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FOREWORD XXiii

FOREWORD TO VOLUME TWO

Most of the material in the present Volume appeared in print in collected form for the first time
in 1933, when it was published by Rider & Co. in London, under the title of The Complete Works
of H.P. Blavastky. As was the case with original Volume I of the Series, a considerable portion of
the stock of Volume II perished in the London “blitz” during the second World War. As a result of
this, these earlier Volumes have been unobtainable for many years.

Discovery of hitherto unknown writings from H.P.B.’s pen required that the material be
somewhat differently distributed, as far as the four original Volumes are concerned. The present
Volume is made up of H.P.B.’s writings during the years of 1879 and 1880. It contains therefore
some of the material of the original Volume I, and about two-thirds of the original Volume II.

The text contained now in Volume II has been checked with the original sources of publication,
and most of the quoted matter compared with the originals and corrected whenever necessary.
Some new material has been incorporated from the Archives at Adyar. A number of explanatory
notes and comments have been added by the Compiler to clarify points of Theosophical history.
Biographical and Bibliographical information has been collected in the Appendix, as is the case
with all the Volumes of this Series, and a copious Index has been prepared.

The Compiler wishes to express his gratitude to all those who have helped in the preparation of
this Volume, especially the following friends and associates.

Irene R. Ponsonby who checked all the editorial material and painstakingly read the page proof,
and whose thorough knowledge of literary style and methods was of inestimable help; Zoltan de
Algya-
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Pap, of the Adyar Archives, whose willing assistance and readiness to help have been of such great
value in the last few years; Dara R. Eklund who was responsible for the checking of a great many
quoted passages in out of the way publications; Frances Ziegenmeyer who helped with the
transcription of microfilm; and Margaret Chamberlain Rathbun whose careful proofreading of the
galleys was a welcome contribution towards the accurate production of this Volume.

Boris de Zirkoff

Compiler.

Los Angeles, California, U.S.A.
January 26, 1967
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IDEES INCORRECTES SUR LES DOCTRINES DES
THEOSOPHES*

[La Revue Spirite, janvier, 1879]

Nous insérons cette réponse a M. Rossi de Justiniani, mais en nous réservant quant a la doctrine qui y est
émise; notre frére de Smyrne pourra répondre a Mme. H. P. Blavatsky. [Editor.]

2

“La critique est aisée, et I’art est difficile! . . .
—Destouches, Philinte, 1 D, Acte 11, sc. 5.

La Société Théosophique de New York, fondée en 1875, et depuis, d’apres les ordres de
ses chefs aux Indes, entiérement reconstruite, est établie sur la base de toute société. 1l est
donc évident que ses doctrines ne peuvent courir les rues. Malgré cela, la presse
américaine—Iles journaux spiritualistes surtout—Iles ont sans relache, disséquées, critiquées
et tournées, en ridicule, érigeant invariablement ce qui n’était que conjecture de leur part,
en dogmes des Théosophes. Le peu, cependant, qu’il leur fut accordé de révéler, ils le firent
aussi clairement que leur permit la langue anglaise d’ailleurs peu adaptée a I’expression des
idées métaphysiques.

Mirabile dictu! Non seulement fit-on la sourde oreille a nos explications, mais sitdt que
les critiques de nos adversaires commencerent a avoir le dessous, on nous ferma poliment
au nex la porte des journaux!

Il est bien temps, dans cette polémique de cache-cache, de jeter un peu de jour sur ces
téncbres cimmériennes ou la

* [According to Col. Olcott, Old Diary Leaves, 1, p. 283, this article was written a few days before the
party left for India on December 17, 1878.—Compiler.]
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lumiere se trouve souvent éteinte — on dirait presqu’a dessein. Une critique, sur «les
Elémentaires et les Elémentaux», publiée dans le No. d’aolt de la Revue Spirite, nous en
fournit I’occassion.

Oui, «pour les Théosophes de New York, ’homme est une trinité et non une dualité. Il
est plus que cela cependant: en y ajoutant le corps physique, ’homme est une Tetraktys, ou
maternité.* Mais, aussi soutenus que nous fussions dans cette doctrine particuliere par les
plus grands philosophes de la Grece antique—comme le remarque I’auteur de 1’article—ce
n’est ni a Pythagore, ni a Platon, ni encore aux célebres Theodidaktoi de 1’école
d’Alexandrie, dont nous la tenons. Nous parlerons de nos maitres plus loin. Prouvons
d’abord que le critique de la Revue Spirite fait fausse route dans son article, sous tous les



rapports quant aux doctrines historiques de 1’antiquité, et que—fort innocemment sans
doute, et n’en jugeant que d’apres les traductions abrégées—il défigure les notres.

Il se trompe, d’abord—selon nous—Ilorsque, croyant corriger nos idées, et ayant, un
moment avant, traité sur les «ames incarnées» (p. 291), il parle (p. 292) d’un «médiateur
plastique et inconscient, ou le fluide périsprital qui sert d’enveloppe a I’esprit». Il pense
donc que I’esprit et I’ame sont identiques, ou que le premier puisse €tre incarné ainsi que
1’ame? Etrange erreur a nos yeux! Et si ce médiateur plastique est «inconscient» selon
I’ auteur, dans ce cas, I’ame aussi, qu’il croit immortelle, et méme 1’esprit doivent I’€étre, car,
plus loin, nous le trouvons, établissant la méme identité entre I’esprit et I’ame. «L’ame
isolée est pour nous le périsprit», dit-il. Nous demanderions, d’abord, comment il se peut
que quelque chose «d’inconscient»—donc, d’irresponsable—puisse, dans la vie future,
étre, soit récompensé, soit puni, pour des actes commis durant un état d’inconscience?
Ensuite, vers la fin de I’article, I’auteur nous apprend que chez 1’étre imparfait, le troisieme
élément ou

* [A misprint for “quaternité,” though the ordinary word would be “quaternaire.” Cf. H. S. Olcott, Old
Diary Leaves, 1, 283, where the correction is noted.—Compiler.]
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I’Esprit, peut non s’annihiler, mais perdre pour un temps indéfini la conscience de sa
grandeur et s’abaisser au niveau de la brute! Ici—nous ne comprenons plus du tout! Nous
ne savons si ces idées sont personnelles a I’auteur ou bien I’expression de la doctrine des
spirites orthodoxes en général.* N’importe, pour nous, elles sont monstrueuses et
incompréhensibles. Comment I’esprit, la supréme essence primordiale, la monade incréée et
éternelle, 1’étincelle directe du «Soleil central» des kabalistes, n’est plus qu’un troisieme
élément, aussi faillible que le périsprit? Il peut, ainsi que I’ame vitale—affligée, elle, d’une
inconscience chronique, a ce qu’il parait—devenir inconscient aussi, ne fit-ce que
temporairement? L’Esprit immortel «s’abaisser au niveau d’une brute»? Allons donc!
L’auteur ne peut avoir eu la moindre idée sur nos doctrines; ou il ignore ce que nous
appelons «Esprit», car pour lui, I’Esprit et I’ame sont synonymes—ou bien, il est encore
plus inconoclaste que nous. Nous nous empressons de répudier ces idées. Jamais nous
n’avons professé rien de semblable.

On nous cite Platon, et on oublie en méme temps ce que Platon enseignait. Selon le
«divin» philosophe I’ame est binaire; elle est composée de deux parties constituantes
primitives, I’'une—mortelle, et 1’autre éternelle; la premiere, faconnée par les dieux créés
(les forces créatrices et intelligentes de la nature), I’autre—une émanation de 1’Esprit
supréme. Il nous dit que I’ame mortelle en prenant possession de son corps devient
«irrationelle»; mais entre la déraison et I’inconscience il y a une différence profonde.
Platon, enfin, n’a jamais confondu le périsprit, avec I’ame ni I’esprit. En commun, avec
tous les autres philosophes, il ne I’appelait ni le nous ni VX1, mais lui donnait le nom d’

eldwlov | quelque fois celui d’imago ou de simulacrum.



Essayons cependant, de rétablir un peu d’ordre dans ce désordre. Donnons a toute chose
son vrai non, et établissons exactement la différence entre les opinions de notre érudit

*I1n’y a pas de spirites orthodoxes, mais de simples chercheurs, des investigateurs qui acceptent toute
vérité démontrée [Editor].
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critique et les ndtres. Pour tous ceux qui ont étudié les philosophes grecs, il est évident que
l'auteur confond les termes. Sa question (p. 292) «la séparation de l'espirt, VX1, avec
I'ame, nous ou périsprit . . . peut-elle étre jamais cause d'une complete destruction . . . »
nous fournit la clef du mésentendu. 1l traduit les mots «espirt» et «ame» simplement vice
versa.

Nous ne savons si les Grecs modernes traduisent ces deux substantifs ainsi, mais nous
sommes a méme de prouver qu'aucun des anciens philosophes, ne les ont jamais définis de
cette manicre. Nous nous permettons de ne citer que deux noms, mais ceux-si suffiront.
Notre autorité paienne est —Plutarque; notre autorité chrétienne,—ni plus, ni maoins que
saint Jacques, «le frere du Seigneur». Plutarque traitant sur 'ame nous dit que, tandis, que

Yoy est emprisonnée dans le corps, le nous ou l'intelligence divine plane audessus des
mortels, en versant sur sa téte un rayon qui s'illumine plus ou moins, selon le mérite
personnel de 'homme; il ajoute que le nous ne descend jamais, mais reste stationnaire.
Saint Jacques est plus explicite encore. Parlant de la sagesse d'ici-bas (vide texte grec,
Epitre générale, ch. iii, 15), il la traite de «terrestre, sensuelle, psychique . .», ce dernier
adjectif étant traduit dans les textes anglais par le mot «diabolique». Et il ajoute (iii, 17),
que ce n'est que la sagresse d'en haut qui soit divine et «noétque» (adj. Du sub.nous). Donc 1
élément psychique ne semble jamais avoir été en odeur de sainteté, ni avec les saints du
christianisme, ni avec les philosophes du paganisme. Puisque saint Jacques traite ¥UX] de
diabolique, et Platon en fait quelque chose d'irrationnel, peut-elle étre immortelle per se?

Qu'on nous permette une comparaison, la meilleure que nous puissions trouver entre le
concret et 'abstrait; entre ce que notre critique appelle «la triple hypostase», et nous «la
tetraktys». Nous comparerions done ce quaternaire philosophique, composé du corps, du
périsprit, de I'ame et de 'esprit—a 1'éther—si bien pressenti par la science, jamais
défine—et, ses corrélations subséquentes, L'éther nous repreé€sentera l'esprit; la vapeur
morte qui s'y formera—I'ame;
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I'eau—Ie périsprit; la glace—Ile corps. La glace dégele et perd pour toujours sa forme; 1'eau
s'évapore et se disperse dans l'espace; la vapeur, se débarrassant de ses particules grossicres,



atteint enfin cet état ou la science ne peut plus la suivre. Purifiée de ses dernieres souillures,
elle s’absorbe tout entiére dans sa cause premiere, et devient cause a son tour. Excepté le
nous immortel—I’ame, le périsprit et le corps, ayant été tous créés, et eu un
commencement, ils doivent avoir tous une fin.

Est-ce a dire, que I'individualité est perdue dans cette absorption? Du tout. Mais entre
I’Ego humain, et I’ Ego tout divin, il y a un abime que nos critiques comblent sans le savoir.
Quant au périsprit, il n’est pass plus I’ame, que la peau délicate, qui enveloppe le fruit de
I’amande, n’est le noyau, ou encore son écorce provisoire. Le périsprit n’est que le
simulacre de I’homme.

Il s’ensuit, que les Théosophes comprennent 1’hypostase, selon les vieilles philosophies,
et d’'une maniere toute différente de Spirites. Pour nous, 1I’Esprit est le dieu personnel de
chaque mortel, et son seul élément divin. L’ame, binaire, par contre, n’est que semi-divine.
Emanation directe du nous, tout ce qu’elle a d’essence immortelle, son cycle sur terre une
fois achevé, doit nécessairement retourner a sa source-mére et—aussi pure qu’elle s’en est
détachée—’est dans cette essence toute spirituelle, que I’Eglise primitive, aussi fidéle que
rebelle aux traditions néo-platoniciennes, crut reconnaitre le bon daimon et en fit un ange
gardien; en mé€me temps, flétrissant justement I’ame «irrationnelle» et faillible, le vrai Ego
humain (d’ou le mot Ego-isme), elle I’appela 1’ange de ténebres, et en fit plus tard un diable
personnel. Son seul tort fut de 1’anthropomorphiser, et d’en faire un monstre a queue et a
cornes. Autrement, toute abstraction qu’il soit, ce diable est personnel, en effet, puis-qu’il
est identique avec notre Ego. C’est lui, cette personnalité insaisissable et inaccessible, que
les ascetes de tous les pays croient punir en mortifiant leur chair. L’ Ego donc, a qui nous ne
concédons qu’une immortalité conditionnelle, est I’individualité purement humaine. Moitié
force vitale,
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moitié agrégation de qualités et d’attributs personnels, nécessaires a la formation de tout
étre humain, distinct de son prochain, I’ Ego n’est que le «souffle de la vie», que Jehovah,
un des Elohim, ou dieux créateurs, souffle dans les narines d’Adam; et comme tel, et a part
son intelligence supérieure, il n’est que 1’élément d’individualité possédé par ’homme, en
commun avec toute créature; depuis le moucheron qui se joue dans un rayon de soleil,
jusqu’a I’éléphant, roi de foréts. Ce n’est qu’en s’identifiant avec cette intelligence divine,
que I’ Ego tout souillé d’impuretés terrestres peut gagner son immortalité.

Afin de rendre notre pensée plus clairement, nous procéderons par une question. La
matiere tout indestructible qu’elle soit dans ses atomes primitifs—indestructible, car, selon
nous, elle est I’ombre éternelle de la Lumiére éternelle, et coexite avec [elle]—cette
matiere, peut-elle rester immuable dans une seule de ses formes ou corrélations
temporaires? Ne la voyons-nous pas, dans ses modifications incessantes, détruire
aujourd’hui ce qu’elle a créé hier? Toute forme, qu’elle appartienne au monde objectif, ou a



celui que notre intelligence peut seule percevoir, ayant eu un commencement, doit avoir une
fin. Il fut un temps ou elle n’existait pas; il arrivera un jour ou elle aura cessé d’étre. Or, la
science moderne nous déclare que, méme, notre pensée est matérielle. Que toute fugitive
que soit une idéé, sa conception et ses évolutions subséquentes, nécessitent une certaine
consommation d’énergie; que le moindre mouvement cérébral réverbere dans I’éther de
I’espace et y produit une perturbation a I’infini. Donc, c’est une force matérielle,
quoiqu’invisible.

Et, s’il en est ainsi, qui oserait affirmer que I’homme, dont I’individualité est toute
composée de pensées, de désirs et de passions égoistes, qui ne sont particulieres, qu’a lui, et
en font un individu sui generis, puisse vivre dans I’éternité avec tous ses traits distinctifs,
sans changer?

Et s’il change durant des cycles infinis, qu’en reste-t-i1? Que devient cette individualité
distinctive si prisée? Il n’est que logique de croire qu’une personne qui, déja sur terre,
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oubliant son moi précieux, fut toujours préte a se sacrifier pour le bien d’autrui; qui, dans
son amour pour I’humanité, s’est rendu utile dans le présent, nécessaire dans la vie future,
au grand ceuvre incessant de la Création, de la Préservation et de la Régénération; et qui,
enfin, aspirant a I’infini, et tichant de progresser moralement, s’est individualisée avec
I’essence de son Intelligence divine, et s’est, ainsi, forcée sur le courant de I’immortalité—il
n’est que logique, disons-nous, de croire qu’elle vivra en esprit éternellement. Mais qu’une
autre personne qui, durant son exil de probation sur la terre, n’a envisagé la vie que comme
une longue série d’actes égoistes; qui fut inutile a elle-méme comme aux autres et
pernicieuse comme exemple—soit immortelle ainsi que la premiere—nous nous refusons
de le croire! Rien n’est stationnaire dans la nature; tout doit ou avancer ou reculer, et un
ivrogne incurable, un débauché tout alourdi de matérialité, n’ayant jamais fait le moindre
effort vers le bien, mort ou vivant, ne progressera jamais! Il aura a subir son sort, sans que
son ame divine, elle-méme, puisse le sauver. L’ Ego, ou psyché terrestre, a le libre arbitre;
en plus, les mystérieux avis de sa gardienne ici-bas, qui lui parle par la voie de sa
conscience. Ne pouvant suivre I’homme abruti, dans sa descente rapide vers 1’abime de la
matérialité, et ’homme devenu sourd a sa conscience, aveuglé a la lumicre, et ayant perdu
le pouvoir de s’élever vers elle, I’Essence divine, comme 1’ange gardien dans les vignettes
naives de notre enfance, déploie ses blanches ailes et, laissant le dernier lien se briser entre
eux, remonte vers sa patrie. L’individualité purement matérielle, peut-elle vivre dans le
monde des esprits, abandonnée aux lois de la matiere seulement? Nous disons non; pas plus
que le poisson ne peut vivre hors de son élément naturel. Les lois sont universelles et
immuables.*

«Ce qui est au-dessus, est comme ce qui est au-dessous», dit le grand Hermes. L’enfant
a naitre, ne peut vivre s’il manque de forces vitales, et meurt, avant de voir le jour; I’ego,
enticrement destitué de forces spirituelles, n’aura pas, non plus, la force soit de naitre ou



d’exister dans les régions

* Ceci doit étre médité et discuté [Editor].
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des esprits. S’il n’est que faible et étiolé—il pourra survivre, «ainsi que cela a lieu, soit sur
la terre, soit au ciel.»

Mais, nous dira-t-on, les ames méchantes ne restent pas impunies. Des siecles, des
milliers de siecles, peut-Etre, de souffrances, sont certes une punition suffisante. Nous
disons, nous, qu’une telle punition serait a la fois quelque chose de trop, et de trop peu. Elle
est disproportionnée aux plus grands crimes, commis durant toute une longue vie humaine;
elle serait diabolique et injuste. D’un autre c6té, avec I’éternité devant 1I’ame souffrante, et
une éternité certaine, une punition semblable serait une mauvaise plaisanterie. Que sont des
milliers de siecles dans I’infini! Moins qu’un clin d’ceil.

