not go out of Consciousness, because they have no
substantial existence; they are always incapable of being accounted
for by thought, because they are outside of causality.

Substance is the cause of substance; what is other than sub-
stance is the cause of what is other than substance. But conscious
selves are neither substance nor other than substance.

In the same way, conscious selves are not the effect of imagina-
tion, nor is imagination. the effect of conscious selves. Thus the
wise take refuge in the truth that there is no real manifestation of
cause and effect.

So long as there is a belief in cause and effect, so long will
there be the seeming operation of cause and effect. But when the
belief in cause and effect fades, then also will the seeming opera-
tion of cause and effect pass away. (55)

So long as there is a belief in cause and effect, so long will
the sequence of birth and rebirth continue; but when the belief
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in cause and effect fades away, the sequence of birth and rebirth
will cease.

Through the enveloping power of delusion all manifestation
comes into being, therefore it is not eternal. As everything is in
reality not manifested, through its non-separation from the Real,
therefore there is no destruction of anything.

The conscious selves that seem to come into manifestation, do
not really come into manifestation. It is through Glamor that they
seem to come into manifestation. And Glamor has no real being.

Just as from a seed which is the result of Glamor, a sprout
which is the result of Glamor comes forth, and is neither eternal,
nor subject to destruction, so is the manifestation of conscious
selves.

Since conscious selves do not in reality come into manifesta-
tion, they cannot be said either to be eternal as such, or not to be
eternal. Where no distinctions of quality exist, there can be no
distinguishing description (60)

Just as in dream the imagination plays at subject and object,
through the power of Glamor; in just the same way, in waking,
the imagination plays at subject and object, through the power of
Glamor.

And as there is no doubt at all that the imagination, which seems
thus divided in dream, is not divided, so there is no doubt at all
that the imagination, which seems to be dual in waking, is not
really divided.

The beholder of a dream, moving about in dream in all the ten
directions of space, sees all kinds of living things standing there,
whether egg-born or sweat-born, or whatever they be.

But they exist only in the imagination of the beholder of the
dream, and have no existence separate from him; in just the same
way the imagination of the beholder of the dream has no existence
apart from him.

So one who is awake moves through the ten directions of the
waking world, and beholds all kinds of living things, whether egg-
born or sweat-born. - (65)

But these beings are visible only to the waking consciousness,
and have no existence apart from it. In just the same way, the
imagination of waking consciousness has no separate existence.

The two depend for their seeming existence on their mutual
interaction; both are beyond the range of every instrument of mental
analysis, for such instrument exists only in them.

Just as the being seen in dream appears to pass through birth
and death, so all these beings in the world neither are nor are
they not.
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Just as the being produced by Glamor seems to pass through
birth and death, so all these beings in the world neither are nor
are they not.

Just as the being created by suggestion seems to pass through
birth and death, so all these beings in the world neither are nor
are they not. (70)

No being is really born; there is no real manifestation for
him. This is the supreme truth, which teaches that naught is really
manifested.

This dual world of perceiver and perceived comes into being
through the motion of the imagination. Therefore the imagination
is declared to be unrelated to objects, everlasting, unattached.

The being that is built up by the enveloping power of illusion
has no transcendental reality. So things held to exist by the delu-
sions of other schools of thought, have no transcendental reality.

The Real is spoken of as unmanifest, through the illusion of
defective thought, but it cannot in the transcendental sense even
be said to be unmanifest. It is said to be unmanifest, only with
reference to other defective schools of thought, which speak of it
as manifest. (74)

Firm faith persists only in that which does not come into
being; in that, there is no duality. He who understands that
duality is unreal, is beyond causation, and does not fall into birth.

Where the imagination accepts no causes, whether good, bad
or middling, then it falls not into birth; for without a cause, how
can there be an effect?

The non-manifestation of the imagination, which is thus without
a cause, is non-dual and unconditioned; the same is true of every-
thing unborn, for it is but the work of the imagination.

Awaking to the truth that causation is not a final reality, and
finding no external, separate cause for manifested existence, one
reaches the heart’s desire, the resting-place that is free from fear
and beyond sorrow.

Belief that unreal things are real attaches us to unreal things.
But when we wake up to the fact that outer things are unreal, we
become free from attachment to them.

Poise unshakable is his, who is free from the illusion of out-
ward reality and manifestation. This is the aim of the awakened;
this is the unconditioned, the unborn, the One. (80)

The Self is unborn, free from drowsiness and dreams, self-
illumined; by the very nature of its being, it is ever self-illumined.

Through our grasping after one outer object after another, the.
joy of the Self is perpetually concealed, and suffering fills our field
of view. But the Lord, the real Self is there, awaiting us.
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The childish minded fails to find the Self, because he is wrépped
up in arguments as to whether it is or is not, is and is not, or exists
not at all; arguments drawn from the ideas of things moving or
stable or both, or non-being.

The Self is perpetually being concealed by predicating of it one
of these four alternatives. He is the perfect Seer, who beholds the
Self as untouched by these.

When he has attained complete omniscience, the secondless
resting-place of the Eternal, which is without beginning, middle or
end, what remains for him to long for? (8s5)

This is the highest virtue of the twice-born, this is called the
true peace, this is the true control which springs from the conquest
of the lower nature; he who knows this, shall enter into peace.

The sense of the world as dual, made up of outer things and
inner emotions, is a worldly perception. The sense of the world
as single, made up of emotions without outer things, is equally
worldly.

That which is beyond outer things and emotions is declared to
be above worldly experience; it is proclaimed by the wise to be at
once wisdom, and the goal of wisdom and knowledge.

When the knowledge of the three worlds is grasped, when they
are known in ascending degrees, then the sage enters into perfect
knowledge of all things.

The first steps of knowledge, concerning what is to be aban-
doned, what is to be known, what is to be acquired, what is to be
tipened, are all but figurative expressions, except that which con-
cerns what is to be known. (90)

All different forms and characters should be known as by nature
like the ether, beginningless. Their difference is not real at any
time, in any place.

All forms and characters but dwell in thought, through their
very nature; from the beginning, they are clearly defined. He who
accepts this truth, builds for immortality.

By their very nature, all forms and characters are devoid of
true outward existence, they are essentially unreal, they have no
being apart from the Self, the unborn, which brings us light.

Those who dwell in the thought of separateness do not reach
the Light. Those who are in bondage to separateness, who declare
that objects really exist apart from the Self, are pitiful. (94)

But those who will dwell firm-set in the unborn One, they indeed
are wise in this world; but this wisdom the world cannot reach.

True wisdom is that which, being unmanifest, does not hold
itself to be dependent on forms and characters which have no real
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being. Wisdom, thus independent, is -declared to be free from
attachment.

There can be no true detachment for the unwise in whom
dwells even an atom of the sense of separateness; is not this the
very thing that conceals the Real?

Since all forms and characters are of their very nature one with
the stainless Self, they have never been the cause of the Self’s con-
cealment. From the beginning they are nothing but thought; they
can be known, only as being nothing but thought.

The wisdom of him who has reached illumination, who is full
of fervor, does not concern itself with characters and forms; for
him, forms and characters have no true reality. This is not the
same as saying that the subjective is real

Having thus realized the One, which is hard to behold, which
dwells in the deeps, which is ever equal, which is full of light, that
resting-place where there is no separateness: let us bow down to
that One, in the measure of our enlightenment. (100)

CHARLES JOHNSTON.

THE END.

To the inward vision it is light, to the heart it is love, to the spirit
it is an awakening, and to all the being it is an inward glow and peace
that passeth understanding.

The world needs this light. All those through whom it may shine
should open the windows of their souls and let it pour in. He who refuses
15 not @ friend to his God, to his fellow man or to himself.

The greatest words that Paul ever spoke were uttered near the end
of his life when he said: “I have not disobeyed the heavenly vision.”
Those who have the heavenly vision must not disobey it. Though it leads
them through ridicule, hardship, incessant toil, poverty and even martyr-
dom, they must follow the wvoice. If they thrill with the message they
must speak.

The personality is nothing. If it gives the highest message it is only
an instrument through which God pours a little of His truth. However
imperfect the instrument may be, yet it has done its part if it utters the
highest that is in it. The divine harmony is infinite. Enough for one
man if he can catch even a single strain of that ineffable music and let
st sound through him to the world.

STERLING GAZETTE.




NIETZSCHE AND MADAME
BLAVATSKY:

THEIR DOCTRINES STATED AND COMPARED.

INTRODUCTION.

Blavatsky is to confess oneself lacking in “culture”—a confes-

sion which few of us have the courage to make. Just as Strauss

and Rodin dominate in the domain of art, the ideas of Nietzsche
and of Madame Blavatsky, as subjects of discussion, are more popular
for the moment than those of any other writers on philosophy.

And while all fashions are significant, fashions in philosophy reveal
the thoughts and aspirations of humanity in plain words. If only for
that reason, no one who either works among men or who finds enter-
tainment in observing them, can afford to ignore the widely different
tendencies which these two writers represent.

Volumes have been written about both of them, but nothing has
been attempted by way of comparison. It will be seen, I trust, that they
serve one another admirably as contrasts.

Studying them, as we might look at magnifying mirrors reflecting
the minds of men, it is of much more importance to grasp the purport
of their writings than to judge, no matter how correctly, their personal
characters. From that point of view, whether Nietzsche was a genius,
a lunatic, a poseur, or an atheistic Savanarola; whether Madame Blavat-
sky. was a divinely inspired messenger, a charlatan, or an anti-Christ,
is of minor interest. We shall see, too, that neither of them said
“Believe because I tell you it is true;” but that, on the contrary, both of
them insisted that they, personally, were merely sign-posts by the way,
and that their disciples must think for themselves and work out their
own salvation accordingly.

Nevertheless, as their origin and personal history throw some light
upon their teachings, it will be best in each case to speak briefly of
their lives before considering the ideas with which théir names are
associated.

TO be unable nowadays to discuss both Nietzsche and Madame

Part L

Friedrick Nietzsche (pronounced Neet-chi) was born in Prussia
on the 15th of October, 1844. His origin and personal history throw
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much light upon his teachings. He was the son of a Lutheran minister;
both his grandparents had been ministers, and his great-grandfather
on his mother’s side had also been a minister.

Although born in Germany, he always laid stress on the fact that
he was not a German, but a Pole; and as a boy he took pleasure and
pride in tracing his ancestry—whether correctly or not is unknown—
to a family of Polish nobles named Niétzky. “A Count Niétsky must
not lie,” he used to say, while quite a child, to his sister.

Educated for the ministry, he found, even as a student, that it
would be impossible for him to accept Christianity literally. Its prin-
cipal doctrines, he wrote, “are symbols, just as the very highest truths
must always be the symbols of truths still higher.”* And he soon
reached a point at which he ceased to find in Christianity even the sym-
bols of truth. It seemed to him that he had to choose between “God”
and “Truth,” and he determined to follow the latter no matter where
it might lead him. He wished to be sincere with himself always and at
any cost. The question of questions for him then became: What is for
man generally, what, above all, for me, is the meaning of life, seeing
that God does not exist? There is no question but that he threw his
whole being into the solution of this problem.

As he had a great gift for improvisation, he thought at one time
of becoming a musician and of earning his living by that means. This
idea he was obliged to give up. He then decided to study Philology,
which he did, first at Bonn, and then at Leipzig. In 1869 he was
appointed a professor at the University of Basle. He remained there
for ten years, and if it had not been for the Franco-Prussian War of
1870, he might have retained his professorship for the rest of his life.
As it was, shortly after the outbreak of hostilities, he volunteered to
serve as a member of the Red Cross. His constitution broke down under
the strain. This ruined his health permanently, and in 1879, having
already achieved considerable success as an author, he resigned his
professorship in order to devote the whole of his remaining strength
to literature.

The only outer event in his life which calls for notice during his
residence at Basle, was his intimacy with Richard Wagner, with whom
he often stayed at Bayreuth. All that need here be said under that
head is that after writing in 1876, Richard Wagner in Bayreuth, a work
in which he held up the great composer as the master of music and
as a genius who was guiding the younger generation away from mod-
ern philistinism, he afterwards changed his opinion, declaring that the
most important event of his life had been a “cure,” and that Wagner
had been his illness. Wagner was a magical “comedian,” the adequate
artistic expression of our era of decadence.

® Das Leben Nietssche’s, Frau Forster-Nietzsche; i, 32r1.
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But the dominant influence in Nietzsche’s life was the physical
suffering which he endured. For years the most terrible headaches, and
at last, in the spring of 1889, madness. Eleven years later, on August
25, 1900, he died. His philosophy grew out of his suffering. At first
a pessimist, to whom history seemed “brutal and devoid of sense;”
unable to believe in a future state or to find any reason for his suffering,
he came to the conclusion later that pessimism itself is a symptom of
some physiological disorder, and as he willed to grow well, he willed
to become an optimist: “the instinct of self-preservation forbade him
to remain discouraged,”"he said.*

He determined, therefore, in spite of, if not because of, his suffer-
ing, to find joy in the present. His inspiration for this he found in
ancient Greece—in its tragic or dionysian spirit, which is best expressed,
he considered, in the dramas of Aschylus, and in the philosophy of
Heraclitus. These were the people, he declared, who said “Yes” to life;
who were the true aristocrats; who were full of vital power, who saw
that instinct was superior to reason, and by whom “Pain itself was felt
as a stimulant.”f Consequently, instead of preaching detachment from
life and aspiration for Nirvana as Schopenhauer had done (and to a
certain extent and up to a certain point in his career he had followed
Schopenhauer), Nietzsche came to regard as “good,” everything which
strengthened in man the will to live, everything which could give to
existence some further purpose and interest.

But this was only the first step in his intellectual development, and
he took many intermediate steps before he formulated the system, if
it can be called a system, which is commonly called Nietzscheism. He
himself would have repudiated the idea of having introduced anything
resembling a body of doctrines. For him the philosopher was every-
thing; the philosophy very little. So he made his own personality the
center of his philosophy and passed his life in trying to “find himself,”
and in communicating to the world the result of his investigations.

This he did fragmentarily, often in the form of aphorisms, and
always ‘“impressionally”’—his enemies say, incoherently. But he took
infinite pains to present his ideas in the most seductive form he could
command: in the form of prose-poetry, rather than of logic, which he
despised; in the form most likely to appeal to the “Self” of man (and
we shall see later what he meant by Self). Musician as he was, his
style is essentially lyrical, passionate, symbolical ; so perfect, in the opinion
of his admirers, that he must be counted the greatest master of prose
that Germany has ever produced. It is difficult to imagine Spencer’s
Data of Ethics, or Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, set to music; but

* Frau Forster-Nietzsche, II, 1, p. 338.
t Gotzen-Dimmerung (“Was ich den Alten verdanke”); Nietzsche’s Werke (Erste Abtheilung;

C. G. Naumann, Leipzig, 1899); vol. viii, p. 173. Socrates he detested as a plebeian, and as
the incarnation of reason.

22
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Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, his most important work, was chosen by Richard
Strauss as the subject of his best-known symphony.

* * * * * *

If it can be said that Nietzsche’s philosophy—or rather, his theory
of life—has a basis in reason, this must be found, not in the “Eternal
Return” (an idea that occurred to him in 1881 only, and of which we
will speak later), but in his conception of moral “values.” A “Table
of Values,” he says, is set up in each age and by each civilization. In
our age, for instance, truth is considered superior to error, compassion
to cruelty. He regards such values as man-made and arbitrary.
Rejecting the existence of God, he rejects the existence of “things
in themselves.” Why truth rather than error? May not error
be of greater use than truth? May not evil be of greater value
than good? He decides that the only reality we can know is the world
of our desires and instincts. There is no soul, or rather, the body is
the soul.

“Behind thy thoughts and feelings, my brother, there stands a
mighty master, an unknown Guide—he is named Self. In thy body he
dwells; he is thy body.” *

All our acts, thoughts, “reasons,” and wishes, then, are governed
by our body and its instincts (the “Self””); and these instincts, in their
turn, are controlled by a primordial and fundamental instinct which he
calls the “Will for Power” (Der Wille zur Macht).

This Will for Power, being the mainspring of life, anything which
strengthens and satisfies it is “good;” anything which weakens it or
which defeats its ends is “bad.” What life in itself is worth, no one can
judge; pessimism and optimism are alike futile; but life 75, and so long
as there is life one should will it to be as exuberant, as tropical, as intense
as possible. One should say “Yes” to everything that will increase the
vitality of the man-plant: to error and to illusion as much as to any-
thing else, even to what are called evil and sin if these too are likely to
produce the desired effect. On the other hand, one should say “No”
to everything that tends to diminish power, no matter whether one has
to turn one’s back on every ideal that the world has known.

With that as his foundation, it is not surprising that Nietzsche
found himself in violent disagreement with the Table of Values
accepted, at least theoretically, by the modern world. The origin of
this “Table” he explains as follows: )

Speaking generally, the world has known two types of morality:
the morality of the aristocrat, the master, and the morality of slaves.
Since the dawn of history, one or another warlike race has conquered
some weaker race, and has set up its own aristocratic Table of Values.
T * Werke. VL 47.
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To be self-reliant, to know how to rule and how to rule oneself; to
be refined, courteous to his equals, elegant, to love “good form;” to be
proud, stern, and yet joyous; to be forceful and audacious, and to hate
and despise fear, flattery, humility, lying, and all that he considered
vulgar and unclean; these things were essential. Above all, the aristo-
crat felt that he owed duties to his peers only, and that to the stranger
and the slave he could behave exactly as he liked.

Naturally the Table of Values erected by the race that had been
conquered, by the slaves, was very different. For them, “evil” was all
that was violent and that inspired fear; while “good” included most of
the qualities which the aristocrat despised, but which made life more
bearable to the slave; such as pity, gentleness, patience, humility, and
industry.

How is it, Nietzsche asked, that this latter code has supplanted in
Europe the Table of Values of the aristocrat? And he answered that
it was the work of the Jews and of their abortion—Christianity. The
Jews, the ten-times conquered, and formerly the despised among men,
had inaugurated the “revolt of the slaves,” and had imposed upon the
world the hateful doctrine that it is the unfortunate, the down-trodden,
the poor, the feeble, the sick, even the ugly and the de-vitalized, who are
the best beloved of God.

From that point Nietzsche’s doctrine, in a negative sense, can be
left very largely to the imagination.

The tendency of modern Europe he described as follows:

“Behold,” teaches Zarathustra, his creation, his type of the Super-
man, “behold, I show you the last man.

“‘What is love? What is creation? What is desire? What is a
star? (Was ist Stern?)’—Thus asks the last man, and blinks.

“Earth has then become small, and on her hops the last man who
makes everything around him small. His race is ineradicable, like an
earth-flea; the last man lives the longest.

“‘We have discovered happiness,’ say the last men, and blink.
They have abandoned the regions where it was hard to live: for they
need warmth. They love their neighbor, besides, and rub themselves
against him: for they need warmth.

“To become ill, and to be distrustful, is for them a sin: they move
with precaution. A fool, he who still stumbles over stones or over
people.

“A little poison from time to time: that gives pleasant dreams. And
much poison at the last, for a pleasant death.

“They still work, because work is an entertainment. But they
take care that the entertainment is not an effort.

“They no longer become either poor or rich: both are too trouble-
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some. Who would still wish to command? And who to obey?
Both are too troublesome.

“No shepherd and one flock! Each man wishes the same thing.
All are equal: who feels otherwise, voluntarily enters a madhouse.

“‘Of old, the whole world was crazy,” say the Most Superior, and
blink.

“One is sagacious, and knows all that has happened: so one has no
Aim to scoff at. One still disputes, but one is quickly reconciled—
otherwise it spoils the stomach.

“One has one’s little Fancy (Liistchen) for the day, and one’s little
Fancy for the night: but one respects Health.

“ ‘We have discovered Happiness,’ say the last men, and blink.” *

Every philosophy which teaches that peace is better than war;
every morality which defines happiness negatively; every system of
metaphysics which sees in a state of equilibrium, of repose, the final
attainment of evolution; every esthetic or religious aspiration towards
a better world, a “beyond,” is fundamentally a symptom of this “blink-
ing” degeneracy.

Naturally, Christianity and everything that savours of asceticism,
he attacks with fury, almost exhausting his magnificent vocabulary in
anathematizing priestcraft, and declaring that the very spirit of Chris-
tianity, apart from its dogmas, has polluted and debased the intellectual
and moral atmosphere of Europe.

“The sense of sin,” one of the chief supports of Christianity, is
entirely self-induced, he says. It arises in large measure from what is
known as a bad conscience; but a bad conscience he accounts for as
follows:

When a race is conquered, the individuals comprising it can no
longer give free play to their instincts: prudence obliges them to sup-
press these for fear of offending the conqueror. But instincts are a
force which must have an outlet, if not exterior, then interior. The
exterior channel being cut off, a kind of interior fermentation takes
place, and it is this that men call a “bad conscience.”

An aphorism of his in regard to Theosophy, of which the follow-
ing is a free translation, will throw some further light on the subject.

“The result of Theosophy. One is most dishonest against one’s
God: one is not allowed to sin!’ §

Impersonality he abhors.

That man should surrender his personal desires and his egoism, he
repudiates indignantly. Man should use all his instincts and desires,
“bad” as well as “good,” in his search for experience. He should be
careful, however, that his desires do not use him.