Il se peut que cette doctrine—comme toute autre dure vérité—semble répulsive a
beaucoup de monde. Quant a nous, nous y croyons. Le sentimentalisme n’a rien a faire dans
nos rangs; celui qui ne se sent pas prét a sacrifier ses plus cheres espérances personnelles a
la vérité éternelle, peut devenir membre de la Société Théosophique, mais n’appartiendra
jamais a notre cercle ésotérique. N’imposant a personne nos opinions, nous respectons
celles des autres sans les partager. Et cependant notre Société compte des milliers
d’Européens et d’ Américains dans ses rangs.

On assure que cette doctrine d’immortalité conditionnelle n’a été répandue parmi les
masses que «pour effrayer les ames basses et viles». Encore une erreur. Elle n’a jamais été
un dogme populaire: ni aux Indes, ni en Gréce, ni en Egypte. On n’en offrait les preuves au
novice, que durant les grands mysteres, lorsqu’une boisson sacrée le mettait en état de
quitter son corps et, planant dans 1’infinité des mondes, lui permettait d’observer et de juger
par lui-méme. Divulguer ce qu’il avait vu était une mort certaine, et les serments qu’on
exigeait de lui, a I’ Epopteia supréme, lorsque le grand Hiérophante lui présentait le
Pétroma, ou tablettes de pierres ou étaient gravés les secrets de I’initiation, étaient terribles.
Seul Platon en parle en termes couverts, mais toujours il en parle. Si dans un sens il dit que
I’ame est immortelle, dans un autre il nie positivement que chaque

IDEES INCORRECTES 11

ame individuelle soit pré-existée, ou qu’elle existera par la suite et pour I’éternité. La méme
chose a été enseignée dans tous les sanctuaires. Les égyptologues modernes en ont toutes
les preuves. Mariette-Bey traduit plusieurs passages du Livre des Morts, et des inscriptions



sur les sarcophages, ou I'immortalité conditionelle, et une annihilation compléete sont en
réserve pour les méchants. Une hymne a Osiris dit du mort: «II voit par toi, vit en toi, et ce
n’est que par toi qu’il peut échapper a 1’annihilations. Les Egyptiens enseignaient aux
multitudes que 1’ame animale, appartenant au corps et étant indépendante de 1’ame
immortelle, ne les rejoignait qu’apres un certain laps de temps passé dans la momie. Mais
aux 1initiés, ils disaient qu’une annihilation compleéte attendait I’ame dépravée qui n’avait su
devenir osirienne, ou divine. M. F. Lenormant I’affirme, ainsi que Mariette-Bey. Gotama, le
philosophe indou, dit dans sa Nydya-Siitra (Tarkalamkara): «Le sicge de la connaissance du
soi (ou individualité) est dans I’Ame humaine (jivitman), qui est binaire, mais I’ame
supréme (paramatman) est la seule qui soit omnisciente, infinie et éternelle.

Pour en finir, on nous objecte, que ceux qui ont foi dans I’immortalité, comme loi
générale, regardent nos opinions comme «contraires sous tous les rapports a la justice
divine». Nous répondons: Qu’en savez-vous de cette justice? Sur quoi basez-vous vos idées
en supposant que les lois du monde invisible soient tout autres que celles d’ici-bas, tout en
laissant de coté la loi, bien constatée par la science, de la survivance du plus apte, loi, qui
certe ne serait pas de mince valeur dans notre argument? Nous ne demandons que des
preuves valables a I’appui du contraire. On peut nous faire remarquer, qu’il nous serait
peut-Etre aussi difficile qu’a nos critiques de prouver la vérité sur nos doctrines, a nous?
D’accord, nous confessons de suite que, tout en y croyant, nous n’en savons que ce qui nous
en a été enseigné. Mais notre doctrine a nous est appuyée du moins sur la philosophie et sur
la psychologie expérimentale (comme celle du systeéme des Yoga indous), fruits des
recherches de long siecles. Nos maitres sont Patafijali, Kapila, Kanada, tous ces systemes et
écoles de I’ Aryavarta (I’Inde antique)
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qui servirent de mines inépuisables pour les philosophes grecs, depuis Pythagore jusqu’a
Proclus. Elle est basée sur la sagesse ésotérique de la vieille Egypte, ot Moise comme
Platon sont allés se faire instruire par ses hiérophantes et adeptes; elle s’est développée
enfin, sur la méthode si slire qui ne procede qu’inférentiellement, ne juge que par la stricte
analogie et qui, se basant sur I’immuabilité des lois universelles, ne déduit que par
induction. Nous sera-t-il permis de demander a nos adversaires, de nous montrer quelles
sont leurs autorités a eux? Est-ce la science moderne? Mais la science docte se moque de
vous comme de nous. Est-ce la Bible mosaique? Nous en doutons, car elle n’en souffle pas
un mot, et toutes les tortures appliquées a son texte pendant de longs siecles de recherche,
et malgré toutes ses éditions revues et corrigées, elle reste muette a ce sujet. Mais dans
plusieurs endroits touchant la survivance de I’ame, elle nous coupe 1’herbe sous les pieds.
Dans les Ecclésiastes (chap. iii, 19) la Bible n’accorde a I’homme aucune prééminence sur
la brute; comme 1’une meurt, ditelle, ainsi meurt 1’autre, car le souffle qui les anime tous
deux est le méme. Quant a Job, cet illustre affligé nous affirme que I’homme, une fois mort,
«s’enfuit comme une ombre, et — ne continue pasx» (Job, xiv, 2).* Est-ce le Nouveau
Testament? Ce livre nous offre le choix, entre un paradis philharmonique, et un enfer —
qui est loin de I’étre. Il ne nous donne aucune preuve irrécusable, nous defend de raisonner,



et nous enjoint une foi aveugle. Est-ce les phénomenes du spiritisme? Nous y voici. Ici nous
sommes sur un terrain solide, car les preuves sont palpables, et ce sont les «esprits» qui
sont nos maitres. Les Théosophes croient aux manifestations et aux «esprits» autant que les
spiritualistes. Mais—lorsque vous aurez fini par prouver au monde entier, la science
sceptique y incluse, que nos phénomenes sont produits par les dmes des décédés —
qu’aurez-vous prouvé? La survivance de I’homme tout au plus; son immortalité vous ne la
prouverez jamais: pas

* [In Ostervald’s French Bible, the wording is: “. . . . . etil ne s’arréte point».—Compiler.]
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plus comme loi générale, «que comme une récompense conditionelle». Trente ans
d’expérience avec les «esprits» ne nous ont pas impressionnés en faveur de leur véracité
comme «loi générale», non plus donc, vous n’avez a nous opposer que votre foi aveugle,
vos émotions et I’instinct d’une minorité de I’humanité. Qui, une minorité, car, lorsque
vous auriez mis de coté les 450 millions de Bouddhistes, qui ne croient pas a I’'immortalité
et redoutent comme une calamité terrible, méme la survivance de I’ame, et les 200 millions
d’Indous, de toutes les sectes, qui croient a I’absorption, dans I’essence primordiale, qu’en
restera-t-il de cette doctrine universelle?

«Notre doctrine», dites-vous, «est inventée pour les ames basses et viles». Nous
sommes a méme de vous prouver, les statistiques a la main, que ces ames «basses et viles»
prédominent dans les pays civilisés et chrétiens ou I’immortalité est promise a tout le
monde. Nous vous renvoyons a I’ Amérique, puritaine et pieuse, qui promet a chaque
criminel qu’elle pend, un paradis éternel, s’il croit; et cela, immédiatement, car, selon les
protestants, du pied du gibet au pied de I’Eternel, il y a moins qu’un pas. Ouvrez un journal
de New York; vous y trouverez la premiere page tout couverte des nouvelles de crimes les
plus atroces, les plus inouis, commis par douzaine, tous les jours, et depuis un bout de
I’année a I’autre. Nous défions de trouver rien de semblable dans les pays paiens, ou I’on ne
s’occupe méme pas de I’immortalité, et ou I’on ne demande qu’a étre absorbé pour
toujours. L’ immortalité comme «loi générale» est donc plutot un stimulant qu’un préventif
contre le crime pour toute dme «basse et vile»?

Nous finissons, croyant avoir répondu a toutes les accusations de 1’auter de 1’article sur
«les Elémentaires>.

Si nos doctrines intéressent le lecteur, dans un prochain numéro nous tacherons d’étre
plus explicite.
H. P. BLAVATSKY.
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ERRONEOUS IDEAS CONCERNING THE
DOCTRINES OF THE THEOSOPHISTS

[La Revue Spirite, Paris, January, 1879]
[Translation of the foregoing original French text]

We insert this reply to Monsieur Rossi de Justiniani, but we express no opinion upon the doctrines
expounded therein; our Smyrna brother may reply to Mme. H. P. Blavatsky. [Editor.]

17

“Criticism is easy; art is difficult

—Destouches, Philinte, 1 D, Act 11, sc. 5.

The Theosophical Society of New York, founded in 1875, and later, according to the
orders of its heads in India, entirely reconstructed, is established on the plan of every secret
society. It is plain, then, that its doctrines cannot be common property. In spite of that, the
American Press—above all the Spiritualistic papers—have incessantly dissected, criticized
and turned them into ridicule, invariably setting up as doctrines of the Theosophists what
are nothing but conjectures on their own part. The little that it was permissible to reveal to
them, however, was done as clearly as is possible in the English language, which is rather
poorly adapted to the expression of metaphysical ideas.

Mirabile dictu! Not only did they turn a deaf ear to our explanations, but as soon as the
criticisms of our opponents began to be crushed, the doors of the papers were politely shut
in our faces!

It is indeed time, in this blindman’s buff polemic, to throw a little daylight into this
Cimmerian darkness where the light often has been extinguished—one would almost say by
design. A criticism on “The Elementaries and the Elementals,” published in the August
number of La Revue Spirite, offers us an opportunity.
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Yes, “for the New York Theosophists, man is a trinity and not a duality.” But he is more
than that, however; by adding the physical body, man is a Tetraktys, or maternity.* But,
supported as we are in this particular doctrine by the greatest philosophers of ancient
Greece—as the author of the article remarks—it is neither to Pythagoras, nor Plato, nor the
famous Theodidaktoi of the Alexandrian School, that we owe it. We will speak of our own
teachers later on. We will first prove that the critic in La Revue Spirite strays from the facts
in his article, concerning all that relates to the historical doctrines of antiquity, and



that—quite innocently no doubt, and, as the result of judging only from abridged
translations he disfigures ours.

First of all, he is deceived—according to us—when, believing himself to be correcting
our notions, and having a moment before treated of “incarnated souls” (p. 291), he speaks
(p- 292) of a “plastic and unconscious mediator, or the perisprital fluid that serves to
envelope the spirit.” Does he consider then, that the spirit and the soul are identical, or that
the former can be incarnated like the soul? A strange mistake in our eyes! And if that
plastic mediator is “unconscious,” according to the writer, in that case, the soul also, which
he thinks immortal, and even the spirit, must be so, because further on we find him
establishing the exact identity of the spirit and the soul. “The soul, isolated, is for us the
périsprit,” he says. We will ask, first, how can it be that anything “unconscious”—hence,
irresponsible—can be, in a future life, either rewarded or punished for acts committed
during an unconscious state? Later on, towards the close of the article, the author tells us
that, in an imperfect being, the third element, or the Spirit, cannot be annihilated, but for an
indefinite period loses the consciousness of its greatness and may be degraded to the level
of the brute. Here we completely fail to understand him! We do not know if these ideas are
personal to the author or rather the expression of the teaching of the

* [A misprint for “quaternity.”—Compiler.]

16 BLAVATSKY: COLLECTED WRITINGS

orthodox spiritists in general.* No matter; for us they are monstrous and incomprehensible.
How can the spirit, the supreme primordial essence, the uncreated and eternal monad, the
direct spark from the “central Sun” of the Kabalists, be no more than a third element, as
fallible as the périsprit? Can it, like the vital soul—afflicted with a chronic
unconsciousness, it would appear—become unconscious also, be it but temporarily? Can
the immortal Spirit “be degraded to the level of a beast”? Nonsense! the author cannot have
the least notion of our teachings; either he is ignorant of what we call “spirit,” because for
him the spirit and the soul are synonymous—or rather, he is still more iconoclastic than
ourselves. We hasten to repudiate those ideas. We have never professed anything like them.

Plato is quoted to us and, at the same time, what Plato taught is forgotten. According to
the “divine” philosopher the soul is dual; it is composed of two primitive constituent parts:
one—mortal, the other eternal; the former, fashioned by the created gods (the creative and
intelligent forces in nature), the other, an emanation from the supreme Spirit. He tells us
that the mortal soul, in taking possession of its body, becomes “‘irrational”’; but between
irrationality and unconsciousness there is a profound difference. Plato, finally, never
confused the périsprit with the soul or the spirit. In common with every other philosopher,
he called it neither the nous nor YLX7, but gave it the name £®wAov , sometimes that of
imago or simulacrum.



Let us try, then, to re-establish a little order in this confusion. Let us give everything its
true name, and state precisely the difference between the opinions of our learned critic and
our own. For all who have studied the Greek philosophers, it is clear that the author
confuses terms. His question (p. 292), “Can the separation of the spirit, YVX", from the
soul, nous or périsprit, ever be the cause of a complete destruction . . .?” provides us with
the key

* There are no orthodox spiritists but simply researchers, investigators who accept every demonstrated
truth [Editor].
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to the misunderstanding. He translates the words “spirit” and “soul” simply vice versa.

We do not know if the modern Greeks so translate those two nouns, but we are able to
prove that none of the ancient philosophers have ever defined them in that way. We will
allow ourselves to quote two names, but those will suffice. Our pagan authority
is—Plutarch; our Christian authority is no more and no less than Saint James, “the brother
of the Lord.” In treating of the soul Plutarch tells us that while VX7 is imprisoned in the
body, the nous or the divine intelligence soars above mortal man, shedding upon him a ray
that is more or less luminous according to the personal merit of the man; he adds that the
nous never descends but remains stationary. Saint James is still more explicit. Speaking of
the wisdom from below (vide the Greek text, General Epistle, iii, 15) he treats it as
“terrestrial, sensual, psychic,” this last adjective being translated in the English text by the
word “diabolical,” and (iii, 17) he adds that it is only the wisdom from above that is divine
and “noetic” (adj. of the sub. nous).* So the psychic element never seems to have been in
the odor of sanctity, either with the Saints of Christianity or with the Philosophers of
Paganism. Since Saint James treats ¥UX"] as diabolical and Plato makes something
irrational of it, can it be immortal per se?

May we be allowed a comparison, the best we can find, between the concrete and the
abstract; between what our critic calls “the triple hypostasis” and we “the tetraktys”? Let us
compare this philosophic quaternary, composed of the body, the périsprit, the soul and the
spirit—to the ether—so well foreseen by science, but never defined—and its subsequent
correlations. The ether will represent the spirit for us; the dead vapor that is formed
therein—the soul;

* [This sentence and explanation are somewhat confused. King James’ version gives the following text for
chapter iii, verse 15: “This wisdom descendeth not from above, but is earthly, sensual, devilish.” The Greek
text shows the words: epigeios, psychiké, and daimoniodés, which are translated as “earthly, soulical,
demoniacal” in a literal translation of the Greek text.—Compiler.]
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water—the périsprit; ice—the body. The ice melts and for ever loses its shape, water
evaporates and is dispersed in space; the vapor is liberated from its grosser particles and
finally reaches that condition in which science cannot follow it. Purified from its last
defilements, it is entirely absorbed into its first cause, and becomes a cause in its turn. With
the exception of the immortal nous—the soul, the périsprit and the body, all having been
created and having had a beginning, must all have an end.

Does that mean that the individuality is lost in that absorption? Not at all. But between
the human Ego and the wholly divine Ego, there is an abyss that our critics fill in without
knowing it. As to the périsprit, it is no more the soul than the delicate skin that surrounds
the almond is the kernel itself or even its temporary husk. The périsprit is but the
simulacrum of the man.

It follows that Theosophists understand the hypostasis, according to the old
philosophers, in a very different way from the Spiritualists. For us, the Spirit is the personal
god of each mortal, and his only divine element. The dual soul, on the contrary, is only
semidivine. Being a direct emanation from the nous, everything it has of immortal essence,
once its earthly cycle is accomplished, must necessarily return to its mother-source, and as
pure as when it was detached; it is that purely spiritual essence which the primitive church,
as faithful as it was rebellious to the Neo-Platonic traditions, thought it recognized in the
good daimon and made into a guardian angel; at the same time justly blighting the
“irrational” and fallible soul, the real human Ego (from which we get the word Egoism),
she called it the angel of darkness, and afterwards made it into a personal devil. The only
error was in anthropomorphizing it and in making it a monster with tail and horns.
Otherwise, abstraction as it may be, this devil is truly personal because it is identical with
our Ego. It is this, the elusive and inaccessible personality, that ascetics of every country
think they chastise by mortifying the flesh. The Ego then, to which we concede only a
conditional immortality, is the purely human individuality. Half vital
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energy, half an aggregation of personal qualities and attributes, necessary to the constitution
of every human being as distinct from his neighbor, the Ego is only the “breath of life” that
Jehovah, one of the Elohim or creative gods, breathed into the nostrils of Adam; and, as
such, and apart from its higher intelligence, it is but the element of individuality possessed
by man in common with every creature, from the gnat that dances in the rays of the sun to
the elephant, the king of the forest. It is only by identifying itself with that divine
intelligence that the Ego, soiled with earthly impurities, can win its immortality.

In order to express our thought more clearly, we will proceed by a question. Though
matter may be quite indestructible in its primitive atoms—indestructible, because, as we
say, it is the eternal shadow of the eternal Light and co-exists with it—can this matter
remain unchangeable in its temporary forms or correlations? Do we not see it, during its
ceaseless modifications, destroy today what it created yesterday? Every form, whether it
belongs to the objective world or to that which our intelligence alone can perceive, having



had a beginning, must have an end. There was a time when it did not exist; there will come
a day when it will cease to be. Now, modern science tells us that even our thought is
material. However fleeting an idea may be, its conception and its subsequent evolutions
require a certain consumption of energy; let the least cerebral motion reverberate in the
ether of space and it will produce a disturbance reaching to infinity. Hence, it is a material
force, although invisible.

And, if that is so, who would dare to affirm that man, whose individuality is composed
of thoughts, of desires and selfish passions, which are peculiar to him, and which make him
an individual sui generis, can live in eternity with all his distinctive traits, without
changing?