* Also Sprach Zarathustra, V. vi, pp. 19-20.
t“Aus der Theosophie. Man ist am wunehrlichsten gegen seinen Gott: er darf micht
slndigenl” (Spriiche und Zwischenspiele, vol. vii, p. 95).
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Democracy, which aims to establish a condition of things in which
wealth and poverty, “masters” and “slaves,” will alike be abolished;
which talks of “universal brotherhood” and of peace, and believes that
the individual can and should find his happiness in the happiness of
society as a whole—he attacked as unsparingly as he attacked Chris-
tianity. The natural inequality of men is one of the fundamental
ideas of his philosophy. ‘“Slavery,” he says, “is one of the essential
conditions of a high culture.” * War he regards as one of the most
important means of progress. It brings to light the strength and the
weakness of men. Zarathustra declares:

“Ye say, the good cause justifies even war? I say to you: it is
the good war that justifies every cause.f

He carried his individualism so far that even in Germany, where,
since Hegel, individuals have been looked upon as existing chiefly for
the benefit of the State, he questioned the utility of the State as an aid
to Culture.

Scientists he condemned generally as being made of much the
same stuff as ascetics. They are “presumptuous pygmies;” the best of
them only mirrors—instruments instead of wills, “ignoring all joys
except those of knowing and reflecting,” so hopelessly impersonal as to
be capable of saying with Leibnitz, “I despise hardly anything.”}

Sceptics of every variety he almost pitied. They are even more
impotent than scientists, from the creature who is sceptical in order to
appear dilettante and distinguished, to the poor wretch who, having
tried to solve the riddle of the universe, has given up the problem in
weariness and despair, and who has become a sceptic because he has
not the energy to be anything else. .

Philosophers he upbraided for pretending to present their systems
as purely logical, while really all that they say is a plea in support of
their personal prejudices.

For women who are, in his opinion, truly feminine, he shows
tenderness and respect. But he believes that the inequality of the
sexes is a necessary law.

“The happiness of man,” says Zarathustra, “is named: I desire.
The happiness of woman: he desires.”|| The highest function of
women is to bring beautiful children into the world. Anything which
interferes with this, he deplores. But he does not deplore, he execrates
the notion that women should be more than mothers, sweethearts, or
wives. The “emancipated” woman, who competes with man in the
sphere of literature, science or commerce, he simply lacerates.

% * * * * %
*W., IX, p. 98.
tW., V, 67.
tW., VII, 150-155; Jenseits von Gut und Bise.
1w, VI, o7.
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But now for the positive side of his teaching—and we shall see
that this, too, is very largely made up of negatives. First in impor-
tance, philosophically, comes the idea of the “Eternal Return.” To
state this in the fewest possible words, his argument is that the sum
of the forces which constitute the universe is constant and limited.
Time on the other hand is infinite. It follows that sooner or later any
given combination of the sum of forces must, by reason of the natural
and unintelligent play of possibilities, be reproduced, and that, no matter
what length of time may elapse between such reproductions of com-
binations, the process must have been repeated indefinitely in the past,
and will be repeated for ever in the future: exactly the same combina-
tions.* So every act, thought, and emotion will re-live in us an infinite
number of times. The world, therefore, means nothing. It is the
product of blind chance. Evolution leads no where, and progress is a
treadmill revolving eternally on the same center, marking the same
circle.

Nietzsche professed to hold logic so cheaply, that it is difficult to
say what if any connection this idea of the “Eternal Return” had with
his doctrine of the Uber-Mensch, or Super-man. Yet the one to some
extent explains the other; for, granting that life has no meaning, it is
arguable that it is man’s business to give it a meaning. In any case, it
is the primary function of the Super-man to create new ‘“values” in life.

This ideal, the Super-man, personified by Nietzsche as Zarathustra
in Also Sprach Zarathustra (the best known of his works, and to some
extent an epitome of his earlier writings), is put forward as the type
of what the elect of mankind should become. Zarathustra, having
attained this condition, collects around him in his cavern a number of
pessimists, representing the elect, whom he instructs, and whom he cures
of their pessimism.

It is for the elect only that the morality of the Super-man is
intended. Nietzsche insists strongly that the ordinary man ought to
live in obedience and faith. His Utopia—the ideal State of the future
as he conceived it—is to be an aristocracy, divided into castes, each with
well defined duties. The inferior caste is to consist of laborers. Agri-
culture, commerce, industry, even science and art will need them—
men who follow, who are content to copy, to obey. The members of
this lower caste will be happier, in a tranquil kind of way, than their
superiors, because they will have no responsibilities. “For you, belief
and slavery,” says Zarathustra. Above them will be the caste of over-
seers, warriors, and guardians' of the law; at their head, a king. But
the highest caste, the real rulers, will be that of the Sages, of the
“creators of values,” who will play the same rdle on earth as “the God
of the Christians” is supposed to play in the universe. Very few are

*W., XII, 522



NIETZSCHE AND MADAME BLAVATSKY 335

those who are fit to enter this highest caste. Zarathustra demands
much before he will accept any one as a disciple.

“Art thou,” he asks, “a new force and a new law? ‘An original
movement? A wheel which turns of itself? Canst thou likewise
compel the stars to revolve around thee?

“Alas! There is so much hankering for the High! There are so
many spasms of the ambitious! Show me that thou art not one of the
hankerers, of the ambitious!

“Alas! There are so many great thoughts which have no more
effect than a bellows: they puff up and make more empty !

“Free, thou callest thyself? It is thy predominant thought that
I wish to hear, and not that thou hast escaped from a yoke.

“Art thou such as needed to escape from a yoke? There are those
who cast off their last value when they cast off their servitude.” *

It is for the benefit of the few only, then, that he elaborates the
doctrine of life as “that which must always surpass itself.” {

“I teach you concerning the Super-man,” says Zarathustra to the
people assembled. ‘“Man is something that ought to be surpassed.
What have you done to surpass him?” i

Man is not an end, but a bridge between the animal kingdom and
the Super-man. He may attain the condition of Super-man by a process
of “self-upraising” (Selbstaufhebung) ;|| by an intensity of suffering
so great that it leads at last to optimism. The first step is that which
his disciples had already taken: intense disgust of themselves, leading
them to pessimism or asceticism. Zarathustra tells them that they have
not suffered enough. “For ye suffer on account of what ye are; ye
have not yet suffered on account of what Man is.”§ Only by attain-
ing this supreme degree of pain and disgust can they develop sufficient
energy to cross the last gulf which separates them from the state of
Super-man.

But suffering alone is not enough. They must renounce the table
of moral values which the world now recognizes as authoritative ; they
must renounce the ideal which, whether it be called Christian, demo-
cratic or ascetic, is at present accepted nominally or actually in civilized
countries; and they must return to the table of values of conquering
races, of the masters who create values for themselves instead of
accepting those of other people. Realizing that nothing in nature has
any, value in itself; that there is no such thing as an ideal in itself;
they must create their own truth, their own morality, regardless of good
and evil, of truth and of error—deliberately “willing illusion,” creating

*W., VI, o1, 92.

tW., VI, 167.

tW, VI, 13 (“...... das diberwunden werden soll’’).

1 “Selbstaufhebung”’ may mean either “self-upraising,” or ‘self-suspension” and “self-
suppression.’”” It is probable that Nietzsche used the word with its dual meaning in view.

§ W., VI, 421 (“Ihr leidet an euch, thr littet noch nicht am Menschen’).



336 THEOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

lies, if by doing so they can increase the intensity of life, and thus assist
the development of their type.

Daring experimenters, continually searching for new forms of
existence and experience, they must be prepared to risk, without trem-
bling, not only their own happiness and life, but the lives and happi-
ness of all those inferior creatures whom they drag after them. It is,
indeed, not happiness which they seek, but the emotion of the game.
They-know that pleasure and pain are opposites which always co-exist,
and that he who would, experience the great joys must also endure
the great sorrows. But this fact they welcome, for they wish life to
be as intense, as strenuous as possible, and the wider the oscillation of
emotion, the more tremendous their sense of power. They must go
further even than saying “Yes” to all that life brings.

“The will is a creator,” says Zarathustra to his disciples. “Every
‘it was’ is a fragment, an enigma, a horrid accident—until the creative
Will says to it: ‘But I wished it thus! Until the creative Will says
to it: ‘But I wish it thus! Thus I would have it! ” *

And, having said this, the Super-man must adopt an attitude of
mind in regard to results which is curiously akin to that “abandon-
ment of the fruits of action” inculcated by Krishna in the Bhagavad
Gita. Nietzsche said of his own system that whether it made for death
or life, time alone could prove; for life would triumph in the end and
would bring him either victory or defeat—which of the two mattered
not, seeing that Life would triumph. He hated the adoration of suc-
cess. So Zarathustra, while instructing his disciples, as we have seen,
that “it is a good war that justifies every cause,” adds that they should
have for their enemies such only as are hateful, not those who are
contemptible. “You should be proud of your enemy: thus the successes
of your enemy are your successes also.”

This carelessness of results should be expressed in manner also,
says Zarathustra. In all the “adventures” of life, in peace and in war,
in joy and in disaster, the Super-man must exhibit the serenity of the
beau joueur, the smiling grace of a dancer, the joyous simplicity of a
child at play. He must laugh as the old gods laughed: he must laugh
himself “beyond himself.”}

And he must be utterly self-reliant.

“I am going alone, O my disciples,” says Zarathustra “And now
go ye also away, and alone. I wish it so.

“Verily I counsel you: Go forth from me and protect yourselves
against Zarathustra! And better still: be ashamed of him. Perhaps
he hath deceived you. G

“Ye say that ye believe in Zarathustra? But of what consequence

*W., VI, 208 (“So werde ich’'s wollen!’’).
tW, VL, 68.
W, VI, 430.
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is Zarathustra! Ye are my believers: but of what consequence ‘are all
believers ! )

“Ye had not yet sought yourselves: hence ye found me. Thus do
all believers ; and that is why all belief is of such little worth.

“Now I command you to lose me and to find yourselves; and only
when all of you have renounced me, will I return unto you.” *

Lastly, as the supreme achievement of the Super-man, he must
annihilate pity. Zarathustra himself had almost been overcome by this
besetting sin of man. “This new Table, oh my brothers, I give unto
you: Become hard!” f

Nietzsche argued that in any case pity is only a form of egoism;
whether we do good or evil to others, it is with the object of feeling
our own power, and that we may bring others under our dominion.
The aristocrat tries to bend his equals to his will; the slave is con-
tented with easy triumphs and seeks to control others—the sick, the
wretched—by pitying them. The aristocrat hates to be pitied; the
slave enjoys it.

" But apart from this, pity interferes with the law of natural selec-
tion; it tends to preserve those who, if left to themselves, would not
survive in the struggle for existence, and who ought not to survive.
Their survival increases the sum of misery in the world; directly, by
perpetuating a degenerate, useless and miserable species; indirectly, in
so far as the sight of pain, deformity, ugliness or sorrow is liable to
disturb the balance of the Super-man, and even, either by excess of
disgust or of compassion, to drag him down from his high estate to
pessimism or to asceticism.

The inundation of pity into modern life, says Nietzsche, is only
another proof that we have become effeminate, and that we are afraid
of pain. We not only fear pain for ourselves; we cannot even bear the
idea of suffering in others. Such cowardice, he says, like every other
form of fear, is contemptible. Instead of abolishing suffering, he would
make life harder than it has ever been. All human progress has been
brought about by suffering. There is in man a creature and a creator.
The creature needs “to be moulded, broken, hammered, rent, scorched,
burnt, purified.”f Suffering is good for the creature and pity is out
of place. The creator suffers, but scorns pity and should not be
insulted by the sight of it.

Nietzsche did not stop there. Believing, as we have seen, that
“slavery is one of the necessary conditions of a high culture,” he
declared that “the misery of men who vegetate, in pain, ought to be
still further increased in order to allow a small number of olympian

*W., VI, 114, 115.
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geniuses to produce great works of art.”* While, to spare future
generations the depressing spectacle of misery and ugliness, we ought
to have the courage, not only to leave those who are ripe for death to
their fate, but to push them on their way even faster than they are
inclined to go of their own accord. It is necessary for the Super-man,
therefore, to be able to inflict suffering of all kinds- without faltering.
Even feeble women and slaves can endure. “But not to succumb to
inner distress and uncertainty, when one inflicts severe pain and hears
the cry of that pain—that is great, that is a condition of greatness.”§

Every surgeon ought to know how much truth there is in the sen-
tence just quoted. But taken as a whole, “the annihilation of pity” is,
to express it mildly, so unusual a doctrine, that some of Nietzsche’s
disciples have endeavored to explain it on the ground that it is based
upon his theory of the “Eternal Return.” For, granting the truth of
that theory, and that those who are miserable (and soulless, be it
remembered) must carry their cross eternally, it might be argued that
it would be best to kill them at once, before they realize the horror of
the fate in store for them. From that point of view, it is said,
Nietzsche’s egotism may be traced to his excess of sympathy, while his
seeming brutality is really a most refined and sublime altruism, con-
verted, by “self-elevation,” into individualism.

This explanation may account for Nietzsche’s ultimate application
of his doctrine—the destruction or removal of the pitiable. But his
idea of the “Eternal Return” has nothing to do with his original con-
demnation of pity, for he attacked the morality of pity in his
Menschliches Allzumenschliches, which he wrote during the years 1876
and 1877, and which was published in 1878; while we know that the
“Eternal Return” did not occur to him until 1881.}

It is as easy, however, to expose Nietzsche’s fallacies, which are
innumerable, as it is to denounce him as an immoralist, which he
avowedly was. That there are people whom he supplies with excuses
for shortcomings which, under any other code, would trouble con-
science, requires no explanation. But how account for his hold on so
many others of a different kind, who are reasonable beings; who live
orderly lives, and who in every way are what the world calls present-
able and perhaps superior?

In the first place, he helps some people to face their pains and
sorrows bravely, and to defy external conditions. In the second
place, there are those who admire his titanic effort to be himself, to
be an independent being, to throw off every outside influence, and to
tell the truth as he saw it, at all costs, and regardless of how truth
looked yesterday. Sometimes those who respect this quality, admit that

*W., IX, p. 98.
t W., V, 246; Die frohliche Wissenschaft.
t La Philosophie de Nietzsche, par Henri Lichtenberger (1904), p. 160.
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thought rabidly independent, he had not found sure ground of his
own on which to stand, and that although his writings act on the few
as a mental stimulant, they cannot fail to act on the many as a poison.
But they admire him none the less on that account. His attempt rather
than his achievement appeals to them.

Others, again, are attracted by his effort to express the inexpressi-
ble, or, rather, to paint the darkness he found within himself and
which they, too, find within their hearts—a chaos of thought, a whirl-
pool of feeling, from which most people flee as from madness, but
which he faced, studied, and portrayed so luminously that the darkness
seems almost like Day. True, he never pierced to the light and to the
stillness which lie beyond the darkness; but how few have! If he had
done so, he would appeal to a very different order of minds. As it is,
he fascinates those who, like himself, see chaos, but who, unlike himself,
fear it.

It should be remembered, further, that but few people read all his
works : fourteen large volumes. They read him in scraps—an aphorism,
a poem, a paragraph taken at random. They read, for instance, the
following poem, and, not knowing the peculiar sense in which he uses
terms, they are charmed by his music and imagine also that he is
expressing mystically their own ideal. Thus (perforce without the
music) :

THE LoNeLy ONE.

“Either to follow or to lead is hateful to me.
“Obey? No, and once more No. Reign?

“Who is not terrible to himself gives no one terror,
“And only he who terrorizes can lead others.
“It is hateful to me even to lead myself.

* * * * * *

“I love to lose myself for a while, like some animal of the wood
or sea;

“To lie prostrate, meditating in sweet errantry.

“And at last, from far away, to entice myself homeward:

“To mislead myself unto myself.”

A thousand meanings might be read into such words; but we have
seen what he means by “self’—the body with its instincts—while
probably the majority of those who read and admire his poem, know
nothing of his philosophy.

He is liked, therefore, by some, chiefly because they do not under-
stand him.

The real secret of his influence, however, seems to lie in this: that
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he worships the modern god—Power. In so far as he voices the intui-
tion that negative piety is ineffective, and that “the Kingdom of
Heaven” can be taken by violence only, we follow him cordially. But
when leading the reaction against mere “goodness,” against the mushy
virtue of his epoch, instead of leading it in the direction of active, posi=
tive, even fiery beneficence, he turned to Power and lost himself in
adoration: and here we cannot follow him.

In politics, both national and international; in finance, and in
almost every other sphere of public activity, questions of moral right
and wrong have come to be looked upon as side issues, while Power
in itself is thought to justify practically anything. But this view, which
is based to a considerable extent upon a misunderstanding of Darwin-
ism (the survival of the fittest having been misinterpreted as the survival
of the strongest), is applied popularly to public affairs only.
Nietzsche, who, whatever his failings, never lacked courage, applied it to
personal relations, too. Without troubling himself about Darwinism, and
still less about logic, he was none the less more logical in his applica-
tion of generally accepted principles than any other writer has been.
For him, Power became not a means, but an end. And it is this that
draws people to him—particularly those who lack power, and who either
desire to be virile and masterful, or who think they are but are not,
and who, in any case, enjoy the thrill which his magnificent eulogies
of Power give them.

* * * * * *

Nietzsche as an individual and as a writer, however, must remain
insolvable to those who have not studied the phenomena of psychism
and of mediumism. For he was mediumistic without knowing it, and
he allowed himself to think that his psychic experiences were unique
and conclusive. This left him at the mercy of practically any influence
which, whether good or evil, was more positive intellectually than he
was at the moment.

Writing some recollections of his life, during the autumn of 1888,
Nietzsche spoke as follows of the way in which many of his works,
and particularly his Zarathustra, had been produced.*

“Has any one, at the end of the nineteenth century, a clear con-
ception of what poets of the strong age called Inspiration? If not, I
will describe it. With the very least remains of superstition in him,
any one would in fact hardly know how to throw aside the idea of being
merely the incarnation, merely the mouthpiece, merely the medium of
some superior power. It is the idea of revelation, in the sense that
suddenly, with inexpressible certainty and distinction [“distinction”

® Das Leben Friedrich Nietssche’s, von Elisabeth Forster-Nietzsche; Vol. II, pp. 426, 427
(Leipzig, 1904).
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rather in the sense of nobility], Something becomes visible and audible ;
Something most deeply moves and disturbs one. That describes simply
a matter of fact. One hears—one does not seek; one takes—one does
not ask who gives. Like lightning a thought flashes forth, of neces-
sity, in fixed form and without a shadow of turning: I have never had
any choice. An ecstacy, of which the tremendous tension sometimes
dissolves in a flood of tears, and during which one’s steps involuntarily
become now precipitant, now slow; a complete externalization of oneself
[auszersichsein, “beyond oneself”], with the most distinct consciousness
of innumerable light [feiner] shudders and purlings [#berrieselungen]
right down to the toes; a depth of happiness, in which the utmost pain
and gloom do not appear as a contrast, but as though consequent, as
provoked, as a necessary colour within such an abundance of light; a
flash [literally, an instinct] of rhythmical proportion spanning vast
stretches of forms. . . . All this happens with absolute involuntari-
ness, but as though in a tempest of feeling—the feeling of freedom, of
utterness, of power, of divinity. The involuntariness of picture and of
comparison, is the most remarkable thing about it. One no longer has
any notion what picture or comparison is. Everything presents itself
as the nearest, the most precise, the most simple Expression. . .

“That is my experience of inspiration. I doubt not that one would
have to go back a thousand years to find any one who would dare to
say to me: ‘It is also mine.””

It is not surprising that the man who wrote the sentence last quoted
died insane. Nietzsche’s egotism was indeed stupendous. In a work
of his, entitled Ecce Homo, which has come to light only since this
present article was written, he prophesied that at his voice “the earth
would be convulsed”: he intended to cast among men a ferment of
incomparable power. “I descend from heights where no bird has
flown; I know depths where no human foot has ever strayed.” And
yet he could also say that he had no remembrance “of having ever made
an effort; no struggle has been known in my life.”

How unlike Madame Blavatsky. Inspiration, in a certain well-
defined sense, she, too, claimed to receive; but instead of regarding
her experience as unparalleled, she insisted that many persons in all ages
have received similar inspiration, and that it is within :the reach of
every one who will serve an apprenticeship in the unselfish and faithful
service of humanity. ! E. T. H.

(To be continued.)



EARLY RELIGIONS IN AMERICA.

HERE are but few examples in history of a transplanted race

remaining unaffected by the ideas prevalent in the land of

its adoption. In almost every instance a conquering people

absorbs and amalgamates indigenous opinion. Races, as a
rule, intermingle in thought, even while they may remain socially
separated.

For example, an Aryan invasion, showing absolute subordina-
tion of native races reduced to slavery, yet carried with it an appro-
priation by the conquerors, of indigenous religious observances. The
religion of the conquerors suffered change.

In American history there is no trace of such conditions. The
ideals of the barbaric and semi-barbaric tribes with which the white
races came into contact may have undergone certain modifications
(although this is questionable), but they had nothing that proved
acceptable to European peoples. Spanish, French, and English in
attempting the conquest of the new world successively overcamé
them without modification of their own religious convictions.

The early colonists of the sixteenth century were at that stage
in human evolution in which politics and religion are inseparable.
The awakening of the Renaissance had not, so far, divorced them;
the leaven of true freedom could not, for at least another century,
reach the common mind. Its ideal of Liberty was limited to polit-
ical theories, as yet unproven. Liberty of opinion, as we know it,
was indeed impossible. Such conception of it as existed, was of
freedom of thought for oneself and the submission of others to that
opinion, or, as was wittily said at a later period, to be orthodox
was “to think as I think,” and to be heterodox to think differently.

So certain was this that even advanced minds in those days
held that difference of opinion led to Hell, and to a warm Hell at
that. Burning at the stake was not yet wholly out of fashion, for
the inquisition had reached the new world and claimed many
victims in Mexico and Peru.

Deeply ingrained in the people’s consciousness was the idea
that religion and patriotism were akin, if not actually the same.
For this reason, therefore, all deviations from accepted religious
observance were in the nature of protest against established
precedent. Every religious community arising at that time, within
the pale of national religious organization, was born of rebellion.
Hence the profound horror which was inspired by it in the minds
of really estimable people. Kindly natures soured under this despotic
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influence; and while, happily, there were not wanting stars of real
magnitude in the galaxy of noble men and women, who even in early
Colonial days believed in a greater toleration, they were rare.

We should expect to find the spirit of bigotry less violent among
the Puritan colonists than among the Catholics, but this expectation
is scarcely borne out by the facts. It may be claimed, perhaps, that
they were somewhat less bloodthirsty. We find no exact parallel
to the atrocities of Menendez who slaughtered men wholesale, “not
because they were Frenchmen but because they were Lutherans.”
The French, in avenging themselves, left religion out of the question
and hanged Spaniards, “not as Spaniards or mariners, but as traitors,
murderers and robbers,” which it may be conceded they were. The
Puritans not only hanged, but occasionally burned for mere difference
of opinion.

It is clear that toleration was not considered a virtue in the opening
of the seventeenth century, although more virulent religious hatred had
perhaps abated. The overweening power of Portugal and Spain was
declining. Both these countries had acquired extensive settlements
in America before the death of Queen Elizabeth, who with all her
ambition had been singularly unfortunate as far as colonization was
concerned. Notwithstanding her many pioneers, no permanent set-
tlements had been achieved. The ‘main value of her successive
expeditions lay in the knowledge gained by them of the resources
of the new world and of the great efforts which would be necessary
to secure them.

It had been made clear that private enterprise was insufficient
for purposes of colonization. And as Elizabeth lay dying, disap-
pointed of her heroic anticipations, she was finally induced to give
her royal guarantee that settlers in America should have the pro-
tection of full civic and religious rights. Under this promise Sir
Thomas Gilbert, more fortunate than his half brother, Raleigh, brought
his ship to Virginia, and laid the foundation of the first of the thirteen
colonies.

In due time the church bells of the mother-country were heard
in the land of adoption and Protestant baptisms were being held
in a font hewn out of the trunk of an old tree.

Honest churchgoing was expected of every resident in the new
colony, and the seed of religious liberty fell upon barren soil in
Virginia, for when, later on, Puritan pilgrims from New England
arrived there, they were driven away with insult and ignominy. A
few Huguenot and Scotch-Irish Presbyterians only were encouraged
to remain as having proved themselves good colonists apart from
their religion.

The beginnings of New England, the settlements in Massa-
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chusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire and Rhode Island are too
well known to detain us as history, but they have vital interest for
us in a study of the religious influences of that period.

It is difficult to recognize in the self-assertive spirit of the
pioneers of those early days the leaven of future liberty—“lovers
of peace” they have been called, but they never willingly yielded a
conviction or admitted the possibility of another point of view from
their own.

The immortal colonisers of New England held their convictions
by direct inheritance from the Lollards, whose intense religious
enthusiasm had been combined with a desire for personal independ-
ence. The early editions of the Bible had brought home to every
thinking man the possibilities of private interpretation with an
unfailing belief in the verbal inspiration of the sacred book. At the
same time the teachings of Calvin had emphasized personal responsi-
bility and were gaining ground everywhere. DPolitics and religion
being at that time undivorced it not unnaturally happened that
self-assertive religious views were prostituted to advance ambition.
As a result we find the greater number of the prominent clergy
and successful merchants of English towns were Puritans and every
one of the forty counties of the mother country contributed its quota
to her colonies.

The conditions there were of course different but human nature
was the same. The extremists among the new arrivals were soon
recognized, the Separatists and Brownites or Barrowites (so called
for their leader) were surprisingly zealous in making converts, and
however seriously they might disagree upon points of doctrine, upon
one matter they were all in agreement. Their hatred of ecclesias-
ticism was universal. Interference with individual opinion or judg-
ment was not to be endured from bishop, church or state. Every man
had a right to be damned if he wished and the way was made easy
for him. It was not necessary to break many of the Command-
ments to be consigned to Hell—a small matter sufficed for it in
the opinion of his contemporaries.

But the Puritans, in spite of their prominence can never have
been popular in their generation. We read that in London a Sepa-
ratist being “catcht” “they kicked him so vehemently as if they meaned
to beat him to a jelly, and,” adds the chronicler, “no matter if they
had beaten the whole tribe likewise.” Raleigh has left on record
that in his day these independent Puritan sects had a membership
of 20,000.

America with its unwritten laws and promise of freedom in
religious observance could not fail to attract persons whose disregard
of the royal prerogatives extended to a belief in two kings, “Christ



EARLY RELIGIONS IN AMERICA 345

Jesus the King and His Kingdom the church, whose subject. James
the First is, of whose kingdom not a king nor a lord nor a head
but a member only!”

Fiske says of the early Puritans, “It was their glory that they
insisted upon the law of righteousness and required that conduct
should be conformed to it. Health of the soul and the approbation
of God were objects of supreme regard.” Earnest they undoubtedly
were, upright and honorable, but often hardly lovable. They could
hate well, “the microbe of superiority” had invaded them and pun-
ishment for minor offenses against their own ideas or right was the
breath of their nostrils. The liberty they demanded for themselves
they were unwilling to grant to others. Their daily life was hedged
about with thorns of repentance for innocent acts, “The .mote in
the brother’s eye loomed large.”

Fiske says that every Puritan who settled in America became
of necessity a Separatist, vehemently opposed both to political and
ecclesiastical authorities. Yet of religious liberty in our sense they
knew nothing; it was as regards virtue only that they were in the
vanguard. An inflexible conscience, a narrow mind and too often
a far from tender heart distinguished many of them, and when a
really- enlightened man arose in a community the best use that could
be found to put him to was to persecute him! Thus Roger Wil-
liams, who, although in some ways erratic, was a truly enlightened
man, suffered at the hands of his fellow colonists and was driven
from Massachusetts. His was a rare liberality, rare even in our
own day. He dared to believe in absolute soul liberty; the right,
that is, of every human being to find out and believe truth as it
appeared to him personally. Nothing remained for the zealots but
to banish him and Rhode Island had, and has, cause to rejoice in the
narrow-mindedness of his contemporaries. The three towns of
Providence, Portsmouth, and Newport were incorporated under his
most liberal charter. -They suffered, it is true, from a surplus of
liberty. Many independent spirits like himself, with less ballast of
character appeared in all three communities. A certain Samuel
Gorton arose to confound him with his lawless fanaticism. He
claimed for himself and followers liberty amounting to license and
was, in fact, a complete demagogue. He had been publicly whipped
at Portsmouth, but that did not bridle his tongue; finally he was
tried in Boston for blasphemous language and banished, and we lose
sight of him in England, after, as Roger Williams puts it, he had
succeeded in “bewitching and bemaddening poor Providence with
his unclean censures of all ministers and all visible ordinances.”

Roger Williams himself underwent many changes of heart and
several baptisms, but he remained faithful to his principle of soul

23
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liberty, and thousands had reason to bless him, albeit, life in Rhode
Island was uneasy and unsettled, frequented as it was by sects of
the most opposite opinions. Familists, Antinomians, Anabaptists,
each in their turn cordially abhorred by orthodox religious citizens.

The famous Anne Hutchinson, mother of fifteen children, founder
of the Antinomian sect in America, went to Boston in 1634 to enjoy
the preaching of John Cotton. Her teaching was the assertion of
an inward revelation as more important than the sanctification of
a good life. In a community in which conduct was the supreme
test such an announcement threatened the peace of the colony. And
there was no concealment in those days; private opinion was public
property and these heresies were thrashed out in many a committee
and council chamber until the sinner, having been held up to every
ignominy, was publicly excommunicated. The Antinomians had
arisen in the days of Luther as disciples of one of his followers,
John Agricola. Luther, however, considered them as heretics—
their chief tenet was the absence of law under the Gospel, or, as
Anne Hutchinson put it, a personal inward revelation. The perfec-
tionists in our own day hold a similar belief. After Anne Hutchin-
son’s excommunication in Boston she went to Rhode Island with
many of her sympathisers, spreading great unrest and becoming the
leader of a sect there. Her later history is tragic; after her
husband’s death she withdrew to New Amsterdam, where she met
with a violent fate at the hands of Indians.

It is very interesting to trace the actual evolution of the partial
ideal of liberty which animated the earlier settlers in New England.
In reality their purpose was to find some place where they and all
who agreed with them could enjoy the liberty of their opinions, but
it was soon clear that much difference of opinion existed even between
co-religionists, and it became certain that if authority were placed
in the hands of the unorthodox, difficulties of many kinds would
arise. Hence the Puritans changed the accepted order of things
and demanded that “no one should be elected a free man who was
not a member of one of the recognized churches and that all meet-
ings of whatever kind should be held in a church”—for which reason
all churches in New England, as you are aware, are known as
meeting houses. It was perhaps the greatest misfortune of that
time that individual interpretation of the Bible was encouraged.
Baptists, Quakers, Pilgrims, all alike believed in expounding accord-
ing to their own light, and persons wholly unqualified for thinking
were called upon to perform that difficult operation, the rarest
achievement, as Emerson has said, that can be expected of a human
being.

When the Quakers in due time arrived in New England fuel
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was added to the flame—their appearance was in itself an intrusion.
They were not at that time animated by the quiet, peace loving
principles we associate with them, but were possessed of most belli-
gerent tongues. Among them were many fanatics on fire with
religious zeal, conceiving themselves to be the favored agents of
God to pronounce anathemas.

Their openly expressed piety distressed the Pilgrims, their
criticisms enraged them and persecution followed their every attempt
to colonize; violence worthy of the Dark Ages was accompanied by
a total disregard of the law of love, which was supposed to reign
supreme. After four Quakers had been hanged in Boston for various
delinquencies, the time was ripe for their complete expulsion. There
they had been looked upon as worse than a pestilence. They out-
raged public opinion by often walking nude through the frequented
streets, and apart from all minor aggravations the bigotry which
prevailed in New England at that time was severe enough to drive
them away.

 In 1673 President Oakes of Harvard College made this remark-

able statement: “I look,” he said, “upon toleration as the first born
of the abominations.” We must admit that there was little danger
of his being contaminated by it, it was simply non-existent. “Tolera-
tion,” said Cotton Mather, “has made the world anti-Christian.”
With such principles we can readily understand the later tragedies
of Salem, tragedies bitterly repented by the agents themselves.

It is no matter for surprise that the unwelcome Quakers turned
towards other colonies. Many went to Virginia to meet an equal
persecution there, others more fortunate found their way to Penn-
sylvania, the colonization of which state offered most encouragement
to students of liberal religion.

In that colony were to be found sects of every variety holding
diametrically opposite opinions. Among them were numbered Epis-
copalians, Non-Conformists, Lutherans, Dutch Reformers, Catholics
and Anglicans, beside Quakers. The Catholics, to be sure, were in
a minority, the Quakers in the ascendant, and in the peaceful atmos-
phere of Penn’s administration, they became less erratic and settled
down into the order-loving and serene people we now know and
esteem.

As time passed, the middle colonies became representative of a
broader spiritual ideal. In none of them was there a state church
or indeed ecclesiastical interference of any kind. Political liberty
was well on its way, and if we once rid ourselves thoroughly of
the idea that religious liberty was at any time the aim of the first
settlers, it clears the way for a fuller recognition of the part they
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played in human evolution, a part of immense importance, for we
owe our own freedom to these sturdy pioneers.

But when they insisted that all their political representatives
should belong to their particular church, the violence of their
attempt at theocracy brought about a necessary reaction. The poli-
ticians themselves rebelled, it was hard to be rigidly orthodox and
politically sane at the same moment, and New England’s theocracy
not only carried the seed of its own failure but offered a deterrent
object lesson to other colonies. As Cotton Mather puts it, “In this
world a state church is impossible wherein enters nothing that
defiles.”

Pennsylvania was too wise to follow that questionable experi-
ment, the liberality of her earlier settlers worked as a continual
leaven. Good citizenship was from the first considered more import-
ant than points of doctrine.. Penn himself was essentially large-
minded; he was acquainted with the hearts of men and he realised
that excellence is not confined to one sect, people or race. “Our
first concern,” says one of his early settlers, Robert Prout, “was to
keep up and maintain our religious worship, and as we had nothing
but love in our hearts, we had comfort in our meetings from time
to time and after them we assisted each other in building little
houses.” Penn’s own treatment of the so-called heathen Indians was
in accordance with his character. He won their love. He possessed
in an eminent degree wisdom as the result of a perfect sincerity.
Pennsylvania remained hospitable to all forms of religion, and her
wide embrace included many nondescript sects whose very names
are forgotten, beside Irish Catholics, Scotch Presbyterians and Non-
conformists, Anabaptists, German Lutherans, Poles, Swedes and"
Dutch, each holding firmly to the religion of his ancestors. Prom-
inent among her many sects were the Dunkers, known also as
Tunkers or Dumplers, who established themselves in New Amster-
dam. They originated in 1708 as followers of a certain Alexander
Mack of Schwartzenau, but they had hardly organized before perse-
cution drove them to Holland. From that country they emigrated
in small numbers to Pennsylvania in 1720. They established their
first community at Germantown, Philadelphia, and gradually formed
settlements in New England, Maryland, Virginia, Ohio and New
Amsterdam. They, as a sect, still exist and hold peculiar views
in regard to marriage, which, if not absolutely forbidden, was much
discouraged by them. At one time they numbered 30,000, but at present
there are but 8,000 of them in America. Among the many sects
mentioned they probably held the most original views, growing out
of a perfectly literal interpretation of the New Testament. The
heterogeneous mixture of her population deprived Pennsylvania of
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the muscular religious character of Virginia and New England; the
numerical superiority of her Quakers made her non-combatant, and,
as a result, she offers less history in the sense of stirring events
than most of her sister colonies.

New Jersey in her own way was somewhat akin to her, a healthy,
pleasant, plentiful country, whose government was based upon two
leges, first, reference to the royal laws of God, his name and true
worship, which is spirit and truth, second, the good peace and
welfare of individual ‘persons.

The same standard, perhaps less graphically expressed, distin-
guished New Amsterdam. It was the refuge of every persecuted
sect. Stuyvesant himself desired “that the great waste lands which
might feed a hundred thousand inhabitants” should be settled and
cultivated by the oppressed, “on the one side,” he writes, “by the
Roman Catholics and on the other by .the Turks in Hungary, and
upon the confines of Germany.” Within her gates the early Dutch
settlers peacefully hob-nobbed with French, Prussians, Germans,
Bohemians, Swiss Independents, Norway Calvinists and Danes.
Jews were excluded from the army, but this was their sole disability,
and although slaves were bought and sold, no Christians were sold
unless under criminal sentence.

On the Island of Manhatta, says a writer in the Toques Papers,
there are four or five hundred men of different sects, there are men
here of eighteen different languages. The public religion was Cal-
vinistic, but, while there were restrictive laws, they were never
enforced.

The smaller colony of New Hampshire seethed with religious
unrest. Anne Hutchinson’s influence there was disastrous, and in
1638 there arose a certain tanner, gifted with eloquence, who asserted
that “gifts and graces were anti-Christ himself, and that the devil
and Holy Spirit dwelled side by side in every human being.” He
had many disciples, but most of them found their way into Dela-
ware. Both Delaware and New Hampshire early lost individuality,
the one being merged in New England, and the other becoming a
sort of appanage of Pennsylvania. Their religious history remained
undefined, Delaware being largely influenced by Quakers and Baptists
opposed to one another in principle, but not inimical in daily life.

So dominant was the religious spirit in those early days that
we scarcely find a colony unaffected by it. North Carolina had
perhaps least religious complexion. The history of her settlement
is obscure, and although many Quakers migrated there, an indiffer-
ence to doctrine and doctrinal points prevailed. In the French
colonies we naturally recall the persecutions of the Huguenots and
the terrible barbarities connected with them, sometimes bringing
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about the total extinction of that unwelcome sect; but they belong
rather to the history of New France, as it was called, and Florida.

Maryland, which was from the first given over to the tobacco
planters, mainly Catholics, was characterized as Godless and pro-
fane. “The Protestant planters listened neither to God nor His
commandments, and loved neither church nor cloister. Their clergy
travel for their own profit, but the Catholics have freedom and are
cared for by Godly priests.”

Wherever we find Catholicism there was as a rule unity, and
not the splitting up into sects so familiar in the eastern and middle
colonies. The reason is obvious enough. The priests allowed no
private interpretation of the Bible, and no discussion upon points
of doctrine. Authority once established, was without appeal, and
in this fact lay the certainty of their propaganda.

South Carolina, when welcoming her first settlers, the Scotch-
Irish, guaranteed freedom to all except Papists, but spirituality was
at a low ebb and her planters were more concerned with the enjoy-
ment of this world than the care of their souls, and seem to have
had only one positive conviction, to wit, “That no church at all was
better than the Church of England.” Dissenters were welcome of
any shade of opinion, and it was explicitly provided in her consti-
tution that no man should be obliged to pay church rates, or attend
any religious service unless of his own free will.

Nothing in the history of religious thought in America is more
amazing than the growth of her toleration of Catholicism. One is
at a loss to account for it. Covered with ignominy and reproaches,
in the early colonial days, 1782 saw them free to worship where and
when they pleased in every one of the thirteen colonies; an amazing
record of change in public opinion when we reflect that in Georgia,
as late as 1732, all religious rights were denied them.

Georgia herself was awakened from religious apathy by the
Methodists, who, however, gave her a bad reputation as “The Land
of Lies,” but before they arrived in America the spirit of the popu-
lation had undergone a change. The power of the clergy was
waning—whereas in the beginning the pastors in' New England met
every three weeks to deliver the people from heresies, to determine
the value of prophecies, and to regulate religious utterances, as time
passed they met far less frequently. The men of the various settle-
ments, traveling from place to place and intermingling with those
of broader views, little by little fell away from grace, and the laxity
of their views threatened the spiritual life of many places. Then
what was known as the half covenant decree was accepted and, in
Boston (1657), adults who had been baptized in infancy but who
were not considered regenerate by themselves or others, were
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allowed to bring their children to baptism, and the practice of invit-
ing persons not morally worthy to the sacrament grew up and
formed an entering wedge for license. Laxities of discipline, com-
bined with prosperous times, wrought a great change. We are al}
less disposed to religion when things go well with us. “In New
Amsterdam unqualified persons presumed to act as teachers,” says
the chronicler, “and to expound the Holy Word without ecclesias-
tical authority.”

Although private conventions were forbidden under pain of
heavy fines ‘and persons resorting to them, whether married or
single, male or female, were obliged to pay £25 for the delinquency,
they yet spread rapidly. Sects multiplied. The Mennonites in Penn-
sylvania attained such proportions that it was feared they would
determine an election in Philadelphia. In 1735 an exasperated
editor writes: “I trust you will thrash every sheriff or inspector,
Quaker or Mennonite, to a jelly, and further that no Mennonite or
German should be admitted to give a ticket unless he is sworn as
naturalized and worth £50. Let this be known and it will keep
great numbers of the Mennonites at home. In addition, I would
have all our friends provided with a good shillelagh as if deter-
mined to put it into execution, in this way you may carry your
election, for I am well assured that not a third of the Mennonites
are naturalized.” As the original Mennonites in America numbered
33 members among 11 families they must have been great propa-
gandists. Later on they became largely merged among the Quakers.

Moravians from the Rhine were also to be found in most of the
middle colonies and formed a large proportion of later colonists in
Georgia, but they dwelled peaceably with the main body of the
church-goers. ' Bigotry was dying out as the Seventeenth Century drew
to a close, and with it that fervor of difference of opinion which
had distinguished its beginning. It became difficult to distinguish
Presbyterians from Congregationalists; the terms were often inter-
changeable; Baptists and Quakers were even tolerated and church
discipline was so completely relaxed in several of the larger towns
that scepticism lifted its head: but, when prosperous conditions in
many of the colonies were followed by a period of business depres-
sion, religious uneasiness reawakened, and the time was obviously
ripe for a greater effort by those who had remained orthodox.
Stern revivalists arose, who, first springing up in Connecticut, soon
carried their message over the entire country. Intense religious
excitement prevailed, quickly becoming epidemic, and the people,
aroused to a sense of their danger, once more groaned under a con-
viction of sin and of fear of loss of divine favor. Jonathan Edwards
arose to spiritualize his own and future generations, and as he
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preached and taught, an excitement prevailed which it would be
almost impossible to parallel in history. Religious emotion of the
intenser kind awakened, and while periods of great spiritual excite-
ment have been frequent in many parts of the world, such over-
whelming emotion is more rarely found where there is as high a
general level of education as then prevailed in the colonies, and the
eloquence of Jonathan Edwards and of his immediate successors
was addressed to the cultivated intellect.