And if he changes during infinite cycles, what remains of him? What becomes of that
separate individuality that is so much prized? It is only logical to believe that a person who
already on earth, forgetting his precious self, was ever ready to sacrifice himself for the
welfare of others;
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who, in his love for humanity, has made himself useful in the present life and necessary in
the future life, for the great and ceaseless work of Creation, of Preservation and of
Regeneration; and who finally, aspiring to the infinite and striving to progress morally,
individualizes himself with the essence of his divine intelligence, and is, thus, forced into
the current of immortality—it is but logical, we say, to believe that he will live in spirit
eternally. But that another person who, during his probationary exile on earth envisaged life
but as a long series of selfish actions, who was as useless to himself as to others, and
pernicious as an example —should be immortal like the former—is impossible for us to
believe! Nothing is stationary in nature; everything must advance or fall back, and an
incurable drunkard, a debauchee wholly immersed in materiality, having never made the
least effort towards the good, dead or living, will never make progress! He will have to
submit to his fate, even his divine soul not being able to save him. The Ego, or terrestrial
psyché, has free will, and, moreover, the mysterious counsel of its guardian here on earth,
which speaks through the voice of conscience. Being unable to follow the brutalized man in
his rapid descent toward the abyss of materiality—the man who is deaf to his conscience,
blind to the light, and who has lost the power of raising himself towards it—the Divine
Essence, like the guardian angel of the naive woodcuts of our childhood, spreads its white
wings and, breaking the last link between them, re-ascends towards its own realms. Can the
purely material individuality live in the world of spirits if abandoned to the laws of matter
alone? We say no; no more than a fish can live outside its natural element. Laws are
universal and immutable.*

“That which is above is like that which is below,” said the great Hermes. The newborn
child cannot live if it lacks vital force, and dies without having seen the light; neither will
the ego, entirely deprived of spiritual force, have the strength to be born or to exist in the
region of spirits. If it is only weak and withered—it may survive—

* This should be meditated upon and discussed [Editor].
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““as it is on earth, so it is in heaven.” But, it will be said, the evil souls do not remain
unpunished. Ages, thousands of ages, perhaps, of suffering are surely a sufficient
punishment. We say that such a punishment would be at the same time too much and hardly
enough. It would be disproportionate even to the greatest crimes committed throughout the
whole of a long human life; it would be diabolical and unjust. On the other hand, with
eternity before the suffering soul, and an absolutely certain eternity, such a punishment
would be merely a bad joke. What are thousands of ages in infinity! Less than the wink of
the eye.

It may be that this teaching—Iike every other plain truth—seems repulsive to many
people. As for us, we believe it. Sentimentality has no place in our ranks; he who does not
feel ready to sacrifice his dearest personal hopes to the eternal truth may become a member
of the Theosophical Society, but will never belong to our Esoteric Circle. Without forcing
our opinions on anyone, we respect those of others without sharing them. And yet our
Society reckons thousands of Europeans and Americans in its ranks.

It is said that this doctrine of conditional immortality was circulated among the masses
only “to terrify low and depraved souls.” Still another error. It has never been a popular
doctrine; either in India, Greece or Egypt. Its proofs were given only to the neophyte, during
the great Mysteries, when a sacred beverage enabled him to leave his body and, soaring in
the infinity of worlds, observe and judge for himself. To divulge what he then saw was
certain death; and terrible were the oaths that were demanded of him, at the supreme
Epopteia when the grand Hierophant offered him the Petroma, or stone tablets on which
were engraved the secrets of initiation. Plato alone spoke of it, in veiled terms, but he did
speak of it. If in one sense he said that the soul is immortal, in another he positively denied
that each individual soul had pre-existed or that it will exist afterwards and for eternity. The
same thing was taught in every sanctuary. Modern Egyptologists have all the proofs of it.
Mariette-Bey translated several
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passages in the Book of the Dead and from inscriptions in sarcophagi where conditional
immortality and complete annihilation are in store for the wicked. One hymn to Osiris says
of the defunct: “He sees by Thee, he lives in Thee and it is only by Thee that he can escape
annihilation.” The Egyptians taught the masses that the animal soul, belonging to the body
and independent of the immortal soul, would not rejoin it until after a certain lapse of time
passed in the mummy. But to the initiate, they said that complete annihilation awaited the
depraved souls which had not succeeded in becoming Osirified or Divine. F. Lenormant
declares this, as also does Mariette-Bey. Gotama, the Hindu philosopher, says in his



Nyaya-Siitra (Tarkalamkara): “The seat of the knowledge of the self (or individuality) is in
the human soul (jivatman), which is dual, but the supreme soul (paraméitman) is the only
one that is omniscient, infinite and eternal.”

To finish with the question, the objection is brought against us that those who have faith
in immortality as a general law, regard our opinions as “in every respect contrary to divine
justice.” We answer: “What do you know of that justice? Upon what do you base your ideas
in supposing that the laws of the invisible world are any different from those of this world,
entirely laying aside the well-established scientific law of the survival of the fittest, which
would certainly be of no small consequence in our argument?” We ask only for valid proofs
in support of the contrary. Possibly we may be told that it would perhaps, be as difficult for
us to prove the truth of our doctrines as for our critics to prove theirs. Agreed! We instantly
confess that, in believing them, we know only what we have been taught. But our teaching
rests at least on philosophy and on experimental psychology (such as that of the system of
the Hindu Yogis), results of long ages of research. Our Masters are Patafijali, Kapila,
Kanada, all the systems and schools of Aryﬁvarta (archaic India) which served as
inexhaustible mines for the Greek philosophers, from Pythagoras to Proclus. It is based on
the esoteric wisdom of ancient Egypt, where Moses, like Plato, went to learn from
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the Hierophants and Adepts; it was therefore developed by sure methods that do not
proceed by inference, but decide by strict analogy alone, are based on the immutability of
universal laws, and proceed by induction. May we be allowed to ask our opponents to show
us their authority? Is it modern science? But learned science laughs at you as it does at us.
Is it the Mosaic Bible? We doubt it because it does not breathe a word of it, and in spite of
all the tortures applied to its text during long centuries of research, and notwithstanding all
its revised and corrected editions, remains mute on the subject. But in several places,
touching upon the survival of the soul, it cuts the ground under our feet. In Ecclesiastes (iii,
19) the Bible gives man no preeminence at all over the brute; as the one perishes, so does
the other, for the breath that animates them both is the same. As to Job, that illustrious
sufferer declares to us that man, once dead “disappears like a shadow, and—continues no
more” (Job, xiv, 2). Is it the New Testament? That book offers the choice between a
philharmonic paradise and a hell which is far from being a real one. It gives us no
irrefutable proof, it prohibits us from reasoning, and insists upon blind faith. Is it the
phenomena of Spiritualism? Here we are! Now we are on firm ground, for the proofs are
palpable, and it is “spirits” who are our teachers. Theosophists believe in the manifestations
and in the “spirits” as much as the Spiritualists. But—when you have finished
demonstrating to the whole world, including sceptical science, that our phenomena are
produced by the souls of the departed—what will you have proved? The survival of man at
the utmost; his immortality you will never prove; neither as a general law nor “as a
conditional reward.” Thirty years of experience with the “spirits” have not given us an
impression in favor of their veracity as a “general law”’; you have nothing more, then, to



confute us than your blind faith, your emotions, and the instinct of a minority of humanity.
Yes, a minority, for when you have set aside the 450 millions of Buddhists, who do not
believe in immortality and dread as a terrible calamity even the survival of the soul; and the
200 millions of Hindus of all
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sects, who believe in absorption into the primordial essence, what remains of this universal
doctrine?

Our doctrine, you say, “was invented for low and vulgar souls.” We are in a position to
prove to you, statistics in hand, that these “low and vulgar” souls predominate in the
civilized and Christian countries where immortality is promised to everyone. We refer you
to America, puritanic and pious, which promises every criminal it hangs an eternal
Paradise, if he will believe; and that immediately, because, according to the Protestants,
there is less than one step from the foot of the scaffold to the foot of the Eternal. Open a
New York paper; you will find the first page entirely covered with news of the most
atrocious, the most unheard-of crimes committed by the dozen, every day, and from one
end of the year to the other. We challenge anyone to find anything like it in pagan countries,
where people do not trouble themselves at all about immortality, and where they ask only to
be absorbed forever. Is immortality then, as a “general law,” rather a stimulant to, than a
preventive against, crime for every “low and vulgar” soul?

We close believing that we have answered all the accusations of the author of the article
on “The Elementaries.”

If our teachings interest the reader we will try to be more explicit in a future number.

H.P. BLAVATSKY.
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THE INDIAN “PUBLIC” AND THEOSOPHY

[The Indian Spectator, Bombay, March 2, 1879]

To the Editor of The Indian Spectator.

Before entering upon the main question that compels me to ask you kindly to accord me
space in your esteemed paper, will you inform me as to the nature of that newly-born infant
prodigy which calls itself The Bombay Review? Is it a bigoted, sectarian organ of the
Christians, or an impartial journal, fair to all, and unprejudiced as every
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respectable paper styling itself “Review” ought to be, especially in a place like Bombay,
where such a diversity of religious opinions is to be found? The two paragraphs in the
number of February 22nd, which so honour the Theosophical Society by a double notice of
its American members, would force me to incline towards the former opinion. Both the
editorial which attacks my esteemed friend, Miss Bates, and the apocalyptic vision of the
modern Ezekiel, alias “Anthroposophist,” who shoots his rather blunt arrows at Colonel
Olcott, require an answer, if it were but to show the advisability of using sharper darts
against Theosophists. Leaving the seer to his prophetic dream of langooty and cowdung, I
will simply review the editorial of this Review which tries to be at the same time satirical
and severe and succeeds only in being nonsensical. Quoting from another paper a sentence
relating to Miss Bates, which describes her as “not a Christian,” it remarks in that bitter and
selfish spirit of arrogance and would-be superiority, which so characterizes Christian
sectarianism: “The public might have been spared the sight of the italicized personal
explanations.”

What “public” may I ask? The majority of the intelligent and reading public—especially
of native papers—in Bombay as throughout India is, we believe, composed of
non-Christians—of Parsis, Hindus, etc. And this public instead of resenting such “wanton
aggressiveness,” as the writer pleases to call it, can but rejoice to find at least one European
lady, who, at the same time that she is not a Christian, is quite ready, as a Theosophist, to
call any respectable “heathen” her brother, and regard him with at least as much sympathy
as she does a Christian. But this unfortunate thrust at Theosophy is explained by what
follows:

“In the young lady’s own interest the insult ought not to have been flung into the teeth
of the Christian public.”

Without taking into consideration the old wise axiom, that honesty is the best policy, we
can only regret for our Christian opponents that they should so soon “unveil” their cunning
policy. While in the eyes of every honest “heathen”
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Theosophist, there can be no higher recommendation for a person than to have the
reputation of being truthful even at the expense of his or her “interest,” our Christian
Review unwittingly exposes the concealed rope of the mission machinery, by admitting that
it is in the interest of every person here, at least—to appear a Christian or a possible
convert, if he is not one de facto. We feel really very, very grateful to the Review for such a
timely and generous confession. The writer’s defense of the “public” for which it speaks as
one having authority is no less vague and unsatisfactory, as we all know that among the
240,000,000 of native population in India, Christians count but as a drop in an ocean. Or is
it possible that no other public but the Christian is held worthy of the name or even of
consideration? Had converted Brahmans arrived here instead of Theosophists, and one of
these announced his profession of faith by italicizing the words, not a heathen, we doubt
whether the fear of hurting the feelings of many millions of Hindus would have ever
entered the mind of our caustic paragraphist!

Nor do we find the sentence, “India owes too much to Christianity,” anything but
arrogant and presumptuous talk. India owes much and everything to the British Government
which protects its heathen subjects equally with those of English birth, and would no more
allow the one class to insult the other than it would revive the Inquisition. India owes to
Great Britain its educational system, its slow but sure progress, and its security from the
aggression of other nations; to Christianity it owes nothing. And yet perhaps I am mistaken,
and ought to have made one exception. India owes to Christianity its mutiny of 1857, which
threw it back for a century. This we assert on the authority of general opinion and of Sir
John Kaye, who declares, in his History of the Sepoy War,* that the mutiny resulted from
the intolerance of the crusading missions and the silly talk of the Friend of India.

*[Vol. 1, pp. 248, 472-73.]
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I have done; adding but one more word of advice to the Review. In the last quarter of the
nineteenth century, when the latest international revision of the Bible—that infallible and
revealed Word of God!—reveals 64,000 mistranslations and other mistakes, it is not the
Theosophists—a large number of whose members are English patriots and men of
learning—but rather the Christians who ought to beware of “wanton aggressiveness”
against people of other creeds. Their boomerangs may fly back from some unexpected
parabola and hit the throwers.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, February 25th, 1879.
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THE RETORT COURTEOUS
[The Indian Spectator, Bombay, March 16, 1879]

There is a story current among the Yankees of a small schoolboy, who, having been
thrashed by a bigger fellow and being unable to hit him back, consoled himself by making
faces at his enemy’s sister. Such is the position of my opponent of the world-famed Bombay
Review. Realizing the impossibility of injuring the Theosophical Society, he “makes faces”
at its Corresponding Secretary, flinging at her personal abuse.

Unfortunately for my masked enemies and fortunately for myself, I have five years’
experience in fighting American newspapers, any one of which, notwithstanding the
grandiloquent style of the “Anthroposophists,” “B’s,” and “Onesimuses” is any day more
than a match in humour, and especially in wit, for a swarm of such pseudonymous wasps as
work on the Review. If I go to the trouble of noticing their last Saturday’s curry of weak
arguments and impertinent personalities at all, it is simply with the object of proving once
more that it requires more wit than seems to be at their command to compel my silence.
Abuse is no
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argument; moreover, if applied indiscriminately, it may prove dangerous sometimes.

Hence, I intend noticing but one particular point. As to their conceit, it is very delightful
to behold! What a benevolent tone of patronage combined with modesty is theirs! How
refreshing in hot weather to hear them saying of oneself:

We have been more charitable to her than she seems subsequently to deserve [!!].

Could dictatorial magnanimity be carried further? And this dithyrambic, which forces
one’s recognition of the worth of the mighty ones “of broad and catholic views,” who
control the fates of The Bombay Review, and have done in various ways so much “for the
races of India”! One might fancy he heard the “spirits” of Lord Mayo and Sir William Jones
themselves blowing through the pipes of this earth-shaking organ.

Has it acquired its reverberant diapason from the patronage of all the native princes
whose favours it so eagerly sought a while ago?

I have neither leisure nor desire to banter penny-a-line wit with such gold-medal
experts, especially when I honestly write above my own signature and they hide themselves
behind secure pseudonyms. Therefore, I will leave their claptrap about “weeds and Madame
Sophy” to be digested by themselves and notice but the insinuation about “Russian spies.” |
agree with the Review editor when he says that it is the business of Sir Richard Temple and
Sir Frank Souter to take care of such “spies.” And I will further add that it is these two



gentlemen alone who have the right or the authority to denounce such people.

No other person, were he even the noblest of the lords instead of an anonymous writer,
can or will be allowed to throw out such a malicious and mischievous hint about a woman
and a citizen of the United States. He who does it risks being brought to the bar of that most
just of all tribunals—a British Court. And if either of my ambuscaders wishes to test the
question, pray let him put his calumny in some tangible shape. Such a vile innuendo—even
when
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shaped into the sham-denial of a bazaar rumour, becomes something more serious than
whole folios of the “flap-doodle” (the stuff—as sailors say—upon which fools are fed)
which the Review’s Christian Séstris serve up against Theosophy and Theosophists. In the
interest of that youthful and boisterous paper itself, we hope that henceforth it will get its
information from a more reliable source than the Bombay market places.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, March 14th, 1879.

[Writing about the Founders’ trip in Northern India, in April, 1879, Col. H. S. Olcott says (Old Diary
Leaves, 11, 77): “At Saharanpore the Arya Saméjists welcomed us most cordially and brought us gifts of
fruits and sweets. The only drawback to our pleasure was the presence of the Police spy and his servant,
who watched our movements, intercepted our notes, read our telegrams, and made us feel as if we had
stumbled within reach of the Russian Third Section by mistake.” Col. Olcott protested vigorously to the
Bombay Government through the United States Consul against this spying. Eventually the Viceregal
authorities put a stop to it, as related by H.P.B. herself on pp. 140-43 of the present volume.—Compiler.]
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MADAME BLAVATSKY
[The Spiritualist, London, March 21, 1879, p. 141]

Sir,

If my memory has not altogether evaporated under the combined influences of this
blazing Indian sun, and the frequent misconstructions of your correspondents, there
occurred, in March, 1878, an epistolary skirmish between one who prudently conceals his
face behind the two masks of “Scrutator” and “M.A. (Cantab),” and your humble servant.
He again attacks me in the character of my London Nemesis. Again he lets fly a Parthian
shaft from behind the fence of one of his pseudonyms. Again he has found a mare’s nest in
my garden—a chronological, instead of a metaphysical, one this time. He is exercised about
my age, as though the value of my statements would be in the least affected by either
rejuvenating me to infancy, or aging me into a double centenarian.

He has read in the Revue Spirite for October last a sentence in which, discussing this
very point, I say that I have not passed thirty years in India, and that: «C’est justement mon
dge—aquoique fort respectable tel qu’il est—qui s’ oppose violemment a cette chronologie,
etc.» I reproduce the sentence exactly as it appears, with the sole exception of restoring the
period after “/’Inde” in place of the comma, which is simply a typographical mistake. The
capital C which immediately follows would have conveyed to anyone except a “Scrutator”
my exact meaning, viz., that my age itself, however respectable, is opposed to the idea that
I had passed thirty years in India.

I do hope that my ever-masked assailant will devote some leisure to the study of French
as well as of punctuation before he attacks again.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, February, 1879.
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MAGIC
[The Dekkan Star, Poona, March 30, 1879]

In The Indian Tribune of March 15th appears a letter upon the relations of the
Theosophical Society with the Arya Saméj. The writer seems neither an enemy of our
cause, nor hostile to the Society; therefore I will try in a gentle spirit to correct certain
misapprehensions under which he labours. As he signs himself “A Member,” he must,
therefore, be regarded by us as a Brother. And yet he seems moved by an unwarranted fear
to a hasty repudiation of too close a connection between our Society and his Samdj, lest the
fair name of the latter be compromised before the public by some strange notions of ours!
He says:

I have been surprised to hear that the Society embraces people who believe in magic . . . Should this,
however, be the belief of the Theosophical Society, I could only assure your readers that the Arya Samaj is not
in common with them in this respect. . . . Only as far as Vedic learning and Vedic philosophy is concerned,
their objects may be said to be similar.