It is perhaps a matter of surprise to us to find in Jonathan
Edwards a poetic faculty of the highest kind. Like Dante he used
his imaginative powers to depict the terrors of the world to come
for the unsaved; but he was also finely sensitive to beauty in nature.
He who condemned unbaptised infants to Hell, and gave no hope
to the unrepentant sinner, described the soul of a true Christian
as “Such a little white flower as we see in the spring of the year,
low and humble on the ground, opening its bosom to receive the
pleasant beams of the sun’s glory, rejoicing, as it were, in a calm
rapture, diffusing around sweet fragrances, standing peacefully and
lovingly among the other flowers round about, all opening their
bosoms to the sun.”

Thus the first century of English Colonization in America closed
as it began in religious fervor, but it was somewhat of a different
kind. Jonathan Edwards, little as he would have liked to own such
a result, had paved the way for Methodism, but Methodism appealed
" far more to the heart than to the intellect. It, in its way, levelled
distinctions, it had no set creed. It prepared the way for our
broader humanitarianism, and as its teachings found their first field
among the slaves of Maryland and Virginia, they brought hope and
renewal of confidence to the oppressed. Its pioneers, Whitfield
and the brothers Wesley, sowed their seed broadcast. Their methods
were remarkable, practical and far reaching as they remain to-day;
with their itinerant preachers—wide circuits dividing the country
into easily accessible districts—continual exhortations with rude elo-
quence and personal examples—and close relation to the converts—
they succeeded marvelously in their propaganda. They -carried
far—not fire and sword—but rather the assurances of brotherhood,
of forgiveness of sins and of salvation, and undoubtedly their expe-
rience meetings largely increased their influence.

William Blacke, visiting Philadelphia somewhat later, has left
us an amusing account of the preachers. He relates how he went
to church with a young company to hear one of the popular disciples
of the great Whitfield, whose followers are called ‘“The New
Lights,” and he remarks: “He delivered his doctrine with as good
grace, split his text as judicially, turned up the whites of his eyes
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as theologically, cuffed his cushion as orthodoxly, and twisted his
band as primitively as Master Whitfield himself.” Later in the day
he went to a Quaker meeting, where he found one of the traveling
friends laboring powerfully under the spirit, “One sentence came
so fast on the heel of another, I was in great pain of his choking.
However, we had patience to hear him out, and after a little pause
we broke up.”

Turn where we may in the early chronicles it is always a talk
of religion that awaits us. The New England Colonies more par-
ticularly were all conscience bound, and the more uncomfortable
their condition, the more certain they were of winning Divine favour.

After the preachings of Whitfield, the rise of the Methodist
Episcopal Church was rapid, and strangely enough its first public
celebration was co-incidental with the opening of the first New
England Catholic church, which was established in Boston. Thus
extremes were represented and both these missionary efforts were
crowned with success; and, in our own day these two religious
bodies represent numerically the result of the religious zeal of two
centuries, and both, probably from the same cause, differently directed,
for to both the intellectual appeal was secondary—the Puritans and
Pilgrims had sowed discord by their confident acceptance of indi-
vidual interpretation of the Scriptures; they expected enlightenment
through obscure channels; the Catholics, on the contrary, left con-
troversy alone, and bade obedience follow faith. Both taught other
worldliness to those whose experiences had discouraged them with
their present universe. The Methodists, while they allowed dis-
cussions, cared not at all that the conclusions should be intellec-
tually sound; they relied upon feelings common to everyone, and
governed the people by their knowledge of these emotions.

The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries were big with enter-
prise and zeal and equally so with religious fervor. Men travailed
in spirit, but the questions which filled their minds were not those
which have agitated succeeding generations. Doubts of the exist-
ence of the soul and of immortality had not reached the common
mind. The idea of the Soul and its value was dominant, its salva-
tion was the one important point.

The hard bed rock of dogmatic certainty yielded very slowly
to the speculations of those more advanced intellects which were
to herald liberty with high thinking in the transcendental movement
as distinct from the dreaded liberty and laxity of thought, which
haunted the Pilgrims. And if, like the airships of to-day, the sup-
porting balloons of the new ideal occasionally exploded of their
own intensity, yet the upward movement left ineradicable traces
for the pioneers of our more scientific thought to follow.
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The Eighteenth Century also travailed in darkness and misery .
of heart that the Nineteenth might blaze a trail for the Twentieth,
and such of us as remember the birth of the scientific spirit in
religious controversy realize that the liberality of opinion, which is
more and more manifest among ourselves, is due to two interrelated
causes; to a reaction from the dogmatic self-assertion which dis-
tinguished the early colonists on the one hand, and, on the other,
to that love of individual opinion and determination to express it
which, unlovely in itself, yet tends to a healthy individualism—an
individualism destined—if the signs of our time may be relied upon,
to rise into universality and to show forth, as its divinest proof, the
Spirit of Toleration. ‘

J. E. Ruurz-REEs.

“I think we have got used to drugging our Consciousness in various
ways (not with drugs, but with actions), for rest. And it is a wrong rest.
So we have to learn the true mode, which is by sinking back into the -
Silence. When one does so sink back one feels it at once, and if one can
only find one minute in which to do it, there is an extraordinary steady-
ing power in it.”

Book oF ITEMS.




THE RELIGION OF THE WILL.

THE WILL IN THE SOUL,

III. SocieTy.

WO aspects of the Will in the Soul have been considered:
first, that which forms the driving-power in the mind,
I and leads to the building up of general notions, the deduct-
ing of concepts; and, second, the power which forms the
constructive impulse of our emotional life, the power of desire.
There remains one other fundamental aspect, widely differing in
scope and range from these two, yet using them both: the driving
power which leads to the association of human beings in lesser
or greater groups, bound together by some general feeling of love
or hatred for the same things, united by some common aim, drawn
together by an aspiration, an ideal held by all.

And, while the operation of the will in mind and emotion may
be considered with regard to the separate person, this larger aspect
of the Will in the Soul, with which we are now concerned, of
necessity implies more persons than one; it implies an assembling
of persons, and therefore implies the power which brings them
together, and holds them together.

With that binding and uniting power, mind, in the stricter
sense, has little to do. On the contrary, it acts very efficiently,
when mind is not very active, or, indeed, is hardly active at all.
One might, in truth, say that this binding together of human souls
takes place in spite of mind, and that mind is often its greatest
adversary.

Will anyone who knows human life affirm that the associa-
tion of simple, natural persons, country folk or savages or children,
is the result of reason, or any ordered process of mind, whether
conscious or unconscious? Does the peasant or the savage or the
child say to himself: I, who move and act and gesticulate thus
and thus, am a self-conscious being, possessed of a something which
shines within me, and which, for the sake of argument, may be
called a soul; this other peasant or savage or child, whose inverted
image imprints itself on my retina, whom, briefly, I see in front
of me, makes analogous movements and gesticulations; therefore,
arguing by analogy, though it must be confessed analogy is but a
broken reed to lean upon, yet arguing by analogy I am justified in

*Copyright 1908, by Charles Johnston.
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affirming that this other peasant or savage or child has likewise
a self-conscious' something shining ‘within him, which, once more
for the sake of argument, I may again call a soul. It follows that
there is a certain kinship, or mutual relation, or reciprocal function,
between our two souls; therefore I shall acknowledge that relation-
ship by hailing this kindred soul, or by throwing a javelin at him,
as the case may be?

Does anyone pretend that human intercourse is the outcome
of any such chain of argument as this? Is it not rather the case
that, just in so far as this kind of argument is indulged in, the
direct and simple sense of relationship comes into peril, and the
kindly word or the throwing of the javelin becomes more prob-
lematical? Does it not often happen, with this, as with so many
good arguments, that the train of thought may leave the rails and
find itself in the jungle or morass? Is the hypothetical and most
dialectical child or peasant or savage, or philosopher for the matter
of that, not in danger of falling into some such strain as this: I
am, or seem to myself to be, a moving, acting, living creature,
possessed of a hypothetical somewhat, which seems to be in my
inward parts, and which some people, assuming for the moment,
what has not been proved, that they are other people, have agreed
to call a soul, but which may be only a will-o’-the-wisp, flickering
in my hypothetical brain; well, here I am, or am not, as the case
may be; and there is, or is not, a certain moving, or seemingly
moving, somewhat, which seems to be making movements, ambu-
latory, gesticulatory and other, such as I seem to be making myself;
or rather such as this will-o’-the-wisp, which agreed, for argu-
ments’ sake, to call itself a soul, has the impression that it is super-
intending, or at least observing; well, is this will-o’-the-wisp
justified in concluding, or even in assuming, because of the said
gyrations in that other hypothetical somewhat, that those gyra-
tions revolve about another will-o’-the-wisp, which, oh most astonishing
assumption, may haply also call itself a soul? Surely that is too
big an assumption for such a small bit of evidence to carry? Surely
this will-o’-the-wisp is in no position to affirm anything that has
the least validity about itself, much less, therefore, about anything
else!

That is the kind of mental debility a too unrestrained use of
argument may lead us into; and it is wholly certain that nothing
so sane, cheerful and virile as human society, even the society of
savages, was ever built on a quaking platform like that. Society,
beginning with the association of two people, whether in love or
war, never sprang from anything so confused and tottering as
argument. It had its birth in something far more direct and




THE RELIGION OF THE WILL 357

simple: namely, the intuition of other human souls. That is the
true driving power in all human society, and argument is but a
latter day luxury, and, like many another luxury, rather a source
of weakness than of strength.

This intuition of other human souls is as primal, as funda-
mental, as that other inherent certainty with which we began our
consideration of the Will; the certainty that we can exert our wills
upon external things, so that we are able to lift the book from the
table, or to walk around the room, as often as we please, by merely
exerting the will which we know we possess. Akin to this primal
certainty in character, though not in object, is the new certainty
which we are now considering, the certainty that there are other
human souls, and that we can come into relation with them.

This intuitive certainty of the existence of other human souls
has been the driving power of all human life, from its simplest or
most savage beginnings, whichever they may have been; this same
certainty of the existence of other human souls is, at this moment,
the driving power of all human life, and will so continue, until the
great Consummation, when it yields its place to a higher power.

Consider a village of some genuinely primitive savages, such
as, let us say, the Papuans of New Guinea. They are born, and
marry, and go to war and die, in cheerful certainty each of his or
her own existence, and in like certainty of the genuinely human
existence of each other. The mother believes in the real human
existence of her baby, and will go to all lengths in obedience to
her belief; will, indeed, go so far as to set the value of that small,
dusky life higher than the value of her own, sacrificing herself with
implicit faith, to save or shelter the diminutive Melanesian who
clings to her breast.

In like manner, the young chief will collect his doughty men
in his finely carved war-canoe, and go forth with them on wild
and magnificent adventures; never doubting that they are of like
being with himself, and his own kindred life never doubted by his
warriors. They will cruise, perhaps, around many a flowery penin-
sula, haunted by lovely birds of paradise, and, in due time, will
come to some other village, standing, like an antique lake-dwelling,
up to its ankles in the sea. And there, with wild yells and rushes,"
they will cut and fight and kill; never doubting for an instant that
the folk they are killing or enslaving are genuine human folk; and
even when, in the wild exultation of victory, they make a red’
banquet of the fallen foe, they do not doubt the essential humanity
of those whom they are benevolently assimilating round the fire.

So they love and hate, court and marry and kill, bear babes
and eat their enemies, with wholesome and whole-hearted convic-
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tion, resting on the primal will in them, which drives them into
relations of union or concussion with these others, and all the while
implicitly believing that the others are of like being with themselves,
human lives just as they are. Here is the intuitive certainty of
the existence of other human souls, in that far-off, shark-eating,
cannibalistic isle of beauty, with its essentially sane and whole-
some human life.

Will it be objected that there is nothing distinctively human in
this: that crows recognise the kindred being of crows, or cats of
cats? Certainly they do. And few things are less flattering to
the self-elected lords of creation than the manners of these self-
same cats, who have consented to dwell with us for long ages now,
but will never, on any account, consent to do anything merely
because we wish them to, unless it also pleases their lordly and
indifferent selves. If one watches a cat, let us say from the back
room of one of those houses in London, that look out over small
high-walled gardens expressing the very essense of the great heresy
of separateness; if we watch a cat prowl forth in one of the small,
oblong gardens, and leap, light as a bubble, on the wall, we shall at
once become aware that puss is looking out for, and deigning to
notice, not human beings, if any should chance ;to be within his
ken, but cats, tom-cats, tabbly-cats, kittens, big or little, plain or
brindled, so long as they be cats and therefore kindred spirits, folk
of his own bad race.

Perfectly true, this kinship prevails among cats or crows or wolves
or any race of living things, from herrings to elephants. But when we
come to human folk, there seems to be a difference of degree, just as there
is in the mental and emotional life of human beings, as compared with that
of animals. But this treatise in no wise seeks to disparage our brother
the elephant or our sister the ass; we are not desirous of making
comparisons to their detriment, just as we are not seeking to explore
the workings of their minds and hearts. We are simply trying to
ascertain a few broad truths concerning human beings, and those
lesser people come into the saga only incidentally.

And it is quite certain, whatever may be the relations of these
lesser lives among themselves, tender and cordial as they certainly
are, or whatever may be our own relation toward them, that our
relations toward each other, toward other human beings, are of a
different kind. We recognise in human beings a something of kin
and likeness, be it only sin and the sorrow that sin brings; we
acknowledge, whether consciously or unconsciously, a bond, a close-
ness, a vividness and force of relation, which we feel toward human
beings, and toward human beings alone. This intuition of humanity
is the great driving power in our invisible life. For it seems to be

[
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quite accurately true that, where we are concerned with genuinely
human life, we are concerned with the man invisible, not with the
visible man. We have already enumerated the visible man’s activ-
ities, as the search for food, migration to new regions, the continu-
ation of his kind, and we have sought to show wherein these are
common to men and other animals, and wherein they are peculiar
to mankind, or shared only by the animals corrupted by mankind.
All this is the life of the visible man.

But when we enter genuinely human life, the life of the Soul,
or middle nature of man, we have to do no longer with the visible
man but with the man invisible. No one ever saw love and hate,
ambition or fear, though we have all seen their outer manifestations.
Just as the Will is invisible, yet supremely real, so are all these
powers and passions, which are but branches and offshoots of the
Will; which have the Will as their driving power, just as Energy
is the driving power in such manifestations as light and heat, elec-
tricity and magnetism. And, just as the electric spark may carry
a message of love, or the force of sharp dissolution, as in the
lightning-flash, so may the heart of man be kindled with love or
inflamed by hate. Just as magnetism may draw together the
filings and the iron core, or may drive two magnets apart, so our
human feelings may make for oneness or for hostility. Yet the
one driving power is there, under these dissonant manifestations.
It is the impulse to come into relation with other human beings,
resting on the implicit certainty that such relation is possible, that
brings about all the dramas of our human life.

Therefore we speak of the Will in the Soul as a quite distinct
realm of manifestation of this marvelous and universal power. And,
once we have come to recognise its existence, and have given it a
separate name, we are-led to marvel more and more at its limitless
range, its insistence, its strong compelling and binding power
throughout the whole of human life.

We have considered the search for food, as it is common to
man and animals less than man; and we have seen how the instinct
of self-preservation, carried over into the psychic realm, the human
soul, may become ambition, egotism, self-seeking and self-asserting.
But there is a wider and more impersonal aspect of this same power;
besides its narrow and detrimental action, it has a larger field, where
the personal force-is used and overruled by the great impersonal Life,
the universal Will, in which all individual wills rest. Let us con-
sider the working of personal power and ambition through human
life and history.

Leadership is not solely a human quality. There is much of it
in a pack of wolves, a herd of antelopes, a flock of crows. There,
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also, we see dominance, the union of superior insight and superior
force, exercising a guarding and guiding power which has a direct
influence on the well-being and advance of the wolves or crows or
antelopes. Animals which lead this grouped life have certain decided
advantages in the struggle for life, and therefore in evolution.

The same thing is decidedly true in human life. First, patri-
archal families, then clans and tribes, then nations, gain a marked
advantage in the world-struggle, through massed formations and
grouped energies and forces. Through this advantage, the genius
and typical activity of some one nation may be reinforced, steadied
and strengthened, till it becomes a factor in the development of the
whole human race.

Wars, national rivalries and contests, political, commercial, indus-
trial, are all but phases of this same human energy, the Will working
through massed formation in ordered and organised energies. The
direct action of these massed forces on every individual included in
them is immense. It is one of the steadiest and most educative
powers in life, and affects the individual in countless ways, all of
which may be classed as the training of will and consciousness.
Let us for a moment consider the matter from this latter point of
view, the training of-consciousness. »

Beneficent Nature, which watches over the outward concerns
of man and animal alike, has provided, in family life, a means for
the continuance of race and species and type; and at the same time
something more. For family life is the field of that “struggle for
others” which is the great moralising and broadening force in the
struggle for life. How fine and harmonious, how full of fidelity and
constancy is the family life of many animals, we have already seen.
Human life does not show at its best, when compared with the house-
keeping of doves or wild geese or monkeys.

But there is in our human life, as compared with that of the
lesser animals, a new and added factor. We are conscious of a
“kinship, whether of love or hate, with human beings, which we do
not feel or recognise toward any lesser life, however faithful or
winsome. Love and hate, in their true sense, are compliments we
pay to human beings alone.

So our family life is a training ground for love and hate, in a
deeper sense than is the family life of doves or love-birds. Our
psychic wealth is greater, our souls have a wider scope, our con-
sciousness has new elements, whether of imagination or desire, abstrac-
tion or aspiration; and all these new elements come into play, in the
invisible part of us, in all human association, beginning with family
life.

Thus the family is the first training ground for common will
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and common consciousness. Whatever be the character of its
members, gay or grave, simple or sublime, it is certain that each
member of a family living together constantly holds in mind all
the other members of the family, whether to aid or oppose them,
whether for assistance or self-defence. Thus each member of the
family has, as it were, at once a particular and personal conscious-
ness and a general, family consciousness. In the latter each holds
in mind all the members of the family, himself or herself, side by
side with all the others. Thus each member of the family has, in
a sense, the same consciousness, is conscious of the same things,
namely, the family membership in its massed form; a general or
collective consciousness is thus set up, in which loves and hates,
likes and dislikes, preferences and jealousies all play their part.

And, be it noted, the possession of this common consciousness
in no sense lessens the individual consciousness of each member
of the family. For while each holds all in thought, thus making
for unity, at the same time each thinks of all the others in his or
her own way, and thus holds the common consciousness with a
difference, as the old masters of heraldry used to say. Both unity
of consciousness and individuality are thus preserved; and the
fuller the unity, the more perfect is the individuality of each; since
more things are regarded from the individual point of view, and
they are more deeply regarded.

Tribe or clan consciousness carries the same lesson of life a
step farther. Here, as in simple family life, the fact of blood-
relationship, or at least a belief in its existence, binds the clan or
tribe together with a certain warmth of feeling and common interest.
The training and development of the wills of individuals is carried
into new and larger fields, when tribal war and tribal meetings for
justice or common decisions, bring new relations beyond the reach
of simple family life. With these new relationships comes a new
and wider common consciousness; and the early tribesman of Athens
or Rome, or the Norman or Macdonald or O’Neill, has a definite con-
sciousness as such tribesman, which he shares with every other
member of the tribe or clan, in virtue of clan kinship, and from which
all other human beings whatsoever are excluded, be they valiant as
Alexander or wise as Lycurgus. The tribal bard and orator and
historian minister to this tribal consciousness in an effective and
purely human way, which the far sweeter lay of song-thrush or
nightingale or bobolink can never compass.

In like manner, membership in a nation means a wider and
fuller common consciousness, a consciousness of the same things
held in common with tens of thousands or millions of people; and
these things held in common thought are enriched by memories of

24
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past national events, whether victories or sufferings, and inspired
by common hopes of future greatness and accomplishment. The
national anthem embodies the spirit of this common consciousness.
Its appeal is equally immediate and intense upon any part of the
nation; its evidence of the common consciousness, the consciousness
of the same things held in common, is indisputable. What vivid
and potent feelings are called up by some national battle hymn,
what resources of will and sacrifice and ardent energy it taps, what
depths of national consciousness and power it sounds.

There remains one step more. , After families have grown to
clans and tribes, tribes to nations and nations to empires, there still
remains another collective consciousness to be reached: the august
consciousness of the whole human race. ’

As human life has developed, new means have come into being,
whereby wider and wider intercourse is made possible. On the one
hand, railroads and steamships; on the other, international postage -
and telegraph lines, have made possible the daily and hourly inter-
change of thought throughout the whole human race; and this,
just at the time when human powers of organisation make possible
the stable maintenance of world-encircling empires. What happens
in China or Calcutta .or California is known throughout the world
on the same day. Through our cablegrams, and the papers which
print them, the whole world knows each day, at breakfast time,
what has happened throughout the world during the last four and
twenty hours. The mirth or misery of all mankind is thus shared
by all mankind, day by day, and all the day. Very much in this
is shallow, cheap, superficial, without doubt, yet the beginning of a
great and magnificent reality is there already, and who can say
what will be its consummation?

Thus, hurriedly and very imperfectly, we make our survey of
history, flitting from one summit of human activity to another.
Everywhere, we find the same great lesson going on, under a myriad
disguises; the forging of a common human will; the moulding of
a common consciousness, immense, vivid, all-embracing. And this,
as we saw, with no sacrifice at all of individual will or individual
consciousness, but rather with a superb enhancement of these.
Were 1 alone in the desert, what scope would there be for my
isolated will and consciousness, in any true and human sense? Every
human being added to my range of action and knowledge adds a
new field, new opportunities, through which I draw on wider
resources within myself, calling more of my will and consciousness
into action, and thus becoming more truly individual

We can well see that those activities of the Will in the Soul
which we explored before, namely the whole range of mental and
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emotional life, minister most richly to this new realm of the Will
in the Soul, the realm of interrelated wills and shared conscious-
ness. How much of family unity depends on common memories,
common thoughts, common beliefs; how much on the interplay of
loves and hates, desires and fears, regrets and hopes, which make
up our emotional life. And the same thing is true of the larger
family, the wider group; clan life, tribal life, national life, and at
last the life of all humanity, how much do memory and thought and
feeling minister to these? '

So, in human life, we begin to see certain ever-working, all-
present powers, and aims and purposes of universal significance.
The powers, whether of heart or mind, all rest on one power, the
Will in the Soul; and this marvelous power is evoked by the
implicit certainty, the intuition of the existence of other human souls.
This has been the driving-power from the beginning of human life,
operative equally in love and hate, through weal and woe. Through
this, all loves and wars, all unions and contests have come about.
It is omnipresent as air, beneficent and creative as sunshine.

This is the means. The end is not less universal and beneficent.
It is the bringing of all human wills into relation with each other;
the gathering together of the separate consciousness of all human
beings, into larger realms of grouped consciousness; first, the family;
then the clan and tribe; then the nation and empire; last, the whole
human race.

Thus we find the master-hand present, miraculously operative
through all human life, working through endlessly numerous free and
separate wills and consciousnesses, to the aim of a united will and
consciousness, wherein each shall be at once perfectly individual and
universal, though united, yet altogether free.

What the content of this great consciousness seems destined
to be, what shall be its depth, height, richness, beauty, power; and
by what means these shall be brought to consummation, we shall in
due course seek to discover.

CHARLES JOHNSTON.

(To be continued.)



VEGETARIANISM VERSUS
CARNIVORISM.

that deserve consideration, if we are in any way to do it justice,

that it is best to start with the very first principles.

The happiness of one is intimately bound up with the
happiness of all. Similarly as the rustling of a leaf as well as the
rushing of a star alters the centre of gravity in the universe, so
does the laugh or cry of a child, as well as the fiery embrace of suns
add to or detract from the happiness of the entire cosmos. Every
entity in the universe is indissolubly bound to and dependant upon
every other entity. Every zephyr that blows, every star that twinkles,
every day that breaks, every thought that forms, every smile that
cheers, every sigh that saddens reaches in its infinite effects unto
the uttermost that is and exerts an eternal influence on all that
will be. Accept this and it is seen that our shallowest as well as
our profoundest thought affects the welfare of the entire human
race. The universe is a cosmic whole, an infinite Unity. Gods,
men, brutes, flowers, atoms, are all of one family, are children of
one generation, are sons of this Unity (that some call God), are
indissolubly united by the closest bonds of relationship under one
roof, in one home. Brutes are no more made for man’s use than
man is made for the use of brutes, but truly each is useful and
necessary to all. Thus the mineral sustains the vegetable and animal
world, and the vegetable, through sacrificing its form, sustains the
animal, and animals prey upon each other. But the body of man
is not required to sustain other beings, although other forms of life
are required to sustain it.

It is in regard to this particular point that we are now con-
cerned. We wish to discover, if possible, what forms of life it is
most advisable for man to destroy in order to sustain his physical
body in health. We believe that the happiness or unhappiness of
one adds to or detracts from the happiness or unhappiness of all.
From this we deduce a precept that is of the greatest importance:
live so as to cause the least pain to all sensitive crealion, or better
expressed, live so as to give all sensitive creation the greatest happiness.
It is with regard to this precept that we will consider the two
systems of diet, the omniverous and the vegetarian. By vegetar-
ianism, be it understood, is meant that diet that excludes all food

IN taking up a subject of this nature there are so many things

364

>



VEGETARIANISM VERSUS CARNIVORISM 365

coming from the animal kingdom, but may include anything coming
from the vegetable or mineral world.

In regarding the ethics of diet the first considerations must
necessarily be physiological. Physiological considerations come first
because, generally speaking, a healthy physical body is necessary
if we are to live a happy life; though it is not impossible for an
individual to be possessed of all the attributes prized by the wise, the
chief of which is that felicity which is derived from within, even
if he suffer all his days in the embrace of a malignant disease.
Undoubtedly great lessons are to be learnt through suffering, but
it is safe to say that he who possesses a perfectly healthy body is
generally a happier man than he who is afflicted with disease.

Assume for a. moment that the vegetarian diet is not hygienic
and that in course of time will cause the physical powers to become
gradually weaker. Carry this out to its ultimate conclusion and it
is easily seen that if all men turned vegetarians the human race
would soon become extinct. Surely no rational thinking man would
approve of vegetarianism under such circumstances. If he found
that carnivorism gave the health that vegetarianism failed to give,
surely he would not refuse to eat flesh upon religious or meta-
physical grounds. If it is said that the killing of an animal for
food is not altruistic, then disease in man is not moral. There is a
legitimate self-love. Self-preservation, that is to say health, is the
primary, inborn instinct in every human being, and to go against
it is to disobey Nature. Health, therefore, is the first thing to
consider, and when it has been discovered how to live a healthy
physical life then a sound foundation has been laid upon which we
can build a healthy mental and moral character.

Considering civilized man, then, in his normal condition, where
he can select for his diet all manner of flesh, fish and fowl, and all
manner of nuts, fruits, grains, légumes, vegetables, let us endeavor

to discover which of the two systems of diet that have been named

should suit him best, from a physiological point of view.

It is generally accepted as a fact by Western nations that the
eating of flesh, together with a liberal intercalation of food derived
from the vegetable kingdom, is what is required to supply the proper
nourishment to keep the body in health. But this opinion is accepted
upon purely conventional grounds. It is doubtful, according to
many investigators upon the subject, whether this diet is as satis-
factory from the hygienic point of view as it is claimed to be.
Many authorities are willing to attribute the prevalence of such
diseases as cancer, tuberculosis, gout, rheumatism, to the eating of
flesh-food.

Examining the various nations of the world it would appear
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that those partaking of but little and no animal food are found not
less strong, but if anything, more so, than those that are usually
considered large meat-eating nations. To support this contention
some eminent authorities can be quoted. Charles Darwin in his
Voyage of the Beagle makes the following comment with refer-
ence to the Chilean miners: “The laboring class work very hard.
They have little time allowed for their meals and during summer
and winter they begin when it is light and leave off at dark. They
are paid £f1 sterling a month and their food is given them: this
for breakfast consists of sixteen figs and two small loaves of bread;
for dinner, boiled beans; for supper, broken roasted wheat grain.
They scarcely ever taste meat.” He also speaks of their bleak
habitations among the mountains. Darwin was a man whose repu-
tation as a scientist of the keenest and most accurate observation,
was worldwide, and when he makes a statement that implies that
the strongest men in the world are practically strict vegetarians,
and that they live in a cold, exhilarating climate, it is, to say the
least, significant. i

Dr. Jules Grand, President of the Vegetarian Society of France,
speaks of “the Indian runners of Mexico, who offer instances of
wonderful endurance, and eat nothing but tortillas of maize, which
they eat as they run along; the street porters of Algiers, Smyrna,
Constantinople and Egypt, well known for their uncommon strength,
and living on nothing but maize, rice, dates, figs, melons, beans
and lentils. The Piedmontese workmen, thanks to whom the tun-
nelling of the Alps is due, feed on polenta (maize-broth). The
peasant of the Asturias, like those of the Auvergne, scarcely eat
anything except chick-peas and chestnuts . . . Statistics prove

that the most numerous portion of the population of the
globe is vegetarian.”

If we will but sweep aside prejudice we shall have very little
distance to go to discover that the vegetarian régime is something
decidedly superior to a fad. That the majority of the human race,
either by choice or necessity, are vegetarians and that this majority
includes the strongest and hardest working class, is significant
enough, and we have not got to go to the Orient to get an illus-
tration of the healthful effect of this diet upon a large class of
people. In England, before the abolition of the Corn Laws, the
food of the peasant was mainly bread and what vegetables he
himself grew, and the hardy agriculturist of Scotland lived chiefly
on oats, as Dr. Johnson significantly pointed out.

Turning our attention to what individuals have demonstrated,
we cannot help but be impressed. Many instances might be cited
showing without a doubt the evident athletic importance of the
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vegetarian diet, perhaps the most notable being the Berlin' Inter-
national Walk (125 miles) on which occasion the first six arrivals
were vegetarians. It might be mentioned that the outcome of a
series of athletic tests recently carried out at Yale University,
U. S. A, under Professor Fisher, furnish evidence that should
convince even the most inveterate sceptic of the probable superiority
of the vegetarian over the omniverous diet, when considered from
the athletic point of view.

Scientists tell us that man is more nearly related, from an ana-
tomical point of view, to the vegetable feeding ape than to any
other species and it is reasonable to suppose he was originally
formed a frugiverous animal. * The taste of meat is one that does
not naturally appeal to the palate and when eaten with relish it
is only owing to an acquired taste. Notice the indifference of
children for flesh foods and how greedily they partake of fruits, nuts,
cakes and sweet-tasting things in general. This is significant, for
children are unsophisticated and follow their natural instinct. It
is only through being raised on the conventional diet that this prim-
itive taste becomes debauched and they acquire a liking for savouries
of all kinds.

Considering the effect of the vegetarian regimen upon the mind,
we think it very much to be doubted whether the mentality of those
nations largely vegetarian, such as the Chinese, Japanese and Indian,
is in any way inferior to that of the great meat-eating nations of
the West. The Chinese are courteous, law-abiding, quick-witted, eco-
nomical, thrifty and wonderfully gifted with common-sense. They
are renowned for their honesty, their reliability and their diligence.
They possess an extensive literature, showing that they have pene-
trated deeply into the mysteries of science, religion and philosophy
and, to say the best it were possible to say of any nation, they are
probably one of the happiest nations that inhabit the earth.

As regards the Japanese, their demonstrations in international
affairs during the past few years have been of such a nature as to
lead one to believe they are entitled to recognition.as a people of
culture and deserving of esteem as one of the coming great world-
powers. Their quick intelligence, versatility, good-health and true
patriotism, all furnish evidence in favour of considering their intel-
lectuality as nowise inferior to that of Western nations.

Mr. R. F. Johnson, in his book From Peking to Mandalay,
writes of the Burmese in such a way that one could imagine he has
discovered a heaven on earth. ‘“Make a Burman a millionaire,” he
writes, “he will build pagodas, he will support the monasteries, he
will entertain his friends lavishly, he will exercise a graceful charity
unheard of in the West, and all these things he will go on doing
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until his money-bags are so empty that he can carry them on his

back with a light heart . . . he has discovered how to make life

happy without selfishness and to combine an adequate power of

hard work with a corresponding ability to enjoy himself gracefully
he is a philosopher and an artist.”

Leaving the comparison of nations let us glance at individual
testimony. We heartily endorse the sentiment of Thoreau, the
transcendentalist, who said, “I believe that every man who has ever
been earnest to preserve his higher or poetic faculties in the best
condition has been particularly inclined to abstain from animal
food.” This sentiment is well supported by facts, for many of the
greatest poets and philosophers have advocated and practiced absti-
nence from a flesh diet, among whom are Pythagoras, Plato, Seneca,
Plutarch, Buddha, St. Francis of Assisi, Milton, Shelley, Sir Isaac
Newton, Wesley, Swedenborg, Thoreau, Rousseau, Schopenhauer,
Tolstoy. ’

All these things that have been roughly examined, should be
sufficiently convincing to any rational thinking man, that anyway
from the philosophical point of view, carnivorism is by no means
as satisfactory as a non-flesh diet. But even if there are those who
will not grant this much, at least no fair-minded person will deny
that man can, if not live more healthily, at least live as healthily
on a vegetarian as on an omnivorous diet. Let us assume, then,
for the sake of those who will not go further than this, that both
have, generally speaking equal hygienic value, and now let us
consider the matter ethically and endeavor to discover which is the
best from the moral point of view.

We will return to our maxim that we should live our lives so
as to give the greatest amount of happiness to all sensitive creation.
It is surely plain that the vegetarian is living his life more in
accordance with this precept than he who adheres to a flesh diet,
for the latter is an accomplice in the cruel treatment of animals and
is certainly responsible for their death, although he himself does
not actually handle the pole-axe. /'We are not yet quite omniscient
it is true, but we cannot do otherwise than believe that we are
causing far less pain in the sensitive world by eating kernals of
wheat, than by the raising and slaughtering of cattle. Most people
go through life without a pang of remorse or even thought of the
pain they are accomplices in producing in the animal world. A man
who has the power to feel sorrow for the suffering of an animal,
surely will not continue to partake of flesh food when he realizes
that he himself is helping to cause it. Let him watch the branding
and emasculating of cattle; the herding and packing of the terror-
ized animals into freight cars; the privations of the journey; the



VEGETARIANISM VERSUS CARNIVORISM 369

horrors that go on in a cattle boat; the final transportation to the
house of blood, which as soon as they scent instinct informs them
of their doom; the protracted agony of death dealt from an inex-
perienced hand; let him, let those who have any sympathetic
feeling at all, become acquainted with these things.

It is not meant that we are not to act in self-defence, as has
already been made plain in placing health as the first and most
important point to consider. We must have wars and bloodshed
when such are involved in a principle. It is not wrong to kill pests,
nor is it wrong to kill thousands of human beings in a just war,
but what ¢s wrong is to give unnecessary pain.

St. Paul tells us to “think on whatsoever things are beautiful,”
now no one can gainsay that a corpse is an ugly object; yet
millions of our fellows seem pleased enough to eat flesh that has
quivered in pain, thus demanding thousands of people to gain their
livelihood by handling dead animals. Perhaps a corpse is the ugliest
thing in Nature: anyway Nature, who loves beauty, quickly
absorbs it into earth and covers the spot with beautiful flowers.
But man, barbaric man, has become so inured to the gruesome
sight that he apparently sees no ugliness in it. Yet anyone pos-
sessing the faintest remnant of artistic refinement cannot fail to
-notice the difference in beauty between the sight presented by a
collection of fruits, of apples, oranges, grapes, bananas, and that
of an array of skinned carcasses.

It is owing to mans’ cruelty that the animals fly from his face,
for the experience of their race has culminated in an instinct that
informs them that man is their deadliest enemy. Darwin tells of
the birds in the Galapagos Archipelago, that they were so tame,
being unacquainted with man’s insatiable thirst for blood, that they
would perch on his shoulder, pick at his shoe laces and pick crumbs
from his fingers. It is not long after man’s appearance with his
cruel weapons of slaughter that the birds learn that the very sound
of his footstep is a warning to flee, to flee from the most powerful,
brutal and bloodthirsty beast of prey that walks the earth!

It is granted that butcher$ as a class are callous, that butcher-
ing is degrading and stifles the sense of refinement. Who could
imagine a beautiful and holy nature engaged in the occupation of
a butcher? Now that which is moral is that which is beautiful,
and as it is our present object to discover which diet appeals most
strongly to our moral and artistic nature, we are led to ask how
it is that men of probity can act as accomplices in producing that
-which is degrading and vile? What person of high spiritual
ambitions, of "Christlike sympathies, of artistic culture, can look
-without averted eyes upon the hideous sight shown in the butcher’s
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window, especially at the anniversary of the birthday of the gentle
and compassionate “Teacher of Nazareth”? What person dare talk
and sing of “Peace on Earth” while thousands of our fellowmen are
slaying millions of terror-stricken, harmless, helpless, dumb animals?
What person of true refinement can look without loathing and
horror upon that gory blot that discolors the whole of our boasted
civilization—the shambles?

These are plain straightforward words, unclothed with any
sentiment of a foolish, false decorum. Would that there were no
occasion to utter them! Let us do away with this frightful, deplor-
able massacre of helpless animals and thereby cleanse our civiliza-
tion of one of the worst diseases to which it is a victim.

We have now shown the immense superiority of vegetarianism
over omnivorism from the ethical point of view and having covered
the ground as thoroughly as the brevity of space would permit,
it only remains to point out what use we should make of the
results we have obtained. How shall we conduct our lives so as
‘to observe a proper relationship between ourselves and the animal
world and at the same time discharge the obligatory duties that
belong to our private, social and national life?

We must be ‘consistent with our theories as far as the condi-
tions in which we are placed will allow. If we were to go to the
ultimate extreme we should not wear woolen clothes, nor felt hats,
nor leather shoes, nor sit in leather chairs. We should not even
attend a concert where music was produced by the aid of catgut,
for the more demand, no matter how infinitesimally small, the more
supply and we should perform no act that will or may create
demand for that which to be obtained will cause pain in the animal
world. He who would practise such sansculottism as this would
have to resort to the severest seclusion, and as to whether this is
advisable remains for the individual himself to determine. He
has to choose between the ascetic life of an anchorite, who lives
according to the letter of the law, and the ascetic life of the renun-
ciant, who endeavors to live according to the spirit of the law. By
staying amongst our fellows and proselytizing our views accord-
ingly as we are talented we shall probably be doing more towards
establishing the proper relation between man and brute than by
turning cenobite and refusing all the social duties which we all are
born more or less to discharge. Let us stay in the world and do
what we can towards inaugurating such reforms as we think
necessary. Let us protest for better conditions, and let the first
step be to abstain from a flesh diet, for there is no reason why we
should not procure what we need for sustenance from the vege-
table kingdom. As for furs, feathers, seal-skins, we can surely
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refrain from handling such articles. Under the prevailing condi-
tions such an article as leather is a “by-product.” Animals from
whose skin leather is made, excepting horses, are slaughtered pri-
marily for food. When they are slaughtered for their hides, then
we must find a substitute for leather.

“However much thou art read in theory, if thou hast no
practice thou art ignorant,” says Sadi the Persian. Let us beware
of that dangerous and subtle vice, procrastination. Never put off
until to-morrow what requires doing to-day. Delay and that oppor-
tunity is gone forever. Never mind about the past; no time is
sacred but the present and the present is always sacred. Because
you have erred in the past, whether consciously or unconsciously,
is no reason why you should do so in the present. It is never too
late to be virtuous. The plea that the body has been accustomed
for many years to one form of diet, and therefore any sweeping
change, as from a diet containing a large percentage of meat to one
containing none at all, would be detrimental to health, is not correct
in the vast majority of cases, provided the change is made scienti-
fically, and if there is a minority who would suffer by the change,
no one cam tell whether or not he belongs to it until he has made
the experiment and found out, and if, when he has experimented
and has found it gives unsatisfactory results, it depends upon his
own individual perception of duty with regard to the abnormal
circumstances of which he is the victim, as to what course he should
pursue. Meat, like alcohol and opium, is a stimulant. But the
eating of flesh has no such stimulative hold as the taking of alcohol
or opium, although it certainly can be likened, in its effects, to these
drugs, and therefore it may, similarly, in some particular cases be
advisable to gradually abstain and not to make the complete change
suddenly. Knowing, as we do, that the vegetarian diet is far the
most hygienic in general, and realizing the enormous evidence in
its favor from a moral point of view, it is not preposterous to
persist, no matter how extraordinary the case may be, in an endeavour
to get the system freed from the unnatural condition which an
unnatural diet has created. De Quincey in his Confessions of an
Opium-Eater, has described the fearful pains he suffered while
breaking away from the pernicious habit into which he had fallen,
and no one can do otherwise than admire his courageous, and, in
the end, successful attempt. The slight inconvenience, so slight
as to make the comparison with De Quincey’s experience ridiculous,
that some may suffer from a change of diet such as is here advocated,
involves practically no risk of being otherwise than of a temporary
nature, indeed, hardly deserves mentioning. But a point that cer-
tainly should be mentioned is that anyone accustomed to the
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conventional meat diet, ought to study vegetarianism scientifically
when converted to it. Going at it in a haphazard way may bring
bad results, not because of the lack of meat, but because of the
failure to apply the laws of hygiené. Probably many of the ills
and ails common among meat-eaters originate through ignorance of
the first principles of hygiene. The more artificial a life we lead,
the more necessary it becomes to study diet scientifically.

There has always been opposition against the introduction of
new ideas. Man seems to be conservative at heart. But the hetero-
doxy of to-day will be the orthodoxy of to-morrow. Every age has
its heresies. Jesus was a heretic, a crank, a fool, an infidel, as
judged by the conventionalism of his day. Do not get discouraged
at the censure of those who have not yet climbed out of the valley
of a foolish conventionalism into the purer air of higher knowledge,
but rather help all your fellows by an extended tolerance and an
exemplary life, to climb with you, to climb forward upon the road
that leads to the goal that all aspiring beings desire to reach.

R. H. WHELDON.

“The unremitting retention of simple and high sentiments in obscure
duties is hardening the character to that temper which will work with
honour, if need be, in the tumult or on the scaffold.”

R. W. EMERSON.
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ON THE SCREEN OF TIME.

MysticisM AND RELIGION.

Outer work of propaganda, of scholarship, of investigation,

is being done so magnificently for us. From the mountains

of God the inspiration pours forth. The world is flooded
with its light and with its glory. In ways wholly unexpected, from
quarters heretofore unknown, we find the radiance reflected and
made plain.