It is these very points I now mean to answer. The gist of the whole question is as to the
correct definition of the word “magic,” and understanding of what Vedic “learning and
philosophy” are. If by magic is meant the popular superstitious belief in sorcery, witchcraft
and ghosts in general; if it involves the admission that supernatural feats may be
performed; if it requires faith in miracles, that is to say, phenomena outside natural law;
then, on behalf of every Theosophist, whether a sceptic yet unconverted, a believer in, and
student of phenomena pure and simple, or even a modern Spiritualist so-called—i.e., one
who believes
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mediumistic phenomena to be necessarily caused by returning human spirits—we
emphatically repudiate the accusation.

We did not see The Civil and Military Gazette, which seems so well acquainted with
our doctrines; but if it meant to accuse any Theosophists of any such belief, then like many
other Gazettes and Reviews it talked of that which it knew nothing about.

Our Society believes in no miracle, divine, diabolical or human, nor in anything which
eludes the grasp of either philosophical and logical induction, or the syllogistic method of
deduction. But if the corrupted and comparatively modern term of “magic” is understood to
mean the higher study and knowledge of nature and deep research into her hidden



powers—those occult and mysterious laws which constitute the ultimate essence of every
element, whether with the ancients we recognize but four or five, or with the moderns over
sixty; or, again, if by magic is meant that ancient study within the sanctuaries known as the
“worship of the Light,” or divine and spiritual wisdom as distinct from the worship of
darkness or ignorance, which led the initiated High-priests of antiquity among the Aryans,
Chaldaeans, Medes and Egyptians to be called Maha, Magi or Maginsi, and by the
Zoroastrians Meghistom (from the root Meh’al, great, learned, wise)—then, we
Theosophists “plead guilty.”

We do study that “Science of Sciences,” extolled by the Eclectics and Platonists of the
Alexandrian Schools, and practised by the theurgists and the mystics of every age. If, magic
gradually fell into disrepute, it was not because of its intrinsic worthlessness, but through
misconception and ignorance of its primitive meaning, and especially the cunning policy of
Christian theologians, who feared lest many of the phenomena produced by and through
natural (though occult) law should give the direct lie to, and thus cheapen “Divine biblical
miracle,” and so forced the people to attribute every manifestation that they could not
comprehend, or explain—to the direct agency of a personal devil. As well accuse the
renowned Magi of old, of having
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had no better knowledge of divine truth and the hidden powers and possibilities of physical
law than their successors, the uneducated Parst Mobeds, or the Hindu Maharajas of that
shameless sect known as the Vallabhacharyas, both of whom yet derive their appellation
from the Persian word Mog or Mag, and the Sanskrit Mahd. More than one glorious truth
has thus tumbled down through human ignorance from the sublime into the ridiculous.
Plato, and even the sceptical Lucian, both recognized the high wisdom and profound
learning of the Magi; and Cicero, speaking of those who inhabited Persia of his times, calls
them “sapientium et doctorum genus majorum.” And if so, we must evidently believe that
these Magi or “Magicians” stood somewhat higher than the modern Maskelyns and Cooks
— the style of magicians that were not such as London sees at a shilling a seat—or yet
certain fraudulent Spiritual mediums. The science of such theurgists and philosophers as
Pythagoras, Plotinus, Porphyry, Proclus, Bruno, Paracelsus and a host of other great men,
has now fallen into disrepute. But, had our Brother Theosophist—Thomas Alva Edison, the
inventor of the telephone and the phonograph, lived in the days of Galileo, he would have
surely expiated on the rack or at the stake his sin of having found the means to fix on a soft
surface of metal, and preserve for long years the sounds of human voice; for his talent
would have been pronounced the gift of Hell. And yet, such an abuse of brute power to
suppress truth would not have changed a scientific discovery into a foolish and disreputable
superstition.

But our friend “A member” consenting to descend to our level in one point at least
admits himself that in “Vedic learning and philosophy” the Arya Sam4j and the
Theosophical Society are upon a common ground. Then, I have something to appeal to as



an authority which will be better still than the so-much-derided Magic, theurgy and
Alchemy. It is the Vedas themselves: for “Magic” is brought in every line of the sacred
books of the Aryans. Magic is indispensable for the comprehension of either of the six great
schools of Aryan philosophy. And, it is precisely to understand
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them and thus enable ourselves to bring to light the hidden summum bonum of that mother
of all Eastern philosophies known as the Vedas, and the later Brahmanical literature, that
we study it. Neglect this study, and we, in common with all Europe, would have to set Max
Miiller’s interpretations of the Vedas far above those of Svami Dayananda Sarasvati, as
given in his Veda-Bhdshya. And we would have to let the Anglo-German Sanskritist go
uncontradicted, when he says that with the exception of the Rig, none other of the four
sacred books is deserving of the name of Veda, especially Atharva Veda which is absurd
magical nonsense, composed of sacrificial formulas, charms and incantations (see his
“Lecture on the Vedas”).* This is, therefore, why, disregarding every misconception, we
humbly beg to be allowed to follow the analytical method of such students and practitioners
of “magic” as Kapila mentioned in the Svetasvatara Upanishadf as “the Rishi

nourished with knowledge by the God himself”; Patafjali, the great authority of the Yogis,
Samkarcharya of theurgic memory, and—even Zoroaster who certainly learned his
wisdom from the initiated Brahmans of Aryavarta. And we do not see why, for that, we
should be held up to the world’s scorn, as either superstitious fools or hallucinated
enthusiasts, by our own brother of the Arya Samaj. I will say more: while the latter is,
perhaps, in common with other “members” of the same Sam4j, unable and perfectly
helpless to defend Svami Dayananda against the sophistry of such partial scoffers as a
certain Pandit Mahesa Chandra Nyayaratna, of Calcutta, who would have us believe the
Veda-Bhdshya a futile attempt at interpretation, we. Theosophists, do not shrink from
assuming the burden. When the Svami affirms that Agni and I§vara are identical, the
Calcutta Pandit calls it “stuff.” To him Agni means the coarse, visible fire, with which one
melts his ghee and cooks his rice cakes. Apparently he does not know, as he might, if he
had studied “magic,” that is to say, had familiarized himself with the views about the divine
fire or light, “whose

* [In his Chips from a German Workshop, Vol. .—Compiler.]
T [Chapter V, verse 2.]
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external body is flame,” held by the mediaeval Rosicrucians (the fire-philosophers) and all
their initiated predecessors, and successors, that the Vedic Agni is in fact I$vara and
nothing else. The Svami makes no mistake when he says:



For Agni is all the deities and Vishnu is all the deities. For these two (divine) bodies, Agni and Vishnu,
are the two ends of the sacrifice.

At one end of the ladder which stretches from heaven to earth is I§vara—Spirit,
Supreme Being, subjective, invisible and incomprehensible; at the other his visible
manifestation, “sacrificial fire.”

So well has this been comprehended by every religious philosophy of antiquity that the
enlightened Parsi worships not gross flame but the divine Spirit within, of which it is the
visible type; and even in the Jewish Bible there is the unapproachable Jehovah and his
down-rushing fire which consumes the wood upon the altar and licks up the water in the
trench about it (I Kings, xviii, 38). There also is the visible manifestation of God in the
burning bush of Moses, and the Holy Ghost in the Gospels of Christians, descending like
tongues of flame upon the heads of the assembled disciples on the day of Pentecost. There
is not an esoteric philosophy or rather theosophy, which did not apprehend this deep
spiritual idea, and each and all are traceable to the Vedic sacred books. Says the author of
The Rosicrucians in his chapter on “The Nature of Fire,” and quoting R. Fludd, the
mediaeval Theosophist and Alchemist:

Wonder no longer then, if [in the religions of the Aryans, Medes and Zoroastrians], rejected so long as an
idolatry, the ancient Persians and their masters the Magi—concluding that they saw “All” in this
supernaturally magnificent element [fire]—fell down and worshipped it; making of it the visible representation
of the very truest, but yet, in man’s speculation, and in his philosophies—nay, in his commonest
reason—impossible God; God being everywhere, and in us, and, indeed, us, in the God-lighted man; and
impossible to be contemplated or known outside—being All!*

* [H. Jennings, op. cit., chapter X, p. 81, in Sth rev. ed., 1870.]
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This is the teaching of the mediaeval Fire-Philosophers known as the Brothers of the
Rosie-Cross, such as Paracelsus, Khunrath, Van Helmont, and that of all the Illuminati and
Alchemists who succeeded these, and who claimed to have discovered the eternal Fire, or to
have “found out God in the Immortal Light”—that Light whose radiance shone through the
Yogis. The same author remarks of them:

Already, in their determined climbing unto the heights of thought, had these Titans of mind achieved, past
the cosmical, through the shadowy borders of Real and Unreal, into Magic. For, is Magic wholly false?

—he goes on to ask. No; certainly not, when by magic is understood the higher study of
divine, and yet not supernatural law, though the latter be, as yet, undiscovered by exact and
materialistic science.

No more are the so-called Spiritualistic phenomena which are believed in by nearly
twenty millions of well-educated, often highly enlightened and learned persons in Europe



and America, but mere hallucinations of a diseased brain. They are as real, and as well
authenticated by the testimony of thousands of unimpeached witnesses, and as scientifically
and mathematically proved as the latest discoveries of our Brother T. A. Edison. If the term
“fool” is applicable to such men of science and giants of intellect of the two hemispheres,
as W. Crookes, F.R.S., and Alfred Russel Wallace, F.R.S., the greatest naturalist of Europe
and a successful rival of Darwin, and as Flammarion, the French Astronomer, Member of
the Academy of Sciences of France, and Professor Zollner, the celebrated Leipzig
Astronomer and Physicist, and Professor Hare, the great chemist of America and many
another no less eminent scientist, unquestioned authorities upon any other question but the
so-called spiritual phenomena, and all firm spiritualists themselves, often converted only
after years of careful investigation, then, indeed, we Theosophists would not find ourselves
in bad company, and would deem it an honour to

* [H. Jennings, op. cit., 1870, p. 83].
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be called “fools” were we even firm orthodox spiritualists ourselves—i.e., believers in
perambulating ghosts and materialized bhiits—which we are not. But we are believers in the
phenomena of the Spiritualists (even if we do doubt their “spirits”), for we happen to know
them to be actual facts. It is one thing to reject unproved theory and quite another to battle
against well-established facts. Everyone has a right to doubt until further and stronger
evidence whether these modern phenomena which are inundating the Western countries, are
all produced by disembodied “spirits,” for it happens to be hitherto a mere speculative
doctrine raised up by enthusiasts; but no one is authorized—unless he can bring to
contradict the fact, something better and weightier than the mere negations of sceptics, to
deny that such phenomena do occur. If we, Theosophists (and a very small minority of us),
disclaim the agency of “spirits” in such manifestations, it is because we can prove in most
instances to the spiritualists, that many of their phenomena whether of physical or
psychological nature, can be reproduced by some of our adepts at will, and without any aid
of “spirits” or resort to either divine or diabolical miracle, but simply by developing the
occult powers of the man’s Inner Self and studying the mysteries of nature. That European
and American sceptics should deny such interference by spirits, and, as a consequence
discredit the phenomena themselves, is no cause for wonder. Scarcely liberated from the
clutches of the Church, whose terrible policy, barely a century ago, was to torture and put to
death, every person who either doubted biblical, “divine” miracle, or endorsed one which
theology declared diabolical, it is but the natural force of reaction which makes them revel
in their new-found liberty of thought and action. One who denies the Supreme and the
existence of his own soul is not likely to believe in either spirits or phenomena without
abundant proof. But that Eastern people, Hindus especially of any sect, should disbelieve, is
indeed an anomaly, considering that they all are taught the transmigration of souls, and
spiritual as well as physical evolution. The sixteenth chapter of the Mahabharata,
Harivans$a Parva,
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is full of spiritual phenomena and the raising of spirits. And if, ashamed of the now termed
“superstitions” of their forefathers, young India turns, sunflower-like, but to the great
Luminaries of the West, this is what one of the most renowned men of Science of England,
A. R. Wallace—a Fellow of the Royal as well as a member of the Theosophical
Society—says of the phenomena in his Contributions to the Theory of Natural Selection,
and On Miracles and Modern Spiritualism, thus confirming the belief of old India:

Up to the time when I first became acquainted with the facts of Spiritualism, I was a confirmed
philosophical sceptic . . . I was so thorough and confirmed a materialist, that I could not at that time find a
place in my mind for the conception of spiritual existence, or for any other agencies in the universe than matter
and force. Facts, however, are stubborn things.

Having explained how he came to become a Spiritualist, he considers the spiritual
theory and shows its compatibility with natural selection. Having, he says:

... been led, by a strict induction from facts, to a belief—firstly, in the existence of a number of
preter-human intelligences of various grades; and secondly, that some of these intelligences, although usually
invisible and intangible to us, can and do act on matter, and do influence our minds—I am surely following a
strictly logical and scientific course, in seeing how far this doctrine will enable us to account for some of those
residual phenomena which Natural Selection alone will not explain. In the tenth chapter of my Contributions
to the Theory of Natural Selection 1 have pointed out what I consider to be some of these residual phenomena;
and I have suggested that they may be due to the action of some of the various intelligences above referred to.
I maintained, and still maintain, that this view is one which is logically tenable, and is in no way inconsistent
with a thorough acceptance of the grand doctrine of evolution through Natural Selection.

Would not one think he hears in the above the voices of Manu, Kapila and many other
philosophers of old India, in their teachings about the creation, evolution and growth of our
planet and its living world of animal as well as human species? Does the great modern
scientist speak less of “spirits” and spiritual beings than Manu, the antediluvian scientist
and prehistoric legislator? Let young and
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sceptical India read and compare the old Aryan ideas with those of modern mystics,
theosophists, spiritualists, and a few great scientists, and then laugh at the superstitious
theories of both.

For four years we have been fighting out our great battle against tremendous odds. We
have been abused and called traitors by the spiritualists, for believing in other beings in the
invisible world besides their departed spirits; we were cursed and sentenced to eternal
damnation, with free passports to hell, by the Christians and their clergy; ridiculed by
sceptics, looked upon as audacious lunatics by society, and tabooed by the conservative
Press. We thought we had drunk to the dregs the bitter cup of gall. We had hoped that at



least in India, the country par excellence of psychological and metaphysical science, we
would find firm ground for our weary feet. But lo! here comes a brother of ours who,
without even taking the trouble to ascertain whether or not the rumours about us were true,
makes haste to repudiate us in case we do believe in either Magic or Spiritualism! Well. We
impose ourselves upon no one. For more than four years we lived and waxed in power if
not in wisdom—which latter our humble deputation of Theosophists was sent to search for
here, so that we might impart “Vedic learning and philosophy” to the millions of famished
souls in the West, who are familiar with phenomena, but wrongly suffer themselves to be
misled through their mistaken notions about Ghosts and Bhiits. But if we are to be repulsed
at the outset by any considerable party of Arya Saméjists, who share the views of “A
Member,” then will the Theosophical Society, with its 45,000 or so of Western
Spiritualists, have to become again a distinct and independent body, and do as well as it can
without a single “member” to enlighten it on the absurdity of Spiritualism and Magic.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, March, 1879.
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MADAME BLAVATSKY
[Bombay Gazette, Bombay, May 13, 1879]

To the Editor of the Bombay Gazette:

Sir,

On the very day of my return from a month’s travel, I am shown by the American
Consul two paragraphs, viz., one in your paper of the 10th inst., which mentions me as the
“Russian ‘Baroness’,” and one in the Times of India of the 8th, whose author had tried hard
to be witty but only succeeded in being impertinent and calumnious. In this last paragraph I
am referred to as a woman who called herself a “Russian Princess.”

With the original and selected matter in your contemporary you, of course, have nothing
to do. If the editor can find “amusing” such slanderous tomfooleries as the extract in
question from the Colonial Gazette and Star of India, and risk a suit for libel for circulating
defamations of a respectable scientific Society, and vilifying its honoured President, by
calling him a “secret detective”—an outrageous lie, by the way—that is not your affair. My
present business is to take the Gazette to task for thrusting upon my unwilling republican
head the Baronial coronet. Know please, once for all, that I am neither “Countess,”
“Princess,” nor even a modest ‘“Baroness,” whatever I may have been before last July. At
that time I became a plain citizen of the U.S. of America—a title I value far more than any
that could be conferred on me by King or Emperor. Being this I could be nothing else, if I
wished; for, as everyone knows, had I been even a princess of the royal blood before, once
that my oath of allegiance was pronounced, I forfeited every claim to titles of nobility.
Apart
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from this notorious fact, my experience of things in general, and peacocks’ feathers in
particular, has led me to acquire a positive contempt for titles, since it appears that outside
the boundaries of their own Fatherlands, Russian princes, Polish counts, Italian marquises,
and German barons are far more plentiful inside than outside the police precincts. Permit
me further to state—if only for the edification of the Times of India and a brood of snarling
little papers, searching around after the garbage of journalism— that I have never styled
myself aught but what I can prove myself to be—namely, an honest woman, now a citizen
of America, my adopted country, and the only land of #rue freedom in the whole world.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.



Bombay, May 12.
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HARICHANDRA CHINTAMON

[Native Opinion, May 25, 1879. Copied from H. P. B.’s Scrapbook,
Vol. III, pp. 235-36; formerly IV, p. 101]

Sir,—In compliance with your request of April 2nd to inform you of the total amount of
money sent by order of the Council, from New York, by our Society to the Arya Samaj, I
beg leave to inform you of the following:

Since August 1878 Mr. Harichandra Chintamon, then President of the Arya Samaj of
Bombay, has acknowledged the receipt of Rs. 609-3-4 in a bill and receipts which I hold at
your disposal.

Moreover, as you will find in the copies (herewith enclosed) from his original accounts,
when called by me to either deliver the said sum to the Samaj or return it to myself, who, as
Secretary of the Theosophical Society and Treasurer, since my departure from America, of
the funds of the Society, was the responsible party in all such accounts. Mr. Harichandra
Chintamon deducted from the said sum
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of Rs. 609-3-4, 53 rupees and 12 annas for the following expenditures to Arya Samaj:

Rs. a.

Postage per letters written by him to America 15 0

Telegram to New York addressed by himtome 26 4

Hire of chairs for the meeting of the Samaj 12 8
after our arrival in Bombay .. .........

Total ........... 53 12

As to the list of things, that were given by the New York Theosophists to Mr.
Harichandra Chintamon as President of the Samayj, they desired to join, I can only satisfy
you as to those things that I handed to him personally. There were photographic portraits of
fellows both of America and England who had sent their likeness to their brothers of the
Arya Samaj and had all written on the back of the cards to that effect, professing their faith
and signing their names. If I mistake not, there were five or six of these, namely D. H. J.
Billing, Mrs. Billing, C. C. Massey, President of the London Branch, Rev. Dr. Ayton,
Palmer Thomas, W. Q. Judge and a few others which were sent from America. Also, a large
gold and turquoise cover with five musical pieces, to place therein the photographic cards
of all the fellows of the Arya Samaj was brought by one from America and presented to Mr.
Harichandra Chintamon for the Samaj. But, as I had the imprudence never dreaming that
his name would be struck off so soon, as president and then member of our Samaj—to have
engraved upon the plate of the Album not the name of the Arya Samaj but that of its



president as follows:
“Harichandra Chintamon
from
H.P.B.”

Legally he has the right to keep it, notwithstanding that when delivering it to him on the
first day of our arrival, in the presence of Colonel Olcott and others I distinctly stated that
the Album was for the Samaj to place in it the likenesses of its Western Members, some of
whom had already
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forwarded with me their portraits and greetings to their Eastern Brothers.

I have no doubt thought, that if called upon to deliver the Album to those for whom it
was originally intended, Mr. Harichandra Chintamon will give it up, unless he desires to
furnish an additional proof to the world how right was the Samaj to expel him from the
midst of its members. I cannot yet believe, that for the sake of getting final possession of an
object hardly worth 75 dollars, anyone calling himself a gentleman would ever condescend
to do such a thing legally. I repeat it again—he has a right to it; but, if he avails himself of
this right, then it will remain with us American Theosophists to regret the more, that we
should ever have placed our confidence and given our brotherly affection to one so little
worthy of it.

Believe in the meanwhile,
Yours respectfully,
H. P. BLAVATSKY.
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BUDDHIST PRIESTS AND THE TITLE
“REVEREND”

[The Madras Times, May 28, 1879. Copied from H.P.B.’s Scrapbook, Vol. 111, pp. 234-35; formerly, Vol.
IV, p. 100a.]

TO THE EDITOR,

Sir,—My writing is prompted by the legitimate curiosity of a foreigner, who is studying
the value of English words and their relative meaning in more ancient languages. It was
aroused in me upon reading in your influential paper of May 2nd the notice of our President
Olcott’s recent address in Framjee Cowasjee Hall, Bombay, upon the Theosophical Society
and its Rules. Will you then kindly help me out of my present difficulty, and, unlike your
Anglo-Indian police, which would perversely see in this great thirst for learning only a
coming search after forbidden information in the interests of Russia—relieve my perplexity
by explaining what follows?
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The writer of the learned notice—or shall I rather say criticism?—in which his first
mistake is calling Theosophy a religion, whereas it is but an analytical science—becomes
rather facetious over the application of the title “Reverend” to the names of our two
respected Sinhalese members of the general council, the Rev. H. Sumangala and the Rev.
Mohottiwatte Gunananda. “They look queer,” he remarks, “to say the least, when decked in
Christian prefixes” (the italics are mine). He wants to know what his “right reverendship,”
the Bishop of Lincoln, “would say to the yellow-robed, shaven-headed, and bare-shouldered
priests of Gautama Buddha being so described.”

I do sincerely hope that his “Right Reverendship,” unless he has quite forgotten his
Johnson, and never consulted Webster, would have very little, if anything, to say about it.
Unless the world at large, and the two great lexicographers in particular, have all this time
been labouring under a delusion, the title of Reverend is derived from the Latin reverere,
“to regard one with fear mingled with respect and affection” (Webster); or, perhaps
Coleridge comes nearer to the mark in saying that “reverence” is “the synthesis of love and
fear.” However this may be, I want to be informed whether this title is, in fact, purely a
“Christian prefix” and why the yellow-robed, shaven-headed, and bare-shouldered priests of
Zakya Muni have not as legitimate a right to it, whether in their own language or in
English, as the black-robed, tonsured and surpliced “Lamas of Jehovah” (see Abbé Huc’s
Travels in Thibet)* and other padris of the multitudinous sects of Christendom. The
Jews—to quote the immortal rejoinder of a Californian John Chinaman—*killed the joss of
the Christians,” and yet no bigoted newspaper, clergyman or layman has ever questioned



the right of Jewish rabbis to the title of “Reverend.”
The etymological side of the question being thus disposed of, it then appears to me that
the priest of any religion, whether Buddhist, Hindoo, Mussulman or any other,

* Souvenirs d’un voyage dans la Tartarie, le Thibet, et la Chine pendant les années 1844, 1845, et 1846.
Paris, 1850; 2 vols.—Engl. tr by W. Hazlitt, 1851.—Compiler.]
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may, with equal propriety be given this prefix, provided, always, he inspires and deserves
the synthetic feeling of reverential awe and affection. Vice versa no cassocked or
white-cravated priest or padri can be made “reverend” by simply affixing the title, if his
secret life is one that shames morality and outrages common decency. Therefore, as we
have yet to learn that our Brothers in Theosophy, Messrs. Sumangala and M. Gunananda,
are less worthily styled “reverend” than the highest among the Christian clergy, we beg
leave to protest against this insult. Let our critic, if he can, prove by the statistics of Ceylon,
that that “spicy” isle has ever been the theatre of such disgraceful clerical crimes among the
“heathen” and such shameful trials as have of late years rung throughout Christian America,
not to say all Christendom. I need not go outside the law courts for statistics. Liar,
embezzler, adulterer, poisoner, forger, seducer, incendiary, hypocrite—these are the
“affixes” which the law has branded upon foreheads of many Christian clergymen. I have
made a collection of newspaper cuttings, the last three years, and speak by the book.

I would like to know, therefore, if you will kindly ask the Bishop of Lincoln, whose
feelings you seem so afraid of hurting, whether by the test of any morality whatever, New
Testament included, our two Sinhalese exemplars of the noble ethics of Zakya Muni, are,
in the opinion of his “right reverendship,” less worthy of reverence than, for instance—the
American Rev. H. W. Beecher, who was proved adulterer and perjurer, and only saved from
prison by a disagreement of the jury, under the pressure of the cleverest counsel in America.
Or than the “right reverend” Samuel MacCroskey, Episcopal Bishop of Michigan, who last
year seduced his thirteen-year old adopted daughter. Or, again, the “reverend” Mr. Hayden,
who tried to conceal his crime of seduction and adultery, by cutting the throat of his
paramour and disembowelling her. Or, as perhaps the noble Bishop takes exception to
methodist and other nonconformist clergymen being called “reverend,” I had better submit
for his decision the most recent case of the “Very Right Reverend” Roman Catholic
Archbishop Purcell, who, in
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league with his brother Edward, also a “reverend”—has just stolen six million dollars (Rs.
1,20,00,000) from the poor fund of his diocese? Last week’s mail, also, brings us word that



the “reverend” T. de Witt Talmage, of Brooklyn—long recognized by the majority of the
American press as the rankest blasphemer and most catch-penny montebank that ever trod
pulpit (and yet lately the honored host of the poet Martin Farquhar Tupper)—is now on trial
before the Presbytery for alleged “lying, stealing, forgery, and deceiving his congregation.”
But enough; the Bishop ought not to ask for more excerpts from my scrapbooks.

So, gently, if you please, our critic. Come outside your own crystal palace before
throwing the hard rocks of your wit at “yellow-robed, shaven-headed, bare-shouldered
‘reverends,’ ” or even heathen Theosophists.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Corresponding Secretary of the Theosophical Society.
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[ON THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE
JEWISH SCRIPTURES]

[The second sentence in the following fragment in H.P.B.’s handwriting found in the Adyar Archives,
is evidence that it belongs to the material which was eventually to become The Secret Doctrine. The year
1879 is mentioned somewhat later in this fragment. Although H.P.B.’s magnum opus did not see the light
until 1888, she actually “broke ground” for it on May 23rd, 1879, as appears from Col. Olcott’s Diaries
also in the Adyar Archives. Between May 25 and June 4, 1879, some work was done on preparing a
Preface to the new work which, at the time, was to be a “recasting” of Isis Unveiled. For these reasons, the
following fragment has been placed in this particular chronological sequence.—Compiler.]

“To everything there is a season, and a time to every purpose under the heaven,” once said a
great philosopher. If my first work Isis appeared “half a century too early” according to a
benevolent critic, everything warrants the belief that this one will prove timely. Ours is no
century of
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impregnable religious strongholds, of immovable idols, or of infallibility beyond appeal.
Hardly born, it witnessed the downfall of that celestial slaughter house—the “Holy
Inquisition,” abolished in 1808, and which had terrorised Christendom for nearly seven
hundred years; and now, in its 79th period, the authority of the hitherto infallible “Word of
God” undermined at its very foundation, and by the hand of its own Anglican Sanhedrin, is
tottering toward annihilation.* The Divine Revelation is made subservient to [MS. breaks
off here].

* The public judgment cannot be blinded by any amount of sophistry like the following.

“To readers . . . who dread the consequences of the slightest relaxation of the absolute verbal infallibility
of the Old Testament . . . we hope that we may without presumption address a few words to allay their alarm.
Most earnestly would we urge them to remember, that the questions answered by the ‘Commentary’ in a sense
which is obnoxious to them, lie entirely within the boundaries of the Christian faith, and touch not an article of
the Creed, nor a doctrine of Christianity, nor a formulary of our Church. Decide them whichever way we will,
the whole fabric of divine truth remains exactly as it was, unimpaired and complete.” (Quarterly Review,
supra, p. 334.)

So we are asked to believe, that after destroying the miraculous character of the Egyptian works of Moses;
the verbatim accuracy of his pretended commands from God; the predictive significance of the utterances of
the prophets as concerns the coming of Christ, all which have for centuries been paraded as the very
foundations upon which Christian theology rests, still remains “unimpaired and complete.” It will go hard with
these apologists of a supernumerary faith to satisfy the unbiased critic that when so much hitherto declared
divine revelation is tossed to the winds a shred of infallibility or divinity is left. All can see, that with them as
with Hamlet “To be or not to be—that is the question.” Fancy the upper portion of a house sustaining itself in



mid-air, after the lower story and foundation have been taken away!
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[In H.P.B.’s Scrapbook, Vol. VIII, p. 278, there is pasted an “Important Notice” dated June, 1879, and
signed by Swami Dayananda Saraswati. In the last portion of it he gives information concerning Harichand
Chintaman (Harichandra Chintamon), who received large sums of money and disappeared. H.P.B. appended
to this the following comments:]

Expelled publicly from the T.S. for embezzling Rs. 600 of the money sent by us from
America and England for the Arya Samaj. Ran away to England secretly after thus carrying
away Rs. 4,000 of Dya Nand Saraswati.
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THE THEOSOPHISTS AND THEIR OPPONENTS

[The Amrita Bazaar Patrika, Calcutta, June 13, 1879]

Sir,

I pray you to give me, in your Calcutta paper, space enough to reply to the mendacious
comments of one of your religious neighbours upon the Theosophical Society. The Indian
Christian Herald, in the number of April 4th (which unhappily has just now reached my
eye), with a generosity peculiar to religious papers, filled two pages with pious abuse of our
Society as a body. I gather from it, moreover, that the Friend of India had previously gone
out of its way to vilify the Society, since the former paper observes that “the Theosophical
Society has merited the epithets employed about it by the Friend of India.”

To my everlasting confusion be it said, that I am guilty of the crime of not only never
reading, but even so much as laying my eyes upon that last named veteran organ. Nor can
any of our Theosophists be charged with abusing the precious privilege of reading the
missionary journals, a considerable time having elapsed since each of us was weaned, and
relinquished milk and water pap. Not that we shirk the somniferous task under the spur of
necessity. Were not the proof of our present writing itself sufficient, I need only cite the
case of the Bombay missionary organ, the Dnyanodaya, which, on the 17th ultimo,
infamously libelled us, and on the 25th was forced by Col. Olcott’s solicitor, Mr.
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Turner, to write an ample apology in order to avoid a criminal prosecution for defamation
of character. We regret now to see that while the truly good and pious writer of the Herald
was able to rise to the level of Billingsgate, he would not (or dared not?) climb to the
height of actionable slander. Truly prudence is a great virtue!

Confronted, as we all have so often been, with the intolerant bigotry—religious “zeal”
they call it—and puerile anathemas of the clerical “followers of the meek and lowly Jesus,”
no Theosophist is surprised to find the peas from the Herald shooter rattling against his
armour. It adds to the clatter, but no one is mortally hurt. And, after all, how natural, that
the poor fellows who try to administer spiritual food to the benighted heathen much after
the fashion of the Strassburg goose-fatteners, who thrust balls of meal down the throats of
the captive birds, unmasticated, to swell their livers, should shake at the intrusion of
Europeans who are ready to analyse for the heathen these scripture-balls they are asked to
grease with blind faith and swallow without chewing! People like us, who would have the
effrontery to claim for the “heathen” the same right to analyse the Bible, as the Christian
clergy claim to analyse and even revile the sacred scriptures of other people, must of course
be put down. And the very Christian Herald tries his hand. “Let us,” it says “without any



bias or prejudice reflect . . . about the Theosophical Society.” To profess “such a mortal
hatred[?] for Christianity and its divine Founder, bespeaks of a moral degradation . . .
scarcely equalled. . . .” The Theosophists “stultify and disgrace themselves by their
unnatural pretentions and blasphemous statements. . . .” No one “can undertake to describe
the moral degradation of persons [the Buddhist, Aryan, Jain, Parsi, Hebrew and Mussulman
Theosophists, included?] who can see nothing good in the Bible . . . “ and who “ought to
remember that the Bible is not only a blessed book, but our book™!!

The latter piece of presumptuous conceit cannot be allowed to pass unnoticed. Before I
answer the preceding invectives I mean to demand a clear definition of this last
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sentence, “our Book.” Whose Book? The Herald’s? “Our” must mean that; for the seven
thick volumes of the Speaker’s Commentary on the Old Testament* show, that the
possessive pronoun and the singular noun in question can no longer be used by Christians
when speaking of the Bible. So numerous and glaring have been the mistakes and
mistranslations detected by the forty divines of the Anglican Church, during their seven
years’ revision of the Old Testament, that the London Quarterly Review (No. 294, April,
1879), the organ of the most extreme orthodoxy, is driven in despair to say: “The time has
certainly passed when the whole Bible could be practically esteemed a single book,
miraculously communicated in successive portions from heaven, put into writing no doubt
by human hands, but at the dictation of the divine spirit.”

So we see beyond question that if it is anybody’s “Book” it must be the Indian
Christian Herald’s; for, in fact, its editors add: “We feel it to be no more a collection of
books, but the book.”

But here is another bitter pill for your contemporary. “The words,” it says in a pious
gush, “which had come from the prophets of the despised Israel have been the life-blood of
the world’s devotion”; but the inexorable Quarterly reviewer, after reluctantly abandoning
to the analytical scalpels of Canon Cook and Bishop Harold Browne the Mosaic miracles
whose supernatural character is no longer affirmed, but allowed to be “natural phenomena,”
turns to the pretended Old Testament prophecies of Christ, and sadly says: “in the poetical
(Psalms and Songs) and the prophetical books especially the number of corrections is
enormous’’; and shows how the commentators upon Isaiah and the other so-called prophets
have reluctantly admitted that the timeworn verses which have been made to serve as
predictive

* The Bible, according to the authorized version (A.D. 1611) with an explanatory and critical
commentary and a revision of the translation, by bishops and other clergy of the Anglican Church. Edited by
F. C. Cook, M.A., Canon of Exeter, Preacher at Lincoln’s Inn, Chaplain in Ordinary to the Queen. Vols.
I—VI. The Old Testament. London, 1871—1876.
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of Christ have in truth no such meaning! “It requires,” he says, “an effort to break the
association, and to realize how much less they (the prophecies) must have meant at first, to
the writers themselves. But it is just this that the critical expositor is bound to do . . . for
this, some courage is required, for the result is apt to seem like a disenchantment for the
worse, a descent to an inferior level, a profanation of the paradise in which ardent souls
have found spiritual sustenance and delight.” (Such “souls” as the Herald editor’s?) What
wonder, then, that the explosion of these seven theological torpedoes—as the seven
volumes of the Speaker’s Commentary may truly be called—should force the reviewer into
saying: “To us, we confess, every attempt to place the older Scriptures on the same supreme
pinnacle on which the New Testament stands, leads inevitably to a disparagement of the
later Revelation™?

The Herald is welcome to what is left of its “Book.”

How childishly absurd it was then of the Herald to make a whole Society the scapegoat
for the sins of one individual! It is now universally known that the Society comprises
fellows of many nationalities and many different religious faiths; and that its Council is
made up of the representatives of these faiths. Yet the Herald endorses the falsehood that
the Society’s principles are “a strange compound of Paganism and Atheism,” and its creed,
“a creed as comprehensive as it is incomprehensible.” What other answer does this calumny
require than the fact that our president has publicly declared that it had “no creed to offer
for the world’s acceptance,” and that in the VIIIth Article of the Society’s Rules—appended
to the printed Address—in an enumeration of the plans of the Society, the first paragraph
says that it aims “to keep alive in man his belief that he has a soul, and the Universe a
God.” If this is a “compound of Paganism and Atheism,” then let the Herald make the most
of it.

But the Society is not the real offender; the clerical stones are thrown into my garden.
The Herald’s quotation of an expression used by me in commenting upon a passage of Sir
John Kaye’s History of the Sepoy War, making the
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Friend of India and Co. primarily responsible for that bloody tragedy, shows the whole
animus. It was I who said (see Indian Spectator, March 2nd), that “India owes everything to
the British Government and not to Christianity”—i.e., to missionaries. I may have lost my
“senses outright,” as the Indian Christian Herald politely remarks, but I think I have
enough left to see through the inane sophistries which they make do duty for arguments.
We have only to say to the Herald the following: (1) It is just because we do live in “an
age of enlightenment and progress,” in which there is or should be room for every form of
belief, that such Augustinian tirades as the Herald’s are out of place. (2) We have not a
“mortal hatred for Christianity and its Divine Founder”;—for the tendency of the Society is
to emancipate its fellows from all hatred or preference for any one exoteric form of religion,
i.e., with more of the human than divine element in it—over another (see rules); neither can
we hate a “Founder” whom the majority of us do not believe to have ever existed. (3) To



“retain” a “reverence for the Bible” one must at some time have had it; and if our own
investigations had not long since convinced us that the Bible was no more the “Word of
God” than half a dozen other holy Books, the present conclusions of the Anglican
divines—at least as far as the Old Testament is concerned—would have removed the last
vestige of doubt upon that point. And besides sundry American clergymen and Bishops, we
have among our Fellows a vicar of the Church of England, who is one of its most learned
antiquarians. (4) The assertion that the “pure monotheism of the Vedas is a pure myth”—is
a pure falsehood—besides being an insult to Max Miiller and other Western Orientalists
who have proved the fact, to say nothing of that great Aryan scholar, preacher and reformer,
Svami Dyanand Sarasvati.