At meetings of a branch of the Theosophical Society, we met
and discussed the difference between mysticism true and false. It
was shown that the true mysticism is not a passive condition, but,
on the contrary, a fiery, active, positive aspiration of the will, rising
to the inner and higher planes, turning within, in order to draw
inspiration for action on all the planes where action may be needed.
(Have you seen a charge of cavalry, with that leap of a thousand
swords up into the sun?) And after that question had been settled,
a book appeared, to be widely and favorably reviewed, entitled
The Mystical Element of Religion, as Studied in Saint Catherine of
Genoa and her Friends, by Baron Friedrich von Hiigel, which demon-
strates exactly the same point. As the New York Times reviewer
explains it: the author recognizes fully that mysticism is not all of
religion, and that if it claims to be such it becomes abnormal. There-
fore he divides mysticism into two classes, a false, or “exclusive,”
mysticism, that leaves no room for other religious elements, and a
true, or “inclusive,” mysticism that recognizes the mystical element
as only a part of the total religious life. In this latter sense Baron
von Hiigel maintains that mysticism as the immediate sense of union
with God through withdrawal from the world, is not a peculiar
faculty, but is a genuine part of a truly religious attitude. “Only thus
does mysticism attain to its true, full dignity, which consists pre-
cisely in being not everything in any one soul, but something in
every soul of man.”

It is the movement away from the world toward God which should
normally be balanced by the movement back from God to the world.
If it is not so balanced it becomes “exclusive” and false. And yet
as there is a true subdivision of spiritual labors, as of all kinds of
work, it is of advantage that the mystical faculty should attain almost
exclusive proportions in certain individuals. By that fact the whole
life of the Church will be enlarged. “The primary and full Bride of

3 LMOST there is nothing left for us to do, but to be, to be.
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Christ never is nor can be any individual soul, but only this complete
organism of all faithful souls throughout time and space.” To that
organism the mystical element in religion contributes one essential
element.

Saint Catherine, who lived in the latter half of the fifteenth
century, was not “a religious” in the technical sense. She was
married and resided with her husband until his death. But
because she withdrew interiorly from the world toward God, and
carried back to the world great draughts of the divine elixir, she
was recognized even in her life-time as a Saint, and was canonized
afterwards by her Church in spite of tendencies which might easily
have been regarded as heterodox.

This book is only one out of a score that might be named—
modern books by modern authors, upon whose minds it has dawned
that the lack of the mystical element in present-day Protestantism
needs desperately to be supplied, and that Protestantism has become
broad and liberal enough, for the first time in its career, to accept
of truth even from sources which formerly were regarded as tainted.
It was a good man and a true who asked, “Can there any good thing
come out of Nazareth?” And whether “Nazareth” in this case be
Theosophy or Catholicism or Buddhism, there are men in the
Protestant churches “in whom is no guile,” and who are able to
recognize truth from no matter what quarter it may reach them.

So is our work being done for us, by all whose hearts are open
to the Light, for all whose eyes are not blinded by prejudice or
self-complacency. Was it not said, years ago:

“It is not that you must rush madly or boldly out to do, to do.
Do what you find to do. Desire ardently to do it; and even when
you shall not have succeeded in carrying anything out but some
small duties, some words of warning, your strong desire will strike
like Vulcan upon other hearts in the world, and suddenly you will
find that done which you had longed to be the doer of.”

MISREPRESENTATIONS OF BUDDHISM.

In another department, also, our work is being done for us.
Buddhism, even exoteric Buddhism, has been misrepresented for so
long and so loudly, that it has seemed almost hopeless to correct
the false impression made. Professor T. W. Rhys Davids, unques-
tionably the most prominent of Pali scholars and the author of a
treatise on Buddhism which, published first in 1877, had reached
its “Fifteenth Thousand” in 1893 and its “Twentieth Thousand” in
1903, has come to be regarded popularly as the supreme authority
on the subject. And Professor Rhys Davids does not understand
Buddhism.
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In the first place he insists upon treating the doctrine of Buddha
as separate from the religion in which Buddha was brought up—
the religion of the Ubpanishads; the fact being that Buddha was
a reformer, an elucidator, an expounder of the wisdom which the
Upanishads contain, and that his teaching, philosophically, simply
anticipated the doctrine of Shankaracharya.

In the second place, Professor Davids, in his Buddhism: Its
History and Literature, denies that in Buddhism any one of the five
following principles of religion can be found: ‘“The belief in a divine
power, the acknowledgment of sin, the habit of prayer, the desire
to offer sacrifice, and the hope of a future life” (footnote on p. 5).
And he adds (p. 9) that the greatest achievement of Buddha was to
ignore “the two theories of God and the soul.”

The fact is that in each of the above respects, Professor Davids
is mistaken. Buddha’s doctrine regarding the soul was exactly the
same as that of the Upanishads. Shankara explained it in his com-
mentary on the Vedanta Sutras (quoted in the Oriental Department
Paper of the Theosophical Society in America; No. 5 of 1896):

“The oneness of the soul with the Self is already a fact, and
not a thing that requires a further effort to bring about; and there-
fore the recognition of the truth of the text ‘That thou art’ is suffi-
cient to put an end to the personality of the soul, in the same way
as the recognition of the piece of rope is sufficient to abolish the
snake that fictitiously represents itself in place of the piece of rope.
No sooner is the personality of the soul denied than the whole
empirical habitual order of life disappears with it, to make up which
the lower and plural manifestation of the Self falsely presents itself.”

The Self is; the personality is an illusion. The reincarnating
Ego relatively is real. Students of Theosophy know what that
means: Professor Davids does not. It is his misfortune. But the
books which he has translated might have helped him to understand
it. There is this story in the Mahavigga, translated by Davids
jointly with Oldenberg:

At one time the Buddha was in a grove, and a number of young
men were at play there, accompanied by some women. One of
these women stole certain valuables and disappeared. So the young
men went in search of her, and saw the Buddha sitting at the foot
of a tree. They approached him, and said: ‘“Pray, Lord, has the
Blessed One seen a woman passing by?”’ To which he replied:
“What have you to do, young men, with the woman?’ They told
him the reason of their search, and when they had done so he asked
them:

“‘Now what think you, young men? Which would be the
better for you; that you should go in search of a woman, or that you
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should go in search of yourselves? ” (Sacred Books of the East, vol.
XIII, p. 117.)

To anyone at all acquainted with the religious thought of that
period in India, Buddha’s meaning is clear. And yet we are told
that the Master repudiated the existence of the Soul!

Professor Davids also translated the Tevigga Sutta, in which we
find the following:

“‘To the Tathagata (Buddha), when asked touching the path
which leads to the world of Brahma (the manifested Logos, or God),
there can be neither doubt nor difficulty. For Brahma, I know,
Vasettha, and the world of Brahma, and the path which leadeth unto
it. Yea, I know it even as one who has entered the Brahma world,
and has been born within it!’” (Ch. I, par 43, p. 186; vol. XI of
the Sacred Books of the East.)

And again, in the same Swutta (Ch. III, paragraphs as numbered):

I. “‘And he lets his mind pervade one quarter of the world
with thoughts of Love, and so the second, and so the third, and so
the fourth. And thus the whole wide world, above, below, around,
and everywhere, does he continue to pervade with heart of Love,
far-reaching, grown great, and beyond measure.

2. ‘Just Vasettha, as a mighty trumpeter makes himself heard—
and that without difficulty—in all the four directions; even so of
all things, that have shape or life, there is not one that he passes by or
leaves aside, but regards them all with mind set free, and deep-felt
love.

‘Verily this, Vasettha, is the way to a state of union with
Brahma.

3. ‘And he lets his mind pervade one quarter of the world with
thoughts of pity, sympathy, and equanimity, and so the second, and
so the third, and so the fourth. And thus the whole wide world,
above, below, around, and everywhere, does he continue to pervade
with heart of pity, sympathy, and equanimity, far-reaching, grown
great, and beyond measure.

4. ‘Just, Vasettha, as a mighty trumpeter makes himself heard
—and that without difficulty—in all the four directions; even so of
all things that have shape or life, there is not one that he passes
by or leaves aside, but regards them all with mind set free, and deep-
felt pity, sympathy, and equanimity.

‘Verily this, Vasettha, is the way to a state of union with
Brahma.’

5. ‘Now what think you, Vasettha, will the Bhikkhu who lives
thus be in possession of women and of wealth, or will he not?

‘He will not, Gotama !

‘Will he be full of anger, or free from anger?
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- ‘He will be free from anger, Gotama!’
‘Will his mind be full of malice, or free from malice?
" ‘Free from malice, Gotama!

‘Will his mind be sinful, or pure?

‘It will be pure, Gotama!’

‘Will he have self-mastery, or will he not?

‘Surely he will, Gotama !’

6. ‘Then you say, Vasettha, that the Bhikkhu is free from house-
hold cares, and that Brahma is free from household cares. Is there
then agreement and likeness between the Bhikkhu and Brahma? |,

‘There is, Gotama?'

7. ‘Very good, Vasettha. Then in sooth, Vasettha, that the
Bhikkhu who is free from household cares should after death, when
the body is dissolved, become united with Brahma, who is the same
—such a condition of things is every way possible!

8. ‘And so you say, Vasettha, that the Bhikkhu is free from
anger, and free from malice, pure in mind, and master of himself;
and that Brahma is free from anger, and free from malice, pure in
mind, and master of himself. Then in sooth, Vasettha, that the
Bhikkhu who is free from anger, free from malice, pure in mind,
and master of himself should after death, when the body is dis-
solved, become united with Brahma, who is the same—such a con-
dition of things is every way possible! ”

Then, as to a future life, Professor Davids does not seem entirely
unbiased. In the Dhamma-kakka-ppavattana-sutta, translated by himself
without the aid of Professor Oldenberg, he gives the teaching of Buddha
(Par. 6) as to “the noble truth concerning suffering”’—that the origin
of suffering is “that thirst (or craving), causing the renewal of existence,
accompanied by sensual delight, seeking satisfaction now here, now there
—that is to say, the craving for the gratification of the passions or the
craving for (a future) life or the craving for success (in this present
lifepn

But the translator injects the words in round brackets. He suggests
in a note that the last two (in Pali, bhava-tanhd and vibhava-tanhd)
might also be translated “the lust of life, and the love of this present
world.” But he prefers the other translation—and the round brackets.
Later, when translating the words in the Vinaya Texts with Oldenberg,
he evidently found it impossible to retain the phrase, “craving for a
future life,” and substituted the words “thirst for existence,” which, to
the western mind, and to his own, conveys a very different idea.

Again, in his introduction to the Ketokhila Sutta, and giving its
argument, Davids says it teaches “that zeal will be crippled in its struggle
against bondage by sensuality, by sloth, or by a craving after a future
life in any of its various forms.”

25
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This is quite misleading. Actually the Sutta (verses 20-24) warns
against “the passion after lusts” (Kame); against “the passion for a
body” (Kaye); “for a form” (riipe); for the ease of sleep and sloth,
and, fifthly, against the desire to belong “to some one or other of
the angel hosts” (Asirataram deva-nikiyam).

So with each of the five principles or aspects of religion which the
Professor denies to Buddhism: each of them exists, and if space permitted
it would be easy to multiply quotations under each head. No religion
has carried prayer to greater heights than Buddhism, or has made sacri-
fice more essential. And when the professor goes further than this, and
asserts that Buddhism is in no sense mystical or esoteric, he again errs,
and shows further that the error exists very deeply within himself. For
is there a mystic in this wide world, is there anyone who has so much
as glimpsed the soul within himself, who would fail to recognize in these
words from the Swutta entitled “The Great King of Glory” (Chap. I),
an actual but profoundly mystical experience?

11. “‘In the first place, Ananda, when the Great King of Glory,
on the Sabbath day, on the day of the full moon, had purified himself,
and had gone up into the upper story of his palace to keep the sacred day,
there then appeared to him the heavenly Treasure of the Wheel (Kakka-
ratanam), with its nave, its tire, and all its thousand spokes com-
plete’ . . . 13. ‘Then, Ananda, the Great King of Glory, rose from
his seat, and reverently uncovering from one shoulder his robe, he held
in his left hand a pitcher, and with his right hand he sprinkled water
up over the Wheel, as he said:

“‘Roll onward, O my Lord, the Wheel! O my Lord, go forth and
overcome ! ”

Or does this, from the same Sutta (Chap II), suggest materialism
and a denial of the spiritual life?

3. “‘Now the Great King of Glory, Ananda, ascended up into the
chamber of the Great Complex (Mahdvyithassa Kutdgdrassa dvire) ;
and when he had come there he stood at the door, and there he broke
out into a cry of intense emotion: ‘

“‘Stay here, O thoughts of lust!

“‘Stay here, O thoughts of ill-will!

“‘Stay here, O thoughts of hatred!

““Thus far only, O thoughts of lust!

“‘Thus far only, O thoughts of ill-will!

“‘Thus far only, O thoughts of hatred!

4. “‘And when, Ananda, the Great King of Glory, had entered
the chamber of the Great Complex, and had seated himself upon the
couch of gold, having put away all passion and all unrighteousness, he
entered into, and remained in, the First Ghina—a state of joy and ease,
born of seclusion, full of reflection, full of investigation.””
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After which there follows an account of the Great King of Glory’s
indrawal in prayer and meditation, from stage to stage of illumination,
than which nothing could well be more mystical or more real.

“THE CRrReEeD oF BubppHA.”

These, and many other objections to the infallibility of Davids and
some of his fellow-Orientalists, have been in the present writer’s mind
for years. He has longed to make ‘such matters clear; for great and
deep is the debt we owe to Sugata, the “Happy One”; great is the debt.
Perhaps that longing, which was sincere, struck other hearts (and many
must have shared it) ; for first came those earlier pages of The Soul of
a People, by Mr. Fielding Hall, with their incomparably beautiful outline
of the Master’s life; then, by the same author, The Inward Light (which
we still hope to review) ; and now The Creed of Buddha,* by an unknown
author, which it is impossible to praise too highly and which disposes for-
ever of the misinterpretations to which we have alluded. It is'a masterly
analysis of the blunders and contradictions into which the materialism
of Orientalists has led them. But it is more than that. It is a brilliantly
convincing statement of what Buddha really taught. We say this on the
strength of nearly twenty years’ acquaintance with Buddhist and other
Eastern scriptures, which we studied in the light suggested by Madame
Blavatsky, who was indisputably the greatest Oriental scholar of the last
century.

It is impossible to summarize such a book, and difficult to quote
passages from so coherent a whole. But this will show that the author
has delved deep to the foundation of his subject: “The path of deliver-
ance is the path of soul-growth.” Simple enough; but if our Orientalists
had discovered the same truth, they would not have needed revision.
Again, on the subject of Nirvana (and the conception of Davids is
pathetic in its perversity) : “Nirvana is a state of ideal spiritual perfection,
in which the soul, having completely detached itself—by the force of its
own natural expansion—from what is individual, impermanent, and
phenomenal, embraces and becomes one with the Universal, the Eternal,
and the Real.”

The last chapter of the book, entitled “Light from the East,” is by
no means the least interesting. The author declares his conviction “that
the spiritual standpoints of the Sages of the Upanishads, of Buddha,
and of Christ were, in the very last resort, identical,” and that the ideas
which Christ “expounded coincide, at every vital point, with ideas which
were current in India many centuries before the Christian era.” He
suggests that this may be due to the close connection and intercourse
between Western Asia and South-eastern Europe during the centuries
which immediately preceded the birth of Christ. Such a suggestion may

*Published by John Lane Co., New York, at $1.50 net. Postage 10 cents.



380 THEOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

be the simplest for the majority of his readers to adopt; but has it
occurred to him that a certain tradition which places Christ as an Initiate
of the Egyptian Lodge, or rather, of the Egyptian branch of the Great
Lodge, may be worth considering, and that Buddha and the Sages of the
Upanishads may have drawn their knowledge directly from the same
source? Light on the Path and The Voice of the Silence were not differ-
ently derived. The soul of each is the same, though the mind is
not.

SociaLisM IN CHINA. °

In still another direction, the unseen wires of the world are
being pulled in a way that will make our path clear for us. 3

That Socialism was tried experimentally and practically in
China, some nine hundred years ago, was known only to a few
students until the appearance of a popular contribution in the Van
Norden Magazine of last September and October, by General Homer
Lea, entitled “How Socialism Failed in China.” Unfortunately,
General Lea did not refer by chapter and verse to his authorities,
and considerable doubt was expressed as to the correctness of his
statements. It may be of service to students to know that the
story of that period in Chinese history was told originally in the
T‘ung Chien, by the great historian Ssu Ma-kuang. A modern
account, based upon that immense history, has been written by
Chu-Ke Ju Chi, of the American Board, North China College, and
is entitled Chien Shih I Tu. Information on the subject can be
found in The Middle Kingdom: Chinese Empire and Inhabitants, 2 vols.,
by S. Wells Williams (see vol. II, p. 174); in A Sketch of Chinese
History, 2 vols., by the Rev. Charles Guzlaff; in The Chinese Reader’s
Manual, by W. F. Mayers, and in the History of China, 3 vols., by
Demetrius C. Boulger (see vol. I, pp. 398-416). The facts, briefly
stated, seem to have been as follows:

Chintsong the Second succeeded his father in A. D. 1067. China
had been suffering from scarcity produced by want of rain. There
was terrible poverty and suffering. Hanki, who had been Prime
Minister during the two preceding reigns, was compelled to resign
owing to the intrigues of his enemies. The Emperor asked him
whether one of his rivals, Wanganchi by name, was a proper person
to succeed him. Hanki replied that this man (who had had consid-
erable experience in subordinate positions) might possibly be of
service as the head of a college, but that he had not had the neces-
sary experience for the highest office in the Empire. When Hanki
was warned of the danger his candour entailed, he replied: “A
faithful subject ought ever to serve his prince with all the zeal of
which he is capable. Good or bad fortune depends on Heaven, and,



ON THE SCREEN OF TIME 381

when we have done what we ought, should fear deter us and prevent
us from continuing in the path of well-doing?”

Whether Chintsong appreciated Hanki’s candour or not, he was
evidently unimpressed by Hanki’s advice, for he promptly called
upon Wanganchi to become Prime Minister.

Wanganchi was an enthusiast. Some historians have doubted
his sincerity; but there seems to be no need to do this. It is
doubtful whether a dishonest man could have carried the people
with him as he did for so considerable a time. He drew a glit-
tering picture of the consequences which would flow from the
reforms which he proposed. “The State,” he declared, “should take
the entire management of commerce, industry, and agriculture into
its own hands, with the view of succouring the working classes and
preventing their being ground to the dust by the rich.” Capitalism

 was held responsible for all the ills from which China was suffering.

And during his term of office, these views were carried into execu-
tion. The poor were to be exempt from taxation; land was allotted
to them, and seed-corn was provided. Everyone was to have a
sufficiency; there were to be no poor, and no over-rich. The masses
expected that their favorite minister would confer on them the
greatest benefits, and the least discomfort entailed by human exist-
ence. China was to be made ideally happy, because the people were
to be given the essentials of happiness—which, according to Wan-
ganchi, were “plenty and pleasure.” The Emperor supported his
Prime Minister enthusiastically, so the experiment was tried under
the most favorable auspices possible.

And the result? Absolute failure, followed by disaster. Theo-
retically, the scheme should have proved successful, granted the
Reformer’s premises, namely, that man is a perfect machine,
unbiassed by passion or sordid motives, and that “plenty and
pleasure” will make him happy. Practically, in spite of the super-
vision of tribunals which were appointed to direct the operations
of the peasant cultivators, it was discovered that men dislike pro-
tracted labor and will not perform it unless compelled by dire
necessity. Ordinary human laziness, and the child-man’s desire to
see an immediate return for his efforts, resulted in an immense reduc-
tion, not only in output, but in the area cultivated. Further, owing
to the carelessness of cultivation, the land became greatly impover-
ished. Wanganchi insisted that his views were right, and, in spite
of failure, for long had a large majority of his countrymen at his
back, as well as the loyal support of Chintsong. It was not until
the year 1076, after his schemes had proved abortive beyond ques-
tion, that he lost the sympathy of the public and finally of the
Emperor.
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Disaster followed not many years later. The character of the
Chinese had deteriorated under Wanganchi’s treatment—free land.
free seed, and (for the poor) freedom from taxation; and the
Tartars, always dangerous and threatening, found that resistance
had become half-hearted and feeble. The Chinese troops were
defeated, and failed to defend the crossing of the Hoangho, where
a small body of determined men could have prevented the advance
of a host.

The Tartar general exclaimed, when he failed to meet with
opposition, that “there could not be a man left in China, for if two
thousand men had defended the passage of this river, we should
never have succeeded in crossing it.” Wanganchi had emasculated
his people.

Apart from the direct result, a curious side-light is thrown
upon Socialistic tendencies by an incident which took place shortly
after Wanganchi’s disgrace. Chintsong had died. His mother had
been appointed Regent or Empress Dowager. She at once sent for
Ssu Ma-kuang, the historian, who was reputed to be a very wise
man, and asked him what was the most important thing to be done.
The sage answered: “The most important thing is to open the
doors of speech.” The Empress thereupon issued a proclamation
allowing free speech. Free speech had not been allowed under
Socialism.

Socialism and Bismarckian Imperialism, as Desmoulins pointed
out in his Superiority of the Anglo-Saxon Race, are simply different
aspects of one and the same heresy—that the individual exists for
the benefit of the State. Both Socialism and Imperialism must
necessarily be opposed to free speech. Conformity and co-opera-
tion by the legislative enactment of an Industrial Commonwealth,
or by Imperial Decree: compulsion in either case; freedom in neither.