“Degraded humanity” that we are, there must be indeed “something radically wrong and
corrupt” in our “moral nature,” for, we confess to a joy at seeing our Society constantly
growing from accessions of some of the most influential laymen of different countries. And
it moreover
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delights us to think that when we reach the bottom of the ditch we will have as bed-fellows
half the Christian clergy, if the Speaker’s Commentary makes as sad havoc with the divinity
of the New Testament as it has with that of the Old. “How” exclaims our Indian Christian
Pecksniff in righteous indignation, “how they managed to sink so low in the scale of moral
and spiritual being must be a sadly interesting study for metaphysicians?”’

Sad indeed; but sadder still to reflect that unless the editors of the Indian Christian
Herald are protected by post-mortem fire insurance policies, they are in danger themselves
of eternal torment. . . .

“Whosoever shall say to his brother, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire,” says
Lord Jesus, “the Desire of nations,” in Matthew, v, 22, unless—dreadful thought!—this
verse should be also found a mistranslation.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Corresponding Secretary of the Theosophical Society.

N.B.—We insert the above letter with great reluctance. The subject matter of the letter is not fit for our
columns and we have no sympathy with those who attack the religious creed of other men. The matter of fact
is, a Calcutta paper attacks a body of men, and the latter are thrown at a great disadvantage if they are not

allowed an opportunity by another paper of replying to the attack. It is from that feeling alone that we have
given place to the above letter.—Ed. Amrita Bazaar Patrika.
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR OF THE INDU PRAKASH
[Reprinted in The Pioneer, Allahabad, June 28, 1879]

MADAME H. P. BLAVATSKY writes as follows to the editor of the Indu Prakash:

“Ever since my arrival here, in February, with an hospitality and persistence worthy of a
better cause, I have been hailed by every class of society as a secret emissary of the Russian
government—a ‘spy,’ to call things by their proper names. And yet, so poorly informed am
I by the authorities of my native country of the ways and doings of the Russian police, that,
in my ardent curiosity, I have now to apply to you for help. Will you kindly put your head
together with mine to try and ‘guess’ who may possibly be a certain mysterious individual
who has recently appeared in Russia? He calls himself a ‘prince of India,” and provoking
the greatest curiosity in the general public is, at the same time, received as an honoured
guest by the St. Petersburg ‘court’” —though, as I am informed, secretly. This is what one of
the numerous papers I received says of him, mentioning his arrival. I translate verbatim: . . .
‘A few days ago, arrived at Moscow, on his way from Petersburg to Samara, the Hindustani
Prince Ramchander Balajee of Bhottor. Colonel and Aide-de-Camp on the general staff the
Count N. Y. Rostovtzeff has been placed at the orders of the prince, and now forms a part
of his numerous suite.” Who is this prince? He evidently belongs to the native place, if he is
not actually of kin to the famous Nana Sahib, of course. Though news for your readers, this
piece of information will be stale for the omniscient police of India, who, for instance, have
discovered in a twinkling of the eye that I was a dangerous Russian spy. They must
certainly know all about this mirific prince. How provoking, then, that they will not tell!”
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MADAME BLAVATSKY
[The Spiritualist, London, July 11, 1879, p. 24]

SIR,—Be so kind as to make room in your next issue for this indignant protest of mine.
Speaking of me in your leading article of May 23rd, and entitled “Theosophic
Thaumaturgy,” I am mentioned as the “Countess” Blavatsky. Allow me to state, once for
ever, that such is not my title, nor can I concede the right to include in the long list of vices
I may be possibly endowed with that of a parvenu’s vanity. My family, on both sides, is
quite ancient enough and noble enough to have transmitted to me too much pride to leave
room for any petty feeling of vanity. I had to protest against this title while I was in
America; have protested against it at another time in La Revue Spirite of Paris; and have
just published in the Bombay Gazette of May 13th a third protest, stating that, for reasons
sufficiently specified, and not wholly disconnected with American citizenship, my name is
simply

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, June 12th.

[The expression “Countess Blavatsky” was taken from the Indian newspapers.—ED.]
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REPONSE DEFINITIVE D’UNE THEOSOPHE A
M. ROSSI DE JUSTINIANI

[La Revue Spirite, Paris, Septembre 1879]

L’article intitulé: «Dernieres Réflexions d’un Oriental», qui m’est adressé dans le
numéro de juin de La Revue Spirite, exige une réponse. Secrétaire correspondant de la
Société Théosophique, il est de mon devoir, pour les raisons ci-dessous mentionnées, de
relever le gant jeté a notre Société; surtout, lorsque I’une de nos doctrines est qualifiée
«d’erreur grave, triste et funeste dans ses conséquences .

Notre Société s’est fait connaitre d’un bout du monde a ’autre, mais ses statuts et
articles de foi sont totalement inconnus au public.

J’en cite deux, que je traduis a peu pres verbatim.

«1. Toute personne désirant de se faire accepter comme membre, doit, avant son
initiation, signer un document (a pledge of secrecy), par lequel elle s’oblige, sur sa parole
d’honneur, de garder le silence sur les expériences scientifiques de conseil, qu’elles soient
du domaine physique ou psychologique, de ne les révéler a personne en dehors de la
Société, a moins que la permission ne lui en soit donnée par le conseil supréme. 2. Tout
membre jurera de défendre 1’honneur de la Fraternité, ainsi que celui du plus pauvre et
insignifiant de ses membres, aussi longtemps que ce dernier le méritera, et-cela, en cas de
nécessité, au risque de la fortune et méme de la vie du défenseurs.

C’est au nom de notre Société entiere que je réponds aux réflexions de M. de Justiniani,
ce n’est pas a lui que nous répondons, mais bien au parti qu’il semble représenter, et qui, a
en juger par les susdites «Réflexions» serait, si nous
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n’avions la preuve du contraire, extréme dans son intolérance et—qu’on nous pardonne
I’expression—fanatique dans ses croyances. Envisageant la Société Théosophique a son
point de vue, il juge notre philosophie, celle des Védas, par les renseignements qu’il a pu
obtenir de I’occultisme traditionnel et oriental des «Mages et des Derviches» de son pays
islamisé depuis des siecles; je ne m’étonne pas de voir M. de Justiniani traiter «Kapila,
Patafijali, Kanada, et tous les hiérophantes réunis» de 1’Inde antique et moderne, avec un
dédain aussi supréme. Celui qui n’a pas dans le cceur I’amour de I’humanité entiere, amour
qui n’a pas a considérer les différences de religions et de races, ne sympathisera jamais avec
nous; s’il fait partie d’un corps social religieux, ou philosophique, et ne s’occupe que des
seuls intéréts de la propagation de ses doctrines a lui; s’il les place au-dessus de toutes les



autres et cherche toujours a convertir I’'univers entier a ses croyances spéciales, il ne peut
rendre justice aux croyances d’autrui; tel est le Christianisme qui, se figeant dans le dogme,
arréta tout progres scientifique pendant de longs siecles; ainsi encore, procéda I’Islamisme.
Si le Spiritisme avait, parmi ses défenseurs, une majorité qui pensat comme 1’auteur des
«Dernieres Réflexions»—il pourrait agir de méme.

M. R. de Justiniani ne fait pas exception a cette regle, cela est évident; tout en confessant
ne rien connaitre «aux systeme de I’Arydvarta», il tient néanmoins a prouver qu’ils ne
valent rien. La Science des magiciens (?) anciens et modernes, s’éclipse devant une seule
expérience spiritualiste de I’éminent M. Crookes! Sait-il seulement que cet illustre savant,
tout en croyant aux phénomenes de la matérialisation, autant que les théosophes qui
comptent dans leurs rangs des hommes de mérites placés plus haut dans la hiérarchie de la
Société Royale de Londres, qui ont vu des «Katie Kings» se matérialiser par douzaines,
sait-il que cette grande autorité des Spiritualistes doute que ce soient les «Esprits» qui
président au phénomenes de la matérialisation? . . . il faut de longs siécles a une vérité
demontrée pour étre acceptée et devenir le patrimoine commun si elle heurte les préjugés et
contredit les superstitions populaires;
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par contre, tout paradoxal que soit un sophisme, il sera toujours regu a bras ouverts, s’il
flatte les idées précongues et 1’idole chérie des masses.

M. de Justiniani connait-il seulement le modus operandi employé par les théosophes
lorsqu’il s’agit de phénomenes et d’investigations suivies? Est-il bien renseigné sur ce que
nous acceptons et sur ce que nous rejetons? Nos idées sur la valeur du témoignage collectif
et corroboratif, en fait de phénomenes, lui sont-elles familieres? Il nous sera bien permis
d’en douter, puisqu’il cherche a impressionner le lecteur avec cette idée que les théosophes
n’ont qu’une «philosophie spéculative qui a fait son temps», et que, ne pouvant fournir des
faits, nous les remplagons par un systeme; il a cette idée originale qu’on peut «croire a Dieu,
aux Esprits, a la vie future, sans cesser pour cela d’étre positiviste»(?), «qu’un fait quel qu’il
soit doit, avant tout, étre mis dans la balance de 1’expérience, pesé, touché, obtenu plusieurs
fois pour étre admis sans conteste». — Ces réflexions nous font supposer que M. R. de
Justiniani a trouvé quelque part les réglements de la Société Théosophique, puisqu’il cite
deux de ses articles.

Sans contredire ces axiomes, que nous préchons depuis quatre ans, nous ferons observer
a notre contradicteur qu’il se place sur un terrain dangereux, autant pour lui-méme, que pour
le parti qu’il veut représenter. «Mutato nomine, de te fabula narratur». Les théosophes
n’ont que faire de ces reproches, et certains spirites et spiritualistes crédules peuvent se les
appliquer.

Commentons ses dernieres réflexions: Il est un peu difficile, de concilier I’idée du
«Positivisme» avec la croyance «en Dieu, aux Esprits» et «a la vie future». A 1’exception
du fameux Catéchisme positiviste d’ Auguste Comte, nulle part nous n’avons trouvé rien
d’aussi paradoxal. Un illustre savant Anglais surnomma un jour la nouvelle religion des



positivistes le «Catholicisme romain moins—Ie Christianisme»; et voila, qu’on nous préche
maintenant, une vie future, que les savants pourront analyser au creuset, et un «Dieu» qu’ils
dissoudraient et cristalliseraient ad gustum! Le Positivisme étant diamétralement 1’opposé
du
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Spiritualisme, n’admet rien en dehors des sciences physiques et positives, il n’accepte que
les faits constatés; je ne pense pas que, parmi les spirites, ceux qui ont des croyances
poétiques, une doctrine abstraite et mystérieuse, consentent a dégrader leur consolante
philosophie, en la plagant au nombre des sciences physiques et positives. Toute philosophie,
qu’elle s’appelle Spiritisme, Christianisme, Bouddhisme, ou Occultisme, doit
nécessairement contenir des idées qui dépassent le domaine des faits physiquement
demontrés, théories, qui, toutes logiques qu’elles soient, sont encore composées
d’hypotheses et méme de généralisations, en elles-mémes plus que suffisantes pour les
exclure a jamais du domaine des sciences positives. Notre estimable contradicteur oublie
que ce sont précisément les sciences exactes, la géologie entre autres, qui ont donné le coup
de grace au Christianisme surnaturel avec tous ses miracles, et ce n’était point, je pense,
pour tendre les bras grands ouverts au Spiritualisme.

Donc, théorie pour théorie, systeme pour systeme, les idées des théosophes ont autant de
droit a une place au soleil que celles des spirites et des spiritualistes. La seule différence qui
existe entre nous, c’est que les spirites tels que M. de Justiniani se font esclaves de dogmes
et d’idées précongues et peuvent arréter tout progres possible dans les sciences
psychologiques.

Les théosophes qui «n’ont ni dogmes ni doctrines nouvelles a offrir» (statuts et lois de
la Société) aident a ce progres autant qu’il est en leur pouvoir, «ce sont de simples
chercheurs, des investigateurs qui acceptent toute vérité démontrée».

Les «réflexions» de notre adversaire n’encouragent guere les théosophes, dont quelques
uns ont eu I’honneur derniérement, d’étre admis par la «Société scientifique d’Etudes
psychologiques» au nombre de ses membres honoraires—a aider leur F.E.C. dans leurs
recherches. M. de Justiniani qui ne connait pas les «sublimes conceptions de Kapila . . . et
Gautama . . . philosophes indous», accuse, néanmoins, leurs descendants modernes, nos
chefs indiens, «de faire fausse route en voulant imiter, en plain dix-neuvieme siecle, les
mysteres de Céres, d’Eleusines ou ceux de I’antre de
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Trophonius», les théosophes n’ont pas 1’habitude de discuter, de nier ou de critiquer soit un
systeme, un fait, ou une organisation scientifique qu’il n’ont pas étudié a fond. Ne croyant a
rien a priori, mais en méme temps admettant la possibilité des faits les plus merveilleux
dans la nature; étudiant, cherchant, comparant tous les systeémes toutes les philosophies,



comme toutes les opinions, sans jamais en rejeter aucune avant de I’avoir parfaitement
comprise et analysée, ils n’acceptent rien au nom de la foi, pas méme les assertions de
«I’éminent M. Crookes, de la Société Royale»; ils ne se rendent a 1’évidence, que quand la
science expérimentale leur a expliqué un phénomene rationnellement. Cependant, comme la
science positive ne peut jamais aller au-dela de son domaine limité par nos sens physiques,
elle se trouve condamnée a tourner éternellement a I’instar de 1’écureuil sur sa roue, autour
du fait physiquement démontré, tout en ayant réussi a prouver a 1’aide de batteries
électriques et autres apparats scientifiques, la réalité palpable du corps temporairement
matériel de Miss Katie King. M. Crookes, malgré toute son éminence, a été, jusqu’ici,
incapable de nous prouver d’une maniere concluante que I’ame de cette belle fille de I’ Air
appartenait a la classe des Esprits des incarnés plutdt qu’a celle des sylphes sublunaires; aux
«anges» des spiritualistes et non aux «diables» de M. de Mirville; la question reste «adhuc
sub judice lis est» comme on le dit en cour.*

Nous nous proposons de prouver dans notre prochain article que les oracles sortis de
«I’antre de Trophonius» moderne sont capable parfois de rivaliser avec ceux des médiums,
et méme les surpasser a 1’occasion. Pour le moment il est temps de clore cette épitre par trop
longue déja; c’est ce que nous faisons, en ajoutant ces quelques mots. Siirs que nous
sommes de trouver la grande majorité de nos lecteurs spirites moins intolérants, et surtout
moins enclins a critiquer ce dont ils ne savent pas le premier mot, nous nous empresserons
de leur faire part du résultat de nos dernieres études et recherches aux Indes. Les merveilles

* [Meaning: “the dispute is still with the judge; it is not yet decided.” It occurs in Horace, Ars Poetica,
78.—Compiler.]
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que I’on y voit, ne sont que faiblement dessinées par L.J.* dans ses expériences avec le fakir
Govindasami. Quant a votre aimable correspondant de Smyrne, apres avoir lu ses
«Réflexions» et révé sur sa déclaration finale, inéquivoque et formelle, il est clair que toute
polémique avec lui devenant impossible, les débats sont clos; apres nous avoir invité, avec
une générosité—dont nous sommes tout a fait indignes—d’ouvrir pour lui, toute grande, la
porte de notre sanctuaire, et de dévoiler une a une toutes nos doctrines, il nous prévient avec
franchise que toutes preuves que nous pourrions lui donner seraient inutiles. Il rejetterait
«tout ce qui n’est pas d’accord avec la raison (sa raison a lui), et répugnerait a la
conscience humaine». Les théosophes croyant a ce que la conscience de M. de Justiniani
rejette, il est évident, qu’on peut leur retirer le privilege d’en avoir une.

«S1 méme ils [les théosophes] parviennent un jour a nous faire assister a 1’annihilation
du moi dans la nature la plus perverse, ils peuvent étre slirs que nous n’y croirons pas»,
ajoute notre correspondant de Smyrne qui peut se tranquilliser. Nous sommes discrets
et—nous tacherons de lui éviter la triste nécessité de nous donner le démenti.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, 28 juin.



Nota.—La Revue Spirite, toujours impartiale, a inséré les articles provenant de Madame Blavatsky et ceux
de M. Rossi de Justiniani. Les deux adversaires sont remplis de bonne foi, également estimable; seulement au
point de vue de leurs études, ils ont des opinions différentes. A ce sujet, le mois prochain, la rédaction
indiquera ce qu’elle pense et la ligne de conduite qu’elle s’est tracée.

* [Louis Jacolliot.]
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FINAL REPLY OF A THEOSOPHIST TO
MR. ROSSI DE JUSTINIANI

[La Revue Spirite, Paris, September, 1879]

[Translation of the foregoing original French text]

The article entitled: “Final Reflexions of an Oriental,” which is addressed to me in the
June number of La Revue Spirite, demands a reply. As Corresponding Secretary of the
Theosophical Society, it is my duty, for reasons mentioned below, to pick up the gauntlet
thrown at our Society; above all, when one of our teachings is qualified as “a grave error,
deplorable and disastrous in its consequences.”

Our Society is known from one end of the earth to the other, but its statutes and articles
of belief are quite unknown to the public.

I will quote two of these, translated almost verbatim:

“(1) . Every person desiring to be accepted as a member, must before his initiation sign a
document (a pledge of secrecy), by which he is obliged, on his word of honor, to preserve
silence on the scientific experiments of the Council, whether in the physical or the
psychological domain, and not to reveal them to anyone outside the Society without
permission being given to him by the Supreme Council. (2) . Every member will pledge
himself to defend the honor of the Brotherhood and that of the poorest and most humble of
its members so long as they deserve it, and that, in case of need, at the risk of the fortune and
even of the life of the defender.”