China learned her lesson dearly. We can learn it in the same
way, by experiment and disaster: or we can accept the warning—
and the Light which, in this case also, the East and its vast
experience can throw upon our problems.

THE GrowTH OF THEOSOPHY.

A question, recently handed to us for reply, serves as a
reminder that the Screen reflects the Theosophical movement within
as well as without. We have escaped the glaring headlines of the
past, and the unpleasant benefit of being “featured.” Yet the
movement exists more surely than ever before: and in no sense
does it or can it stand still. First, however, for the question, which
doubtless will be answered variously in the “Questions and An-
swers” department. It reads as follows: “Is there such a thing
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as an accident or injustice? If so, in what way can we reconcile
these statements with ‘All is governed by law’? We come in con-
tact with both statements in Theosophical literature.”

Now it seems that this problem of justice, one solution of which
was emphasized in the theosophical literature of the last century
(and by myself in the present issue of the QUARTERLY), may be
solved in another way, and to the satisfaction of those who may not
be ready to accept the twin doctrines of Reincarnation and Karma.

The modern world has adopted an entirely wrong table of values.
We regard health and wealth and personal comfort as things good
in themselves, and in some sense as rewards for our virtues. But
if we accept the statement that the universe exists for the purposes
of soul, and that “good” and “evil” are terms which, properly used,
can refer only to the life of the soul, we must necessarily admit that
pain and the uttermost discomfort may serve us more truly, and
be greater “goods,” than experiences which, although pleasing to the
personality, may drag the soul down. This subject was dealt with
at some length in the reply to Mr. Garver’s defence of Socialism
in the January issue of the QUARTERLY.

Does this, or the adoption of any other ‘“alternative,” mean
that we, as Theosophists, should forget, or should cease to proclaim,
the great truths which have been entrusted to us? That, merely
because people sometimes find Reincarnation unacceptable, we should
abandon our ancient landmarks and give way before prejudice? It
does not. It means that if we fill our souls with no other wish
than to serve the Great Soul, we shall keep ourselves supple and
ready to meet all comers on their own ground. To remain in a rut—
is that our ideal of service? It was good to make strong breast-
works; it is good to hold them still; but are we to cling to them
like barnacles, or should we be prepared, after these many years of
combat, to sally forth and to carry the war into the camp and into
the strongholds of our enemy?

What is our aim? What are we fighting for? Is it to add a
few more dogmas to the long catalogue which humanity has accu-
mulated? Or is it by all and by any means to fight the darkness
and to evoke the soul? Clearly it is that; and if the doctrine of
reincarnation will serve our purpose best, then let us use it. But if,
by proclaiming it, we are likely to produce no other result than a
contraction or stiffening of the shell through which it is our business
to pierce, then let us follow a line of less resistance and declare the
truth of things, with equal truth, but in a different and more
effective way.

Yet there are those who hold to their siege artillery when the
word is to advance! More dangerous warfare, truly—at close range
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now, with the danger every moment that we compromise with prin-
ciple, and that we imperil the greater end for some immediate victory.
That is the real danger: subtle and constant and difficult to avoid.
But what can we expect? In the past, the dangers were flagged
for us. To-day, because we, as a body, have advanced, our path is
a hair-line—the path of all disciples.

Is it fear, then, that holds some back; or is it simply habit?
It is not fear, because the greater danger is scarcely realized. And
if it be habit, and lack of adaptability, there is only one hope for
us—that is, to throw overboard every mental pre-conception and
to open our hearts so that once more we may “draw on the breath
of the great life throbbing in us all and let faith (which is unlearned
knowledge) carry us through our life as a bird flies in the air—
undoubtingly.” In no other way can we learn to move with the
inner tides of the theosophical movement, and thus to “swing with
the motions of the spheres.” . _

Brothers, there are glad tidings in the air. And some of us
need glad tidings.

So many are tired—tired to the bone and almost to the heart.
Repeated failures have made them tired. It seems as if they cannot
succeed; as if they are not intended for success. What is left for
them but to fall back into a walk, at best into a jog-trot, without
hope of anything more than to keep pace with the majority? They
saw the Vision—through a haze, it is true: and yet they knew it:
they remembered and rejoiced and went forward with heart and
soul aflame—years ago. Since then defeat after defeat and weariness
upon weariness; until now they scarcely are conscious of the
defeat that is.

But, brothers—there are glad tidings in the air. In spite of you
and of myself, the heavens have been rent for us. The way is open
which before was closed. It needs only a new and steadier effort
to be the thing of which we dreamed; fo be the fact we loved to
fancy, that we may pass into our inheritance of light. The day is
breaking and the shadows flee away. Greatly and literally is this
true, and those who will may become messengers of the Master, to
make straight His way and to share His peace.

T.



VI.

TuEOSOPHY AND SOME MODERN Social T HEORIES.

tudes he had compassion on them, for they seemed as sheep

without a shepherd. He spent hours in earnestly and patiently

teaching them, and then he fed them.

The outcome was that they were determined to make him a
King. In spite of his teaching they held on to the military theory
of the Kingdom of Heaven. Their thought was that there would
be plenty for all and an easy time: that their class would be freed
from the Roman yoke, and the Romans would be brought under
the yoke of their King. With a sad heart the teacher had to turn
away from them and leave them to their dreams, trusting that his
teaching, like good seed, would sometime bear fruit. This looks
like a picture of twentieth century life, so near alike is human nature
in the first century and now. We look out on human life with its
strifes and contentions, its ambitions and struggles, its misery and
wretchedness, its injustices and cruelties, and like the great Teacher
we have compassion on the multitude and feel that something must
be done to cure the ills and right the wrongs of the multitude. At
first it seems as if the most urgent need is to feed their bodies and
we do it. But we soon find that we have done little or nothing to
solve the problem; we expected to create conditions that would
be favorable to moral and spiritual welfare,. but we seem to have
done them an injury, for we have made them more selfish, and more
clamorous for physical comforts and pleasures, while the moral and
spiritual instincts have been dulled or silenced. All about us there
are would-be-reformers with various theories, but nearly all agree
that present conditions are nearly as bad as possible and ought to
be destroyed. One is quite positive that if we would abolish private
property in land and tax land values we could abolish all other taxes
and at the same time abolish poverty and cure all the ills of our
modern civilization. Another says no, that would not be enough,

IT is recorded of a great Teacher that when he saw the multi-
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the industrial conditions are all wrong. The workers create all the
wealth but the capitalists cheat them out of it, we must get what
belongs to us and give every man his rights, each one an equal
share and an equal chance, and poverty and misery and crime will
disappear and the world will be a paradise.

Another one says the great trouble is religion, the  churches
are all on the side of the capitalists, and are fooling you by promis-
ing something good after death. We know nothing about what
comes after death, but we want our share of the good things of
this life, give up your religion, leave the churches, take what is
yours by right here and now, and you will be rid of your misery and
poverty.

These and other similar theories seem plausible and certainly
appeal to the multitude because the belief is well nigh universal
that money is the one thing really worth having, and that material
well-being is the supreme good. Whether the single tax would
give us a larger income than all the other taxes give us or would
provide only half as much, as one financial expert has figured it,
I do not know; whether if all the wealth of the United States was
equally divided we would all be rich, or as others say, we would
all be poor, I do not know, but one thing must be clear to us all
if we stop to think, and that is that any theory of economic reform
based on selfishness can never offer a permanent solution of the
problem. The system which embodies-it will crumble before the
attacks of a stronger selfishness, better equipped with brute force
or intelligence. These various theories seem to agree in one thing,
and that is that it is not necessary to make men and women any
wiser, better, or nobler; all we have to do is to redistribute the
wealth of the world so that everybody will have enough to eat and
drink and wear—‘“a universal pasture with grass enough for all.”

All these reformers seem to forget that present conditions are
the results of evolution, the outcome of the working of the human
race during past centuries, and so they imagine they can undo the
work of the great law in some magical way. They forget that the
social organism is governed by vital laws and is more than a
machine. In one sense the problem of to-day is not a new one, it
is the problem of man in relation to his fellow men. The substi-
tution of mechanical power for muscular power at the beginning
of the last century has made the problem a little more complex,
and perhaps a little more acute. Before the introduction of steam
power and the factory system each family was practically inde-
pendent, growing its own food, making its own shoes and clothes,
building its own home and making its own furniture. Now all this
is changed. They tell me it takes sixty-four machines to make a
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shoe, and each of the sixty-three operatives is dependent on the
sixty-fourth for the finished product. And not only are the workers
in one factory dependent on each other, but the different factories
are dependent on each other. Strike out one and you paralyze the
rest. In this way Providence is forcing on this generation the great
problem of relationship,—the relations of men to their fellow men.
A century ago the family was a little world, now the world is
rapidly becoming one great family, and we are discovering that the
words of Paul the Initiate are really true. “No man liveth to
himself, and no man dieth to himself.”

We are discovering in practical life that the Theosophical
teaching of human Brotherhood is the truth; our separate lives
are parts of one great life, and the laws which govern it are not
laws thrust upon it from the outside, but are vital, implanted in
the organism itself. The physical body is a symbol of the body
politic. We are told that our bodies are made up of numberless
little cells and that each little cell has a life of its own. These
little cells make up the different organs, and each organ has its
own life and consciousness, yet is related to other parts and serves
the whole organization—the law of service is fundamental. We are
told, further, that each cell has the power of feeling, feeding,
moving, and of reproducing its kind. We cannot work, or play,
or laugh, or cry, or think without its costing the lives of these little
cells, they are surrendered to the great whole. This is the law of
sacrifice. We are also told that sometimes foreign cells get into
the organism and refuse to obey this law of sacrifice. Then we
have typhoid, diphtheria, small-pox, or some other disease. It is
only while the living cells surrender themselves to the law of the
body that we have life and health and power.

Now each individual is a cell in this great organism of society,
and each of these cells has the power of feeding, feeling, moving and
reproducing its kind. But each individual has also the power to
obey or disobey the two great laws of service and sacrifice, and
that is where the trouble comes in and we have social disease,
restriction and fiction. If we can only induce each individual to
obey these two laws—in other words realize and live the great law
of Brotherhood—all our social ills would be cured in a short time.*

In the light of this teaching we see why so many of our modern
social theories are failures. The Theosophical teaching seems to
be the very opposite of these theories in many ways. Theosophy
does not ignore man’s social conditions and the rights and duties

* [Dr. Darlington, the chief of the Health Department of New York City, says
that not a single one of the 186 laws regulating his Department would be neces-
sary if citizens obeyed the Golden Rule.—Eb.]
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of corporate life. On the contrary it has always laid emphasis on
these, and if its teachings were universally adopted, would lead to
a reorganization of society, and one that would give a wider diffu-
sion of wealth and intelligence in the community. But one difference
is that modern social theories put social conditions first, and
maintain that happiness depends upon circumstances. Theosophy
says the soul is supreme, that happiness depends on the character
of the individual, and not upon circumstances, and so it attempts
to make men better, believing that better men will make better
homes and better circumstances generally. Some of these theories
take it as granted that man’s moral character depends entirely upon
his condition, and that if you change his environment you will not
only make him happier, but also a better man. Indeed, one of these
teachers says boldly that “All men will be angels if you will take
away the evils of their social condition.” Theosophy assumes that
the opposite is the truth—correct the evil in the individuals and
social conditions will soon change for the better. Higher wages,
better homes, and better clothing will come as the result of
enlarged and ennobled manhood. Some of these theories are loud
in the praise of freedom, brotherhood and peace, yet often in their
manifestos there is bitter denunciation of the capitalist, and brother-
hood means simply those who are members of their party—all out-
side are enemies to be destroyed. Some of these modern theories
consider the individual of little value except as a cog in a great
wheel. They propose to organize society on the plan of the great
standing armies of the world, each one to have his place assigned
to him and to do the work given him to do. His individual liberty
of choice, of initiative, is to be taken away from him. This seems
to be a great despotism, for there is hardly any despotism so absolute
as that of a great army. Of course they claim that the hours of
work will be shorter and the pay will be higher, but they do not
say where the money is to come from to pay the workers. We have
a great deal of graft to-day with the number of state officials we
now have, and unless we can change human nature there will of
necessity be far more when all are the servants of the state. Who
would care to be President of the United States when there will..
be millions of men and women to be appointed to places? It is
hard enough now with the present number of postmasters and
custom officials to appoint.

Would it ever be possible to have a Luther, a Wesley, a Paul,
or a Jesus under such a system? In proportion as the value and
freedom of the individual has been emphasized has the world made
progress in all that is noblest and best. The assertion of that value
and the preservation of it has never isolated men and separated
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them from interest in their fellows. On the contrary it has incteased
the interest of the individual in his fellows. While plenty to eat,
plenty to drink and plenty to wear without moral and spiritual
culture has made men more selfish, cruel and tyrannical, and so far
separated them from their fellows. What John Morley says of the
days of the Commonwealth and in reference to kinds of government
is as true now as then: people will awake to the hard truth “that
to turn a monarchy into a Commonwealth is not enough to turn
the purgatory of our social life into a paradise.” Nor is the attain-
ment of what Schiéffle calls the “quintessence of Socialism, its Alpha
and Omega, viz., the transformation of private and competing
capitals into a united, collective capital,” a mere change in our
economic methods, sufficient to right all wrongs and make us all
good, kind and prosperous.

This does not mean that a Theosophist will not be interested
in the present conditions of society, nor that he will abstain from
efforts at social and industrial reform, nor that he will not admire
the ideal which these various social theories set before them of the
removal of the abuses that blight and curse the world to-day. He
may refuse to commit himself to any of these schemes because
he sees they are not only inadequate but hurtful. But if he really
believes in the heart of Theosophy—Universal Brotherhood—he will
look as Jesus did with compassion upon the multitude on the verge
of submergence and will seek as best he can to uplift and bless them.
He will co-operate wherever he can with those who are seeking to
deepen and diffuse a sense of the common good, he will do his
best to make men think not only of private weal and private
wealth, but also of common weal and common wealth, for that is
the law of Brotherhood.

He will be stimulated to this by the thought that he is himself
partially responsible for present conditions. This is the law of
Karma. We are here now in these present conditions because we
have earned them. As we have sowed in past incarnations so we
must reap in this, and here is our opportunity to work out our own
salvation by striving wisely to work out the salvation of Society.
This responsibility is resting upon us, and it is pleasant to remember
that we have power and opportunity to serve, to help forward the
evolution of the race. We need not get discouraged because the
work is slow, we need not hurry, for the present condition of the
world is the product of all the past, and that past as well as the
present, has been and is under the direction of perfect Wisdom.
If we fall in with some of these modern theories and address our-
selves to the lower nature of man instead of the higher, our work
will be largely lost because that will lessen life; and to cure its ills



390 THEOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

more life is needed. Sin, that is, selfishness, thoughtlessness and
love of money are at the root of most of our troubles in the social
and economic world and our efforts must be directed to the curing,
or taking away the causes. No true Theosophist can stand idly by,
looking at present conditions and doing nothing to relieve them;
the great laws of love, brotherhood, service and sacrifice urge him
on to help. Service is the expression of brotherhood and is greater
than the mere thought of it. If we are living the life we shall
recognize as duty ‘“what ought to be done because it is owed,” for
on that plane where all selves are One, activities are poured out
for the use of all, and not for the gain of a separated self. And up
toward that plane we must reach by a joyful self-surrender, a life
of service and sacrifice. Only thus can we be helpers and saviors
of the world; only as we are filled with compassion can we be
bearers of light; only thus can we serve the good law, lift a part
of the world’s burden and hasten the evolution of the human race.
Only thus can we bring summer into the hearts of men; only thus
can we banish selfishness, poverty and wretchedness from the world
and bring in health, wealth, peace and prosperity—the reign of
Righteousness, Truth and Love.
JoHN ScCHOFIELD.

“The disciple is able to endure all that he is called upon to endure.
Wherefore do not evade, avoid, frustrate or force. But—ENDURE!”

“You sigh for the Angel of Deliverance. Be yourself your own
deliverer.”

“The star shines above the darkness. Fix your gaze on the star, and
not on the dark.”
Book oF ITEMS.



Orthodoxy, by Gilbert K. Chesterton. Mr. Chesterton, in one of his essays,
says that the last refuge of the tired reviewer is to call his work brilliant, so our
pride prevents our using the exact word which describes his work. It has a
glitter and sparkle and smartness which is best characterized by “brilliant.”
Mr. Chesterton writes in epigrams and paradoxes. We seldom find a paragraph of
simple prose which conveys an idea in a direct manner. If he wants to say that
we are a lazy people he goes about it in some such way as this. This is said to
be an age of bustle and stir and rapid movement, of intense activity. But the
direct,contrary is the fact. We are a profoundly lazy and inert people and it
is only the multiplication of motors and cabs and elevators which are used to
pander to our ineradicable laziness and dislike for exertion which give the idea
of our being active.

Apart from his style of writing and his constant effort to say clever and
striking things, he has, in this book, written something which is distinctly worth
while. It is a defence of orthodox Christianity along very novel and original
lines. He takes up one point after another, about which people have quarreled
since Christianity began, and, as in the case of our being lazy, he attempts to
show by some more or less effective paradox that what we have objected to,
or what was currently believed, was not the real meaning under the words used.
or that the conclusion that really should be drawn was the direct opposite of
that usually drawn. Hence a defense of that particular point. He defends
Christian dogmas by showing that they do not mean what they are usually
understood to mean. The results in many cases are quite startling, and in some
cases quite unconvincing. :

Among many other subjects which he touches upon, two are of special interest
to us. He takes a fling or two at Theosophy and has quite a lot to say about
Buddhism. We may perhaps claim to know something about Theosophy and a
little about Buddhism, and it does not add to our confidence in Mr. Chesterton’s
other conclusions to see that in these two cases at any rate he utterly fails to
understand either Theosophy or Buddhism and his points are therefore all based
on incorrect premises, even if they are not absolute misstatements. He uses
common, but entirely erroneous ideas about Buddhism, while he evidently does
not really have any idea of what Theosophy is about. Indeed, we should judge
from his entire point of view that he is quite incapable of ever understanding the
Theosophical position. He is not a mystic, does not understand mysticism, and
consequently misinterprets every phase of life which has a mystical significance.
This is shown in a brief reference to the Quaker teaching of the Inner Light.
He says with a cheapness that is not worthy of him that anyone who worships
the Inner Light worships the Light within himself, or in other words himself.
One would have supposed that the testimony and lives of many generations of
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Quakers would have demonstrated to Mr. Chesterton the absurdity of such a
statement.

Another minor point which interested us is that he twice calls Theosophy
supercilious. We wonder just what he means by that and whether as a whole it
is a fair charge. We have found from experience that we take a wider and more
comprehensive view of life than others. This must show in our manner and
our speech, but does it justify our being called supercilious? Is it not another
case where he has been unable to distinguish between a manner of speech and the
reality which lies behind it? The book is interesting and worth reading.

C. A. G, Jr.

The Problems of To-day, by Andrew Carnegie. Mr. Carnegie has performed
a service of real value to the community in the writing of this book. As might
perhaps be suspected from the title, it is a discussion of Socialism, and the more
important economic and political questions involved are presented with admirable
clearness and simplicity. Indeed, some phases of the subject are put forward in
this book with a greater directness ond lucidity than we can remember seeing
anywhere else.

Mr. Carnegie does not pretend to do more than suggest certain conclusions
which seem to him to be the inevitable corollary of the Socialistic scheme; he
would be the first to deny that his little book was a comprehensive discussion
of the subject. But he does unmistakably put his finger on the essential points,
quotes from recognized socialistic writers for his premises, and then quietly
points out certain inevitable conclusions. For instance, he does what the Socialists
hate; he proves from their own writings that they themselves do not yet know
what they want. In the matter of compensation under the communistic regime
he shows that one school of socialistic writers advocates equal compensation
to all regardless of the nature and value of the service performed, and that another
school, knowing that to be impossible, denies that socialism teaches it and boldly
advocates compensation relative to the quality and quantity of service to the state.

Mr. Carnegie cleverly shows this divergence to be of great importance, indeed,
almost fundamental, for if the former position is advocated, it could not possibly
work, while if the second position is adopted, it ceases to be socialism. He makes
a similar analysis of many other socialistic theories, with equally definitive results.

A valuable part of the book is where he points out that most of the reforms
which Socialism has adopted and labelled “Socialism” were long ago started and
partly enforced by our present individualistic system. He shows with clearness
and convincing logic the old fallacy started by Adam Smith, that capital is the
product of labor; the fallacy upon which Marx builds his whole social system,
and without which it falls completely to the ground. He shows that capital is
the product of labor, capital and ability, and that no one has yet succeeded in
showing which of the three elements performs the most valuable service and should
receive the greatest compensation.

As is already well known, Mr. Carnegie is a strong advocate of a progressive
inheritance tax, which, in the case of fortunes over five million dollars, he would
make as high as fifty per cent. It is, however. impossible even to mention’
many of the admirable “points” which he makes and which add so much to
the value of the book. We commend it to all our readers, particularly to those
whose warm hearts and sympathetic ideals lead them towards socialistic heresies.

C. A G. Jr
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The Perfect Way;, or, The Finding of Christ, by Anna Kingsford and
Edward Maitland, has been republished in popular form by John M. Watkins, 21
Cecil Court, Charing Cross Road, London, England, at the astonishingly low
price of one shilling or 25 cents net. The book contains 376 well-printed pages,
and does the publisher immense credit. It is a book that deserves to be read and
studied. Dr. Anna Kingsford was a great woman, a sincere mystic. She would
have been much greater if she had been less of a woman and more of a mystic.
She was unable to recognize in another woman a soul of much greater attain-
ments than her own. She did not support Madame Blavatsky as she might and
should have done. This is ancient history, because Dr. Kingsford died twenty
years ago, and the trouble in the old London Lodge long antedated that; so we
can learn impersonally from the facts. Dr. Kingsford wanted to make the
Theosophical Society in England a Christian body. Madame Blavatsky, and
those who worked with her and advised her, insisted that it must remain unsec-
tarian. Both Dr. Kingsford and Edward Maitland resigned and formed a Her-
metic Society which expired in less than two years. The moral is, as Mazzini
pointed out as the result of long experience in a very different field, that “next
to the capacity of rightly leading, the greatest merit consists in knowing how and
when to follow.” T.

Steps Along the Path, by Katharine H. Newcomb (Lothrop, Lee & Shepard
Co., Boston), is redundant with a rather superior optimism. That is, there is less
of bare-faced “healing” in it than there is in most books of its class. The lady
speaks of her “patients and pupils,” from which we infer that she will not object
to being described as a professional optimist. None the less, the treatment should
prove much more efficacious for neurasthenics and for sufferers from dyszmia
than drugs, and certainly less harmful; for she does not use suggestion (at least,
not in these Steps), and contents herself with advising the cultivation of a positive
will and active serenity. T.

The Common-Sense Bible Teacher, a “Medium for Conducting a Bible Class
on Evolutionary Principles,” is published monthly, as a magazine, by C. L. Abbott,
242 Endicott Building, St. Paul, Minn., a single copy costing 25 cents. Its teaching
is distinctly rationalistic, in the mid-Victorian sense, and the authorities quoted
are in many cases out of date. But a translation of St. Paul’'s Epistle to the
Galatians, although occasionally much too slangy, is uncommonly well and
vigorously done. ap.

Breaking the Fetters; or, The Truth About the “Church,” is a pamphlet by
Dr. Henry Hensoldt, published by the author at Sydney, Australia. Dr. Hen-
soldt must be the same gentleman who formerly lectured about Thibet and the
experiences which he wished he had had there. In this pamphlet he attacks the
church, and for fear that he should be accused of partiality, explains that “whether
against his unsavory ‘Saintliness’ the Metropolitan of Moscow, who presides over
the ‘holy’ (and greasy) Russian Synod, the astute charlatan who masquerades as
Archbishop of Canterbury, or the amusing old trickster in the Vatican,” he has
“the same respect for all, viz., absolutely none,” which, we trust, is enough said.

T.

MAGAZINE LITERATURE.

The Open Court for January devotes much space to the Holm-Nestorian
Expedition of 1907, and to the original text of the Nestorian Tablet. The Febru-
ary issue contains an article on Peshawur, which is said to stand on the site of



394 THEOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

the ancient Buddhist city of Gaudhara. The article is well illustrated. Quite the
most attractive feature for March is “The Wooing of the Moon-Maiden; a Fairy
Tale of Old Japan,” by Mr. Charles Johnston. It is a charming story, charmingly
told, which should have a ready sale if reprinted as an allegory of death—of death
in the sense of an awakening “from the dream of life.” But before it is reprinted,
those who are acquainted with Mr. Johnston’s writings may be glad to obtain a
copy of the March issue (Vol. XXIII, No. 634), from the Open Court Publishing
Co., P. O. Drawer F, Chicago, for 12 cents, including postage. It is most well
worth preserving as well as reading. An article by the editor on “Christianity as
the Pleroma” (to be continued) quotes the statement of St. Augustine that “The
very thing which now is called the Christian religion existed among the ancients,
nor was it absent in the beginning of the human race before Christ came into the
flesh, since when the true religion which already existed began to be called
Christian.” E. T. H.

The Monist for January, 1909, specializes once more on the subject of Prag-
matism. The editor finds entertainment in following Professor Stein into a
supposed “unmistakable kinship between Schopenhauer, Nietzsche and (Wm.)
James,” than which nothing, in our opinion, could be more far-fetched or mean-
ingless. The number is not up to the Monist’s usual standard X.

The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and: Scientific Methods, Nos. 1 to 4,
provides several interesting reviews, among others, a notice of the recent Etudes
d’histoire et de psychologie du wmysticisme, by Henri Delacroix. The original
articles are exceedingly technical, which is, of course, just what they are supposed
to be.

Theosophisches Leben, for January and February, contains either translated
or original articles by Dr. Keightley, Charles Johnston, Paul Raatz, F. Schwab,
Sandor Weiss, E. J. Wiederhold, “Lige,” Peter Prosegger, Ekis Igriega, “Cavé”
and others. They are interesting numbers and cover a wide range of theosophical
subjects. As usual, the appearance of the magazine is excellent. Copies can
be obtained by writing to Paul Raatz, Sekretir der “T. G. in D.” Berlin, S. W.
48, Wilhelm Str. 120. There must be many Germans in America who would
like to subscribe regularly for this valuable little magazine. T.

Neve Metaphysische Rundschau for November-December changes and rather
improves its cover. The best articles are contributed by the editor himself, Paul

Zillman. T.

We have also received Sonnenstrahlen fiir die Jugend for December-January;
Neue Lotusbliiten for January-February; The Herald of the Cross; Shafts;
The Bar of Isis, or The Law of the Mother, by Frances Swiney; and The Light
of Reason.

THE PaAraBLEs oF THE KiNGDoM, by Charles Johnston, with cover-design by
Birger Elwing, will be ready by May 1. The price will be 30 cents a copy.



QUESTION ¢6.—What do you wunderstand that Jesus wmeant when He said:
“Follow Me; and let the dead bury their dead”?

ANSWER—Let us compare these words of Jesus with other of his sayings:

“He that loveth father or mother more than me is not worthy of me: and
he that loveth son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me.” (Matt., 10:37.)

“If any man come to me, and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and
children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot be my
disciple.” (Luke, 14:26.)

And in the familiar story of Martha and Mary, which has been a stumbling
block to generations of Christians, we read: ‘“Martha, Martha, thou art careful
and troubled about many things: But one thing is needful: and Mary hath chosen
that good part, which shall not be taken away from her.” (Luke, 10:41-42.)

“Seek ye first the kingdom of God, and His righteousness; and all these things
shall be added unto you.” (Matt., 6:33.)

“Again, the kingdom of heaven is like unto a merchant man, seeking goodly
pearls: who, when he had found one pearl of great price, went and sold all that
he had, and bought it.” (Matt., 13 :45-46.)

Is not the question one merely of relative values? And is not the answer
of Jesus clear and emphatic?

“Neither shall they say, Lo here! or, lo there! for behold, the kingdom of
God is within you” (Luke, 17:21.) L E. P

ANsSwWerR—A disciple asked leave to go and bury his father before following
after Jesus. “But Jesus said unto him, ‘Follow Me; and let the dead bury their
dead’” (Matt., 8:22.)

What could this mean except that to those who have not been awakened
spiritually, should be left the material cares of life? Let those who are troubled
by the promptings of the spirit provide for the necessities of the body, after
following the call of the Divine voice, but not before. K. H.

ANswErR.—Jesus used the expression “dead” when referring to those who are
not “alive”; and to be alive means to be conscious of the soul as the real self.
“Being dead in your sins,” as St. Paul speaks of it in one place; or, in the Epistle
to Timothy—“But she that liveth in pleasure is dead while she liveth.” It is of the
utmost significance that the Greek word used by St. Paul for “mortal,” as in Rom.
vi, 12; viii, 11; I Cor. xv, 53, 54 (“your mortal bodies”) is thnetos, which may
also be translated “dying” or “deadened”; and that the Greek word he uses for
“dead,” in the passage quoted above from Timothy, is ZAnesko, to die—from the
same root. St. John also uses thneskd for “dead” in the story of Lazarus. It
seems, therefore, that what Jesus meant when he said, “Let the dead bury their
dead,” was that those who were not yet alive, in the true sense, could well fulfil
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the task of burying a dead body, while his disciple, who was coming to birth,
should follow Him and do the work of the Spirit. It was doubtless a lesson
intended primarily for that disciple. T

ANswer.—In so far as I am able to see, He meant exactly what He said. In
those who followed Him there was a possibility of life—eternal life. Those who
refused to follow Him, or merely were not able as yet to follow Him, were dead
in relation to life eternal. V. J.

QUESTION 97.—Is not the Christ of the Twentieth Century as powerful to
heal the sick, raise the dead, cleanse the lepers, and cast out devils as Jesus was
in the First Century?

ANswer.—Yes; and from one point of view so much more powerful that He
has other and more important and more difficult work to do. It is possible that
He is trying to raise us from the dead. May God give Him victory in that as
in all things! X.

ANswer.—He certainly is, possibly a little more, for man, on the whole, has
grown a little more responsive. As to the faculties of a living Christ, centuries
do not make any change in them. V. ]J.

QUESTION 98.—Is there anything positive about mysticism? It seems to me
to be a blending of dreaminess and remunciation, essentially a woman’s religion;
not one which can inspire a man to strong constructive activity.

ANSWER.—Mysticism, properly so-called, signified, in the first place, the clos-
ing of all the avenues of perception by the senses, and thus withdrawing the mind
from external distractions, and enabling it to receive direct illumination from
the Divine Spirit within us. There is no sex in religion, and no reason why
mysticism, a very spiritual form of religion, should be branded as “a woman’s
religion” It is nof one which can inspire a man to strong constructive ability
because that has nothing to do with religion, but is purely an intellectual
faculty. K. H.

ANswWeEr.—We are told in Light on the Path that the first two rules in the
making of a mystic necessitate the use of the surgeon’s knife. If this operation
is performed by life or by the direct initiative of an expert physician it may be
negative, if by the patient himself it is very far from being negative. The latter
half of the process is essentially positive and constructive.

Compare this simile regarding death from the Brihad Aranyaka Upanishad
(Song of Life). “Then, as a caterpillar, when it comes to the end of a leaf,
reaching forth to another foothold, draws itself over to it, so the soul, leaving
the body, and putting off unwisdom, reaching another foothold there, draws
itself over to it.” Work done from the latter foothold, the higher plane, is
distinguished from that done from the lower plane in that it is not done from
motives of selfishness with some form of self-interest as end, but disinterestedly
in the service of humanity and of the spirit.

This latter stage of mysticism, which is the beginning of true mysticism, when
the soul has been born and begins its conscious life, has two aspects. They are given
us in the familiar summary of the Commandments: “Thou shalt love the Lord,
thy God, with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind,” and
“Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” These have been called the intensive
and social aspects of Christianity and contain the whole duty of the mystic.

Conscious communion with God is the result of the positive and dynamic
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power of love and of purity, and the permanence of that vision of God whith we
are to work into the very fabric of our lives is dependent on the sincerity and
persistence of our attempt to live up to each individual gleam of light as we
receive it. There is, therefore, a continually expanding circle in the life of the
mystic: The ideal works itself out in action; the life in turn enables him to
test, strengthen, and enlarge the ideal.

And from the Gita: “Not by withholding from works does a man reach
freedom from works, nor through renunciation alone does he win supreme
success. He who restraining the powers of action, dwells, remembering in mind
the objects of sense, such a one, wholly deluded, is called a false ascetic.” “Thy
right is to the work, but never to its fruits; let not the fruit of thy work be thy
motive, nor take refuge in abstinence from works. Standing in union with the
soul carry out thy work, putting away attachment.”

To conclude: He who loses his life that he may save it is negative when
viewed solely from the standpoint of his loss, but positive when viewed from
the standpoint of his gain. Can there be a doubt in the mind of any mystic as
to which is the real standpoint? L E. P

QUESTION 99.—How is it possible to reconcile the theory of reincarnation
with the pretty well established fact that mental and moral inheritance counts
for something ?

ANswerR.—Heredity is one factor in reincarnation and certainly counts for
something. According to the Secret Doctrine there are seven factors concerned
in the origin of species, variation transmitted by heredity being the first. Then
comes natural selection, sexual selection, isolation, correlation of growth, and
adaptation to environment. (Intelligent as opposed to mechanical causation.)
¢f- Vol. 11, 738. This concerns the physical, but mental and moral heredity
proceed on similar lines. K. H.

ANswer.—Heredity is part of the machinery of reincarnation. It is one of
the means by which the reincarnating Ego is provided with a physical instrument
suited to its needs. Indeed looked at broadly, as what enters into a man from
his parents, heredity goes far deeper than the physical, and might be regarded
as including the moral and mental training and character building that his
parents give him in childhood, quite as much as the building of his body in the
prenatal state. In each case what is drawn from the parent is but material,
which is received in part and in part rejected. If we remember that it is not
by chance that a soul is drawn to this or that environment, but that it is the
action of choice and law, then it is impossible to consider the medium through
which the law works as needing reconciliation with the law itself.

This relation between reincarnation and heredity is outlined in the sixth
book of the Bhagavad Gita, where Krishna answers Arjuna’s question as to
the fate- of those, who, seeking union with the Supreme Spirit, fail to reach
their goal in a single life. Krishna says: !

“Entering the worlds won by holy deeds, and dwelling for long ages there,
he who fell short of union is reborn in the house of pure and holy folk;

“Or, indeed, he may be born in a family of seekers for union, full of wisdom,
for such a birth in this world is harder to obtain.

“There he possesses the same soul-vision that he won in the former body,
and therefore strives again for the perfect attainment, O rejoicer of the Kurus.

“Even without any wish of his own, he is taken in hand by his former
effort.” H. B. M.
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QUESTION 100.—Why is it that some people are filled with the spirit of God
and others are not? What makes the difference?

ANSWER.—It is never easy to answer the questions that begin with “why,”
for causes-lie wrapped in their effects and it is hard enough to learn the “how”
of life. Yet if we patiently study the facts, and observe the processes which
daily take place within ourselves, they will yield up their secret; and from
our knowledge of how facts arise we can tell something of the reason for their
existence. When, in instance after instance, we see that we grow into the like-
ness of our desires, that the “soul is dyed by the thoughts,” and that our
character is built from our habitual thoughts and strivings, then it becomes
evident that the reason for the present existence of any attribute or quality
must lie in the nature of our past efforts and aspirations. If we would be filled
with the spirit of God we must love God, we must think God-like thoughts, and
desire divine desires; then our love and thought and desire will draw into us
that which we love and mold us into its likeness. This is the law we see all
around us, it is how we change from what we were into what we will be, and
in it lies the answer to the present question; Those who are filled with the spirit
of God are those who have loved God. This is the answer made to us by
familiar fact, and it is also the answer made by Christ when he told his
disciples, “If a man love Me he will keep My words; and My Father will love
him, and we will come unto him, and make our abode with him.”

“What makes the difference?” It is the difference between day and night,
the difference between a soul in which there is light and one in darkness. Or
it is the difference between life and death, between that which is dynamic and
that which is inert. We could perhaps liken the power of the spiritual world
to that of a great magnet whose field covered the whole of human life, but
which could only draw or affect that which was of its own kind, which was
itself magnetic. If we have in us no love for the things of the spirit then we
are as wood or stone, inert and unresponsive, however strong the field. But
as an inert coil of wire may be made responsive and magnetic by the passage
of an electric current, so our inert hearts are quickened and made responsive
by our love and aspiration. And according to our love, so is the help that may
be given us, not because help is withheld, but because without love we cannot
respond to the force poured forth. Thus it is that if we cannot find the spirit
of God within us it is quite useless to look for it elsewhere, for the measure of
the spirit within our own hearts is the measure of the power of the Infinite
Spirit to move and lift us, or to make us aware of the richness of its fruits.

H. B. M.

ANswer,—This question may be answered in part by the answer to Question
99. We are told in the Secret Doctrine that the dawn of this cycle of evolution
found matter in seven different conditions, ready to act as vehicle to seven
types of beings, and from the deviations of these primeval entities, started the
chain of causation that makes the differences in men to-day. K. H.

QUESTION 101.—I$ there such a thing as an accident or injustice? If so, in
what way can we reconcile these statements with “All is governed by law”? We
come in contact with both statements in theosophical literature.

ANswer.—It would have been better to give references to these statements
in theosophical literature. Their context should explain them.

There is no such thing as an injustice, if our vision extends over a suffi-
cient range of time. The effect is contained within the cause, and thus comes
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into existence, potentially, at the same moment as the cause; but years or ages
may pass before the effect is born or worked out on the material plane. Karma,
the law of equilibrium, the action of which is conscious and purposive—means
that whatever we sow, we shall reap; and that whatever we reap, we have sown.
It does not mean that we must necessarily have sown in this life that which
we are now reaping. The sowing may have been done in a previous existence.
Hence, judged as affecting the present personality only, and in the terminology
preferred by some exponents of Theosophy—that personality may suffer or may
enjoy undeservedly. (Had we, as infants, earned the advantages with which
ages of experience surrounded us?) From that standpoint it is added that in
the after-death states, before the fading out of the personality as such, the
equilibrium is restored; and that in Devachan, during the sleep of the soul's
body between two lives on earth, the higher aspirations of the preceding per-
sonality are realized and enjoyed on that plane.

A moment’s thought, however, will show that it is equally correct to say that
even the personality only seems to reap undeservedly. It depends from which
angle we approach the question. Further, the personality being merely “a
purgation” of the soul, as the early Christian Gnostics so luminously phrased
it, the exact balancing of things, as affecting any one personality, is in fact a
matter of small consequence.- T.

ANSWER.—There is no injustice. And belief in accidents is a sign of slip-
shodness in the processes of thought. If there were the stars would fall off
their orbits, for cosmic equilibrium is but a manifestation of justice. Were
there the slightest fault in the working of justice, the whole fabric of life
would instantly crumble to pieces. Could billions be piled upon billions if one
plus one were not two? When a child fails to obtain the correct sum, are the
rules of mathematics at fault? And in the tangle of human life injustice is
but the best justice that can be obtained under the circumstances. We shall
have to do our sums over and over again, until the result is quite correct.
Then the theosophical literature also will become quite consistent. V. ]J.

QUESTION 102—According to Theosophy, when does reincarnation take place?
Do you believe it possible to remember incidents of this life? And if we have
another life in the flesh, we will have a brain, and if a brain, why not memory?

ANSWER.—Assuming that you have no acquaintance with Theosophical
beliefs and are asking for information, not mere curiosity, nor for the purpose
of putting puzzling questions, I will endeavor to make my answer plain, by
going back of your question instead of beginning with it.* This only for the
sake of clearness and enabling you to understand fully the reply. If you have
no knowledge of Theosophy, as I assume, it is necessary. If you have a knowl-
edge, statement of the facts, though perhaps a trifle tedious, will do no harm.

Karma is the result of the operation of the great Law of Compensation,
“As ye sow, so shall ye reap.” Karma began with the first incarnation and will
only end when the “Higher Self” is again in unity with the infinite. The
persisting Ego is the real man. The man as we see him is only the tenement
of the real man within. The Ego is immortal, indestructible, was with the
Infinite in the beginning, has existed ever since, and will always exist, a ray
from the Infinite, and as eternal as the source from which he sprang, and to
which he will inevitably return.

Karma is not a blind fate, of which man is the victim and from which he
cannot escape. In each life the Ego builds for the next life, governed to a
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certain extent by his former incarnation, but with a wide latitude as to how he
shall build for the next. As he builds well or ill, so will he be punished or
rewarded in future lives. Though governed by Karma, he is the creator of his
own Karma. Karma is one of the great factors in determining the time of
rebirth. Karma is the one great factor in determining the circumstances, place
and environment of the rebirth. The time of reincarnation is when the Ego
is found ready for it. The Ego belongs to Eternity, not to time. Time is to
Eternity as the shadows of yesterday to the meridian sun of to-day. The
shadows pass, the sun remains. 1

To the second portion of your question, personally, I believe that the Ego
has a memory of what has gone before, but the brain of the physical man, the
tenement in which the Ego temporarily dwells, has no such memory. Yet at
rare moments the Ego does impress its memory on the brain of the physical
man. How often have all of us had experiences that seemed a mere revival
of memory instead of a gain of knowledge. Our intuitions are often flashes
from the jewels of experience, stored in the memory of the Ego in its former
existence.

To your third question: Yes, when (not if) we have another life, or re-
incarnation, the physical man will have a brain, and will also have a memory,
but the physical brain and memory perish with the physical man, of which they
form a part. They answer a temporary purpose. They are mainly for the use
and protection of the physical man in this existence. They are vehicles for
the manifestation of the Ego, but they perish as the muscle perishes, as the
flesh perishes. Each incarnation is but a roadside inn on the great highway,
traversed by the Ego in its long journey from its first incarnation to its final
union with the Infinite, W. H. L.

OFFICIAL NOTICE.

The next Annual Convention of the Theosophical Society will be held on
Saturday, April 24, 1909, at the Brevoort Hotel, Fifth Avenue and Eighth Street,
New York City, beginning at ten o’clock. All Branches are requested to send
delegates or designate proxies to represent them. Branches unable to send dele-
gates may forward their proxies to the Chairman of the Executive Committee,
Mr. Charles Johnston, to the Treasurer, Mr. H. B. Mitchell, or to the Secretary,
Mrs. Ada Gregg, 150 Warren Street, Brooklyn, New York.

CHARLES JOHNSTON,
Chairman, Executive Committee.