It is in the name of our whole Society that I reply to the reflexions of Mr. de Justiniani;
we do not answer him but rather the party which he appears to represent
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and which, to judge by the above-mentioned ‘“Reflexions,” would be, if we had no proof to
the contrary, extreme in its intolerance and—if we may be pardoned the
expression—fanatical in its beliefs. Envisaging the Theosophical Society from his point of
view, he judges our philosophy, that of the Vedas, by the information he has been able to get
of traditional and Oriental occultism from the “Magi and Dervishes” of his country which
has been Islamic for centuries. I am not surprised to see Mr. de Justiniani treat “Kapila,
Patafijali, Kanada, and all the hierophants put together” of ancient and modern India with
such supreme contempt. He who has no love in his heart for the whole of humanity, a love
that pays no attention to the differences between religions and races, will never sympathize
with us; if he makes a part of a social, religious or philosophic body and is interested only in
the propagation of its own doctrines; if he puts them above all others, and ever seeks to



convert the whole universe to his special beliefs, he cannot do justice to the beliefs of others;
such is Christianity which, fixed in dogma, arrested all scientific progress for long
centuries—Islam acting the same way! If Spiritualism had among its defenders a majority
which thought like the author of “Final Reflexions” it might act in a similar way also.

Mr. R. de Justiniani makes no exception to this rule, it is evident; while fully confessing
that he knows nothing “of the systems of Arydvarta,” he nevertheless tries to prove that they
are worth nothing. The Science of the Magicians (?), ancient and modern, is eclipsed by a
single Spiritualistic experience of the eminent Crookes! Does he even know that this
illustrious scientist, believing in the phenomena of materialization as fully as the
Theosophists who reckon in their ranks men of distinction standing higher in the hierarchies
of the London Royal Society, who have seen “Katie Kings” materialize by the dozen, does
he know that this great authority of the Spiritualists doubts that “Spirits” preside over the
phenomena of materialization? . . . Long ages are needed for a demonstrated truth to be
accepted and become the common patrimony, if it wounds prejudices and contradicts
popular superstitions; on the contrary,
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paradoxical as a sophism may be, it will always be received with open arms if it flatters the
preconceived ideas and cherished idols of the masses.

Does Mr. de Justiniani know even the modus operandi employed by Theosophists when
phenomena and their investigations are concerned? Is he well informed as to what we accept
and what we reject? Are our ideas about the value of collective and corroborative evidence
in the matter of phenomena familiar to him? We must really be allowed to doubt it, since he
tries to impress the reader with the idea that Theosophists have only a “speculative
philosophy which has had its day,” and that, not being able to supply facts, we substitute
them by a system; he has the curious notion that one can “believe in God, in Spirits, in the
future life, without ceasing for all that to be a Positivist”(?), “that a fact, whatever it may be,
must first of all be placed in the balance of experience, weighed, calculated, touched,
repeated several times, before being accepted without dispute”—these reflexions make us
imagine that Mr. R. de Justiniani has discovered somewhere the Rules of the Theosophical
Society, since he quotes two of their articles.

Without contradicting these axioms, which we have been preaching for four years, we
would mention to our opponent that he is standing on dangerous ground, as much for
himself as for the party he would represent. “Mutato nomine, de te fabula narratur.”
Theosophists are not concerned with these accusations but certain credulous Spiritists and
Spiritualists might well apply them to themselves.

Let us comment upon his last reflexions. It is rather difficult to harmonize the idea of
“Positivism” with the belief “in God, in Spirits,” and “in the future life.” With the exception
of the famous Catéchisme positiviste of Auguste Comte, nowhere have we found anything
so paradoxical. An illustrious English scientist once surnamed the new religion of the
Positivists “Roman Catholicism minus—Christianity”; and now they preach to us a future



life that the scientists can analyze in their crucibles, and a “God” that they would dissolve
and crystallize ad gustum! Positivism being diametrically opposed to Spiritualism admits
nothing
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beyond the physical and positive sciences, it only accepts established facts and demonstrated
laws; I do not think that, among the Spiritists, those who have poetical beliefs, and hold to
an abstract and mysterious doctrine, would agree to the degradation of their consoling
philosophy by letting it be placed among the physical and positive sciences. Every
philosophy, be it called Spiritism, Christianity, Buddhism or Occultism, must necessarily
contain ideas that extend beyond the domain of facts demonstrated physically; theories,
which logical though they be, are yet composed of hypotheses, and even of generalisations,
in themselves more than sufficient to exclude them for ever from the domain of the positive
sciences. Our estimable contradictor forgets that it is precisely the exact sciences—geology
among others—that have given the death-blow to supernatural Christianity with all its
miracles, and I fancy this was not done in order to welcome Spiritualism with open arms.

Thus, theory for theory, system for system, the ideas of the Theosophists have as much
right to a place in the sun as those of the Spiritists and the Spiritualists. The only difference
that exists between us is that Spiritists such as Mr. de Justiniani are enslaved by dogmas and
preconceived ideas and are able to arrest all possible progress in psychological sciences.

The Theosophists who “have neither dogmas nor doctrines to offer” (statutes and rules
of the Society), help this progress along, as much as they are able to; “they are merely
seekers, investigators who accept any demonstrated truth.”

The “reflexions” of our adversary hardly encourage Theosophists, of whom some have
lately had the honour of being admitted by the “Scientific Society of Psychological Studies”
to the number of its honorary members—to help their F.E.C. in their researches. Mr. de
Justiniani, who does not know the “sublime conceptions of Kapila . . . and Gautama . . .
Hindu philosophers,” nevertheless accuses their modern representatives, our Indian Chiefs,
“of taking the wrong direction in wishing to imitate, in this Nineteenth Century, the
mysteries of Ceres, of Eleusis, or those of the Cave of Trophonius.” Theosophists are not in
the
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habit of discussing, denying, or criticizing either a system, a fact, or a scientific organization
that they have not studied to its foundations. Not believing anything a priori, but at the same
time admitting the possibility of the most marvelous facts in nature, studying, seeking,
comparing all systems, all philosophies, as well as all opinions, never rejecting one before
having perfectly understood and analyzed it, they accept nothing in the name of faith, not
even the statements of the eminent Mr. Crookes of the Royal Society; they do not yield to



evidence except when experimental science has explained a phenomenon rationally to them.
However, as positive science can never go beyond its domain, which is limited by our
physical senses, it finds itself condemned to turn for ever, like the squirrel on its wheel,
around the physically demonstrated fact, although it has succeeded in proving the palpable
reality of the temporarily material body of Miss Katie King by means of electric batteries
and other scientific apparatus. Mr. Crookes, in spite of all his eminence, has been, so far,
incapable of proving to us in a conclusive manner that the soul of that charming daughter of
the Air belongs to the class of the spirits of the incarnated, rather than to that of the
sublunary sylphs; to the “angels” of the Spiritualists and not to the devils of Mr. de Mirville;
the question remains “adhuc sub judice lis est” as they say in court.*

We propose to prove in our next article that the oracles that came from the modern
“Cave of Trophonius” are everywhere capable of rivalling those of the mediums, and even
surpassing them on occasion. For the present it is time to close this epistle which is already
too long, and we will do so by adding these few words. Certain as we are to find the great
majority of our Spiritist readers less intolerant and above all less inclined to criticize that of
which they do not know the first word, we will hasten to let them know the results of our
latest studies and researches in India. The marvels that one can see there are but feebly
delineated by Mr. L. J. [Louis Jacolliot] in his experiences with the

* [See page 60, Compiler’s footnote].
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fakir Govindasami. As to your amiable correspondent from Smyrna, after having read his
“Reflexions” and pondered over his final, unequivocal, and formal declaration, it is clear
that all argument with him becoming impossible, the debate is closed; after having invited
us with a generosity—of which we are quite unworthy—to open the gates of our sanctuary
as widely as possible to him, and to unveil all our teachings by degrees, he warns us frankly
that every proof we could offer him would be useless. He would reject “everything that is
not in harmony with reason (his own reason) and is contrary to human conscience.” It is
obvious that Theosophists, in believing what Mr. de Justiniani’s conscience rejects, may be
denied the privilege of having one.

“If they [the Theosophists] even succeed some day in making us witness the annihilation
of the self in the most depraved nature, they can be sure that we will not believe it,” adds our
Smyrna correspondent, who may remain calm. We are discreet, and—we will try to save
him from the sad necessity of giving us the lie.

H. P. BLAVATSKY.

Bombay, 28th June.

NOTE.—La Revue Spirite, always impartial, has inserted the articles contributed by Madame
Blavatsky and those of Mr. Rossi de Justiniani. The two adversaries are fraught with good faith and
equally estimable; but from the point of view of their studies they are of different opinions. Next month the
management will indicate its opinion on that subject and the line of conduct it will follow.
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ECHOES FROM INDIA
WHAT IS HINDU SPIRITUALISM?

[Banner of Light, Boston, Vol. XL VI, No. 4, October 18, 1879, p. 7]

To the Editor of the Banner of Light.

Phenomena in India—beside the undoubted interest they offer in themselves, and apart
from their great variety and in most instances utter dissimilarity from those we are
accustomed to hear of in Europe and America—possess another feature which makes them
worthy of the most serious attention of the investigator of psychology.

Whether Eastern phenomena are to be accounted for by the immediate and sole
interference and help of the spirits of the departed, or attributed to some other and hitherto
unknown cause, is a question which, for the present, we will leave aside. It can be discussed,
with some degree of confidence, only after many instances have been carefully noted and
submitted, in all their truthful and unexaggerated details, to an impartial and unprejudiced
public. One thing I beg to reaffirm, and this is, that instead of exacting the usual
“conditions” of darkness, harmonious circles, and nevertheless leaving the witnesses
uncertain as to the expected results, Indian phenomena, if we except the independent
apparitions of bhiits (ghosts of the dead), are never sporadic and spontaneous, but seem to
depend entirely upon the will of the operator, whether he be a holy Hindu Yogi, a
Mussulman Sadhu, fakir, or yet a juggling Jadugar (sorcerer).

In this series of letters I mean to present numerous examples of what I here say; for,
whether we read of the seemingly supernatural feats produced by the Rishis, the
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Aryan patriarchs of Archaic antiquity, or by the Achdryas of the Puranic days, or hear of
them from popular traditions, or again see them repeated in our modern times, we always
find such phenomena of the most varied character. Besides covering the whole range of
those known to us through modern mediumistic agency, as well as repeating the mediaeval
pranks of the nuns of Loudun and other historical posédées in cases of “bhiit” obsession, we
often recognize in them the exact counterparts—as once upon a time they must have been
the originals—of Biblical miracles. With the exception of two—those over which the world
of piety goes most in raptures while glorifying the Lord, and the world of scepticism grins
most sardonically—to wit, the anti-heliocentric crime performed by Joshua, and Jonah’s
unpleasant excursion into the slimy cavern of the whale’s belly—we have to record nearly
everyone of the feats which are said to have so distinguished Moses and other “friends of



God,” as occasionally taking place in India.

But alas, for those venerable jugglers of Judaea! And alas for those pious souls who have
hitherto exalted these alleged prophets of the forthcoming Christ to such a towering
eminence! The idols have just been all but knocked off their pedestals by the parricidal
hands of the forty divines of the Anglican Church, who now are known to have sorely
disparaged the Jewish Scriptures. The despairing cry raised by the reviewer of the just issued
Commentary on the “Holy” Bible, in the most extreme organ of orthodoxy (the London
Quarterly Review for April, 1879), is only matched by his meek submission to the
inevitable. The fact I am alluding to is one already known to you, for I speak of the decision
and final conclusive opinions upon the worth of the Bible by the conclave of learned
Bishops who have been engaged for the last dozen of years on a thorough revision of the
Old Testament. The results of this labour of love may be summarized thus:

1. The shrinkage of the Mosaic and other “miracles” into mere natural phenomena. (See
decisions of Canon Cook, the Queen’s Chaplain, and Bishop Harold Browne.)
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2. The rejection of most of the alleged prophecies of Christ as such; the said prophecies
now turning out to have related simply to contemporaneous events in the Jewish national
history.

3. Resolution to place no more the Old Testament on the same eminence as the Gospels,
as it would inevitably lead to the “disparagement” of the new one.

4. The sad confession that the Mosaic Books do not contain one word about a future life,
and the just complaint that: “Moses under divine direction [?] should have abstained from
any recognition of man’s destiny beyond the grave, while the belief was prominent in all the
religions around Israel,” . . . is “confessed to be one of those enigmas which are the trial of
our faith.”

And it is the “trial” of our American missionaries here also. Educated natives all read the
English papers and magazines, and it now becomes harder than ever to convince these
“heathen” matriculates of the “sublime truths” of Christianity. But this by the way of a small
parenthesis; for I mention these newly evolved facts only as having an important bearing
upon Spiritualism in general, and its phenomena especially. Spiritualists have always taken
such pains to identify their manifestations with the Bible miracles, that such a decision,
coming from witnesses certainly more prejudiced in favour of, than opposed to, “miracles”
and divine supernal phenomena, is rather a new and unexpected difficulty in our way. Let us
hope that in view of these new religious developments, our esteemed friend, Dr. Peebles,
before committing himself too far to the establishment of “independent Christian churches,”
will wait for further ecclesiastical verdicts, and see how the iconoclastic English divines will
overhaul the phenomena of the New Testament. Maybe, if their consistency does not
evaporate, they will have to attribute all the miracles worked by Jesus also to “natural
phenomena”! Very happily for Spiritualists, and for Theosophists likewise, the phenomena
of the nineteenth century cannot be as easily disposed of as those of the Bible. We have had



to take the latter for nearly two thousand
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years on mere blind faith, though but too often they transcended every possible law of
nature, while quite the reverse is our case, and we can offer facts.

But to return. If manifestations of occult nature of the most various character may be
said to abound in India, on the other hand, the frequent statements of Dr. Peebles to the
effect that this country is full of native Spiritualists, are —how shall I say it?—a little too
hasty, and exaggerated. Disputing this point in the London Spiritualist of January 18th,
1878, with a Madras gentleman, now residing in New York, he maintained his position in
the following words: “I have met not only Sinhalese and Chinese Spiritualists, but hundreds
of Hindu Spiritualists, gifted with the powers of conscious mediumship. And yet Mr. W. L.
D. O’Grady, of New York, informs the readers of The Spiritualist (see issue November
23rd) that there are no Hindu Spiritualists. These are his words—‘No Hindu is a
Spiritualist’.” And, as an offset to this assertion, Dr. Peebles quotes from the letter of an
esteemed Hindu gentleman, Mr. Peary Chand Mitra, of Calcutta, a few words to the effect
that he blesses God that his “inner vision is being more and more developed,” and he talks
“with spirits.” We all know that Mr. Mitra is a Spiritualist, but what does it prove? Would
Dr. Peebles be justified in stating that because H. P. Blavatsky and half a dozen of other
Russians have become Buddhists and Vedantists, Russia is full of Buddhists and
Vedantists? There may be, in India, a few Spiritualists among the educated reading classes,
scattered far and wide over the country, but I seriously doubt whether our esteemed
opponent could easily find a dozen of such among this population numbering 240,000,000.
There are solitary exceptions, but exceptions only go to strengthen a rule, as everyone knows.

Owing to the rapid spread of Spiritualistic doctrines the world over, and to my having
left India several years before, at the time I was in America I abstained from contradicting in
print the great Spiritualistic “pilgrim” and philosopher, surprising as such statements seemed
to me, who thought myself pretty well acquainted with this country.
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India, unprogressive as it is, I thought might have changed, and I was not sure of my facts.
But now that I have returned for the fourth time to this country, and have had over five
months’ residence in it, a careful investigation into the phenomena, and especially into the
opinions held by the people on this subject, and seven weeks of travelling all over the
country, mainly for the purpose of seeing and investigating every kind of manifestations, I
must be allowed to know what I am talking about, as I speak by the book. Mr. O’Grady was
right: “No Hindu is a Spiritualist” in the sense in which we all understand the term. And I
am now ready to prove, if need be, by dozens of letters from the most trustworthy natives,
who are educated by Brahmans, and know the religious and superstitious views of their



countrymen better than any one of us, that whatever else Hindus may be termed, it is not
Spiritualists. “What constitutes a Spiritualist?” very pertinently inquires, in a London
Spiritual organ, a correspondent with “a passion for definition” (see Spiritualist, June 13th,
1879), and then, after asking, “Is Mr. Crookes a Spiritualist, who, like my humble self, does
not believe in spirits of the dead as agents in the phenomena?” he brings forward several
definitions, “from the most latitudinarian to the most restricted definitions,” as he expresses
it.

Let us see to which of these “definitions” the “Spiritualism” of the Hindus—I will not
say of the mass, but even of a majority—would answer. Since Dr. Peebles, during his two
short visits to India, and while on his way from Madras, crossing it in its diameter from
Calcutta to Bombay, could meet “hundreds of Spiritualists,” then these must indeed form, if
not the majority, at least a considerable percentage of the 240,000,000, of India. I will now
quote the definitions from the letter of the inquirer, who signs himself “A Spiritualist” (?),
and [add] my own remarks thereupon:

A. “Every one is a Spiritualist who believes in the immortality of the soul.” I guess not;
otherwise the whole of Christian Europe and America would be Spiritualists; nor does this
definition, A, answer to the religious views of the Hindus of any sect, for, while the ignorant
masses believe
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[in] and aspire to Moksha, i.e., literal absorption of the spirit of man in that of Brahma, or
loss of individual immortality, as means of avoiding the punishment and horrors of
transmigration, the philosophers, adepts, and learned Yogis, such as our venerated master,
Swami Dayanand Saraswati, the great Hindu reformer, Sanskrit scholar, and Supreme Chief
of the Vedic Section of the Eastern Division of the Theosophical Society, explain the future
state of man’s spirit, its progress and evolution, in terms diametrically opposite to the views
of the Spiritualists. These views, if agreeable, I will give in some future letter.

B. “Any one who believes that the continued conscious existence of deceased persons
has been demonstrated by communication is a Spiritualist.” A Hindu, whether an erudite
scholar and philosopher or an ignorant idolater, does not believe in “continued conscious
existence,” though the former assigns for the holy, sinless soul, which has reached Svarga
(heaven) and Moksha, a period of many millions and quadrillions of years, extending from
one Pralaya™ to the next. The Hindu believes in cyclic transmigrations of the soul, during
which there must be periods when the soul loses its recollections as well as the
consciousness of its individuality, since, if it were otherwise, every person would distinctly
remember all his previous existences, which is not the case. Hindu philosophies are likewise
consistent with logic. They at least will not allow an endless eternity of either reward or
punishment for a few dozens of years of earthly life, be this life wholly blameless or yet
wholly sinful.

* For the meaning of the word Pralaya see Vol. 11, p. 424, of Isis Unveiled. I am happy to say, that



notwithstanding the satirical criticisms upon its Vedic and Buddhistic portions by some American “would-be”
Orientalists, Swami Dayanand and the Rev. Sumangala of Ceylon, respectively the representatives of Vedic
and Buddhistic scholarship and literature in India—the first, the best Sanskrit, and the other, the most eminent
Pali scholar, both expressed their entire satisfaction with the correctness of my esoteric explanations of their
respective religions. Isis Unveiled is now being translated into Marath? and Hindi in India, and into Pali in
Ceylon.
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C. “Anyone is a Spiritualist who believes in any of the alleged objective phenomena,
whatever theory he may favour about them, or even if he have none at all.” This definition is
a totally wrong one. Such persons are “Phenomenalists,” not Spiritualists, and in this sense it
answers to Hindu beliefs. All of them, even those who, aping the modern school of Atheism,
declare themselves materialists, are yet phenomenalists in their hearts, if one only sounds
them.

(D.) E. “Does not allow of Spiritualism without spirits, but the spirits need not be
human.” At this rate Theosophists and Occultists generally may also be called Spiritualists,
though the latter regard them as enemies; and in this sense only a/l Hindus are Spiritualists,
though their ideas about human spirits are diametrically opposed to those of the Spiritualists.
They regard “bhiits”—which are the spirits of those who died with unsatisfied desires, and
who, on account of their sins and earthly attractions, are earth-bound and kept back from
Svarga (the “Elementaries” of the Theosophists)—as having become wicked devils, liable to
be annihilated any day under the potent curses of the Brahman exorciser. The “spiritual
control” so much sought for and appreciated in mediums, the Hindu regards as the greatest
curse a person can be afflicted with—possession and obsession by a bhiit, and the most
loving couples often part if the wife is attacked by the bhiit of a relative, who, it seems,
seldom or never attacks any but women.

(F.) G. “Consider that no one has a right to call himself a Spiritualist who has any
new-fangled notions about ‘elementaries,” ‘spirit of the medium,’ and so forth; or does not
believe that departed human spirits, high and low, account for all the phenomena of every
description.” This one is the most proper and correct of all the above given “definitions,”
from the standpoint of orthodox Spiritualism, and settles our dispute with Dr. Peebles. No
Hindu, were it even possible to bring him to regard bhiits as low, suffering spirits on their
way to progress and final pardon(?), could, even if he would, account for all the phenomena
on this true Spiritualistic theory. His religious and

ECHOES FROM INDIA 75

philosophical traditions are all opposed to such a limited idea. A Hindu is, first of all, a born
metaphysician and logician. If he believes at all, and in whatever he believes, he will admit
of no special laws called into existence for men of this planet alone, but will apply these



laws throughout the universe; for he is a Pantheist before being anything else, and
notwithstanding his possible adherence to some special sect. Thus Dr. Peebles has well
defined the situation himself, in the following happy paradox, in his Spiritualist letter above
quoted, and in which he says: “Some of the best mediums that it has been my good fortune
to know, I met in Ceylon and India. And these were not mediums; for, indeed, they held
converse with the ‘Pays and Pisachas, having their habitations in the air, the water, the

fire, in rocks and trees, in the clouds, the rain, the dew, in mines and caverns’.”

Thus these “mediums” who were not mediums, were no more Spiritualists than they
were mediums, and—the house (Dr. Peebles’ house) is divided against itself and—must fall.
So far we agree, and I will now proceed further on with my proofs.

As I mentioned before, Colonel Olcott and myself, accompanied by a Hindu gentleman,
Mr. Mulji Thackersing, a member of our Council, started on our seven weeks’ journey early
in April. Our object was two-fold: (1) To pay a visit to and remain for some time with our
ally and teacher, Swami Dayanand, with whom we had corresponded so long from America,
and thus consolidate the alliance of our Society with the Arya Saméjes of India (of which
there are now over fifty); and (2) see as much of the phenomena as we possibly could; and,
through the help of our Swami—a Yogi himself and an Initiate into the mysteries of the
Vidya (or secret sciences)—settle certain vexed questions as to the agencies and powers at
work, at first hand. Certainly no one could find a better opportunity to do so than we had.
There we were, on friendly relations of master and pupils with Pandit Dayanand, the most
learned man in India, a Brahman of high caste, and one who had for seven long years
undergone the usual and

76 BLAVATSKY: COLLECTED WRITINGS

dreary probations of Yogism in a mountainous and wild region, in solitude, in a state of
complete nudity, and constant battle with elements and wild beasts—the battle of divine
human Spirit and imperial WILL of man against gross and blind matter in the shape of tigers,
leopards, rhinoceroses and bears, without mentioning venomous snakes and scorpions. The
inhabitants of the village nearest to that mountain are there to certify that sometimes for
weeks no one would venture to take a little food—a handful of rice —to our Swami; and yet,
whenever they came, they always found him in the same posture and on the same spot—an
open, sandy hillock, surrounded by thick jungle full of beasts of prey—and apparently as
well without food and water for whole weeks, as if he were made of stone instead of human
flesh and bones.*

He has explained to us this mysterious secret which enables man to suffer and conquer at
last the most cruel privations; which permits him to go without food or drink for days and
weeks; to become utterly insensible to the extremes of either heat or cold, and, finally, to
live for days outside instead of within his body . . .

During this voyage we visited the very cradle of Indian mysticism, the hot-bed of
ascetics, where the remembrance of the wondrous phenomena performed by the Rishis of
old is now as fresh as it ever was during those days when the School of Patafijali—the
reputed founder of Yogism—was filled, and where his Yog-Sdnkhya is still studied with as



much fervour, if not with the same powers of comprehension. To Upper India and the
North-Western Provinces we went; to Allahabad and Cawnpore, with the shores of their

sacred “Ganga” (Ganges) all studded with devotees; whither the latter, when disgusted with
life, proceed to pass the remainder of their days in meditation and

* Yogis and ascetics are not the only examples of such protracted fastings; for if these can be doubted and
sometimes utterly rejected by sceptical science as void of any conclusive proof—for the phenomenon takes
place in remote and inaccessible places—we have many of the Jainas, inhabitants of populated towns, to bring
forward as exemplars of the same. Many of them fast, abstaining even from one drop of water for forty days at
a time—and survive always.
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seclusion, and become Sannyésis, Gosains, Sddhus. Thence to Agra, with its Taj Mahal, “the
poem in marble,” as Bishop Heber happily called it; and the tomb of its founder, the great
Emperor-Adept, Akbar, at Sikandra; to Agra, with its temples crowded with
®akti-worshippers, and to that spot, famous in the history of Indian occultism, where the
Jumna mixes its blue waters with the patriarchal Ganges, and which is chosen by the ®aktas
(worshippers of the female power) for the performance of their pujas; during which
ceremonies the famous black crystals or mirrors mentioned by P. B. Randolph, are
fabricated by the hands of young virgins. From there, again, to Saharanpore and Meerut, the
birthplace of the mutiny of 1857. During our sojourn at the former town, it happened to be
the central railway point to which, on their return from the Hardwar pilgrimmage, flocked
nearly twenty-five thousand Sannyasis and Gosains, to numbers of whom Colonel Olcott put
close interrogatories, and with whom he conversed for hours. Then to Rajputana, the land
inhabited by the bravest of all races in India, as well as the most mystically inclined—the
Solar Race, whose Réjas trace their descent from the sun itself. We penetrated as far as
Jeypore, the Paris, and at the same time the Rome of the Rajput land. We searched through
plains and mountains, and all along the sacred groves covered with pagodas and devotees,
among whom we found some very holy men, endowed with genuine wondrous powers, but
the majority unmitigated frauds. And we got into the favour of more than one Brahman,
guardian and keeper of his god’s secrets and the mysteries of his temple; but got no more
evidence out of these hereditary dead beats,” as Colonel Olcott graphically dubbed them,
than out of the Sannyasis and exorcisers of evil spirits, as to the similarity of their views
with those of the Spiritualists. Neither have we ever failed, whenever coming across any
educated Hindu, to pump him as to the ideas and views of his countrymen about phenomena
in general, and Spiritualism especially. And to all our questions, who it was in the case of
holy Yogis, endowed “with miraculous powers,” that produced the manifestations, the
astonished answer was invariably the
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same: “He (the Yogi) himself having become one with Brahm, produces them”; and more
than once our interlocutors got thoroughly disgusted and extremely offended at Colonel
Olcott’s irreverent question, whether the “bhiits” might not have been at work helping the
thaumaturgist. For nearly two months uninterruptedly our premises at Bombay—garden,
verandahs and halls—were crammed from early morning till late at night with native visitors
of the most various sects, races and religious opinions; averaging from twenty to a hundred
and more a day, coming to see us with the object of exchanging views upon metaphysical
questions, and to discuss upon the relative worth of Eastern and Western
philosophies—occult sciences and mysticism included. During our journey we had to
receive our brothers of the Arya Samajes, which sent their deputations wherever we went to
welcome us, and wherever there was a Samaj established. Thus we became intimate with the
previous views of hundreds and thousands of the followers of Swami Dayanand, every one
of whom had been converted by him from one idolatrous sect or another. Many of these
were educated men, and as thoroughly versed in Vedic philosophy as in the tenets of the sect
from which they had separated. Our chances, then, of getting acquainted with Hindu views,
philosophies and traditions, were greater than those of any previous European traveller; nay,
greater even than those of any officials who had resided for years in India; but who, neither
belonging to the Hindu faith, nor on such friendly terms with them as ourselves, were
neither trusted by the natives, nor regarded as and called by them “brothers,” as we are.

It is, then, after constant researches and cross-questioning, extending over a period of
several months, that we have come to the following conclusions, which are those of Mr.
O’Grady: No Hindu is a Spiritualist, and, with the exception of extremely rare instances,
none of them has ever heard of Spiritualism or its movements in Europe, least of all in
America, with which country many of them are as little acquainted as with the North Pole. It
is but now, when Swami Dayanand, in his learned researches, has found
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out that America must have been known to the early Aryans—as Arjuna, one of the five
Pandavas, the friend and disciple of Krishna, is shown in Puranic history to have gone to
Patal(a) in search of a wife, and married in that country Ul{ipi, the widow-daughter of
NAGA, the king of Patal(a), an antipodal country answering perfectly in its description to
America, and unknown in those early days to any but the Aryans—that an interest for this
country is being felt among the members of the Samajes. But, as we explained the origin,
development and doctrines of the spiritual philosophy to our friends, and especially the
modus operandi of the medium, i.e., the communion of the Spirits of the departed with
living men and women, whose organisms the former use as modes of communication, the
horror of our listeners was unequalled and undisguised in each case. “Communion with
bhiits!” they exclaimed. “Communion with souls that have become wicked demons, to
whom we are ready to offer sacrifices in food and drink to pacify them and make them leave
us quiet, but who never come but to disturb the peace of families; whose presence is a
pollution! What pleasure or comfort can the bellati (white foreigners) find in communicating



with them?” Thus I repeat most emphatically that not only are there, so to say, no
Spiritualists in India, as we understand the term, but affirm and declare that the very
suggestion of our so-called “spirit intercourse” is obnoxious to most of them—that is to say,
to the oldest people in the world, people who have known all about the phenomena
thousands upon thousands of years. Is this fact nothing to us, who have just begun to see the
wonders of mediumship? Ought we to estimate our cleverness at so high a figure as to make
us refuse to take instruction from these Orientals, who have seen their holy men—nay, even
their gods and demons and the spirits of the elements — performing “miracles” since the
remotest antiquity? Have we so perfected a philosophy of our own that we can compare it
with that of India, which explains every mystery and triumphantly demonstrates the nature
of every phenomenon? It would be worth our while—believe me—to ask Hindu help, if it
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were but to prove, better than we can now, to the materialist and sceptical science, that,
whatever may be the true theory as to the agencies, the phenomena, whether Biblical or
Vedic, Christian or heathen, are in the natural order of this world, and have a first claim to
scientific investigation. Let us first prove the existence of the sphinx to the profane, and
afterwards we may try to unriddle its mysteries. Spiritualists will always have time enough
to refute “antiquated” notions by the logic of their new theories, and spirits to measure their
strength with the mystical “elementals” of old. Truth is eternal, and however long trampled
down will always come out the brighter in the expiring twilight of superstition. But in one
sense we are perfectly warranted to apply the name of Spiritualists to the Hindus. Opposed
as they are to physical phenomena as produced by the bhiits, or unsatisfied souls of the
departed, and to the possession by them of mediumistic persons, they still accept with joy
those consoling evidences of the continued interest in themselves of a departed father or
mother. In the subjective phenomena of dreams, in visions of clairvoyance or trance, brought
on by the powers of holy men, they welcome the spirits of their beloved ones, and often
receive from them important directions and advice. . . .

If agreeable to your readers, I will devote a series of letters to the phenomena taking
place in India, explaining them as I proceed.* I sincerely hope that the old experience of
American Spiritualists, massing in threatening force against iconoclastic Theosophists and
their “superannuated” ideas, will not be repeated; for my offer is perfectly impartial and
friendly. It is with no desire to either teach new doctrines or carry on an unwelcome Hindu
propaganda that I make it; but simply to supply material for comparison and study to the
Spiritualists who think.

H.P. BLAVATSKY.
Bombay, July, 1879.

* [As far as could be ascertained, such letters were never written by H.P.B., and nothing similar to them
has ever been found.—Comp.]
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FACSIMILE OF THE FAMOUS “PINK SLIP”
Note written by one of the Teachers on pink paper and left in a
tree on Prospect Hill, Simla, India, for the benefit of Mrs. Patience Sinnett.
Original is in the British Museum.
Consult for an account of this phenomenon, Col. H. S. Olcott’s
Old Diary Leaves, 11, 231-32; and A. P. Sinnett’s The Occult World,
American edition, New York, 1885, pp. 61-63.
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FACSIMILE OF THE JHELUM TELEGRAM
Telegram sent by Koothoomi Lalsingh from Jhelum
To A. P. Sinnett at Allahabad. Original in the British Museum
Consult for details and references p. xxxiv of the
Chronological Survey in the present Volume.
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[H. P. B. ON THE MONSOON]

[The following is reprinted verbatim et literatim from a clipping in one of General Abner Doubleday’s
scrapbooks in the archives of the former Point Loma Theosophical Society. It is clear from the heading ‘Banner
Correspondence’ that it was originally published in The Banner of Light. No date is attached to the clipping,
but from other clippings pasted in the same scrapbook the date is undoubtedly 1879.]

Banner Correspondence
India

BOMBAY.—[From a private letter forwarded us by Mad. Helen P. Blavatsky we take the
liberty of extracting the following graphic description of matters climatic in this land of the
sun—prefacing our action with the announcement that we have on file a lengthy letter from
this talented lady, which we propose to publish at our earliest opportunity:] “Do you know
what the monsoon i1s? And if aware of its nature, are you prepared to say that you are as well
acquainted with all its peculiarities, progress, development and results upon humanity in
general, and lymphatic, slow-blooded folks in particular? My private and archaeological
opinion is that it is one of such monsoons that Father Noah—whom I suspect of having been
a low-caste Hindu—mistook, in some fit of intoxication, for the universal deluge, and thus
was allowed to impose upon credulous Christo-Judaiac humanity, and perplex geology for
many ages. Well, the monsoon begins about the 15th of June, and ends about the 15th of
October. In the previous long interval of eight months not a drop of rain ever falls on the
blistered noses of the sweating millions of ‘mild” Hindus, to solace their parched souls. But
as, in their character of ‘benighted heathen,’ they have to prepare for Christian hell anyhow,
it does not much matter. But when it does come it is a caution, I tell you! It can
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no more be called a rain than the Niagara Falls a shower. The streets and yards and gardens
and compounds and even the rooms in the houses are flooded. Bombay is changed for days,
sometimes weeks, into a semblance of Venice la Bella. Hindus do not care; for, naked to the
waist, they promenade about in the dry season, and, naked to a completer degree, they
paddle about in water during the monsoon. It’s all one for them. But for unfortunate visitors
from other and drier spheres, like our “Theosophical mission,” as we are called here, it is a
matter of more than a serious consideration. Everything from roof to floor in the houses;
from furniture to wearing apparel; hats, boots, brushes, etc., etc., becomes damp as a soaked
rag, moulds and finally rots away, if neglected. I have to dry every one of my several



hundred books over a brazier every second or third day; and our party, I was going to say,
has almost to sit under an umbrella half the time in our drawing-room! But this is not all.
The fields, jungles, and the crevices in the rocks being overflooded, the cobra-capellas,
scorpions, centipedes, lizards, and in some places tigers, begin running a race for salvation,
and take refuge in the houses, most of which, like our own bungalow, have no sashes to the
windows, but simply a few wooden bars. It is the real Darwinian season, in which the law of
the ‘survival of the fittest” is most apparent. Every night I have to make the round in my
solitary bungalow, which is nestled under a canopy of coconut trees, and surrounded by
bananas and large shrubs, and I feel particularly happy whenever I have succeeded in
committing any amount of cruel murders. I become a bloodthirsty Nimrod, and kill
cockroaches as big as small mice, spiders which could be mistaken for moderate-sized
crabs, and crush to death about a thousand or so of various smaller insects nightly. Alas! I
can never hope for a snug place in the calendar of either Jain or Buddhist saints. But, as |
said to you, it is the survival of the fittest; and if we would survive we have to give fits to
our brothers of the animal kingdom. We all have our share in this world of sorrow.”
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[THE FOUNDING OF THE THEOSOPHIST]

[According to Col. H. S. Olcott’s Diaries, now in the Adyar Archives, the Prospectus for the first
Theosophical magazine, The Theosophist, was written on July 6, 1879. On July 15, Master M. visited the
Founders in his physical body, and “a most important private interview” took place, possibly on the question of
the forthcoming magazine. On July 31, E. Wimbridge designed the cover for The Theosophist, and, on
September 2nd began engraving it. On Sept. 11th workmen began to prepare an Editorial Office for the
magazine. On Sept. 20th, the first form (eight pages) of The Theosophist was printed, and on the 27th the last
form was struck off. On Sept. 28th, Col. Olcott arose and went to see the printer at 5:30 A.M., to make some
changes ordered by the “revered Old Gentleman” the night before. This title was applied to Master Narayan.
On Sept. 30th, the first four hundred copies of the magazine were received, and on October 1st the initial issue
of The Theosophist was out, “all hands busy pasting and directing wrappers,” to quote from Col. Olcott’s
Diaries.

On October 3rd, a letter was received by the Colonel from Master Serapis, which apparently was the “first
word from him in some time,” as Col. Olcott says. That letter instructs the Colonel on certain points in
connection with The Theosophist. It says, among other things:

“Assert your rights to the paper—it was established for you, none but you two have a right over it as
directed by—*

. ... Whenever convenient explain that the paper is neither your nor H.P.B.’s but belongs to and is
under the control of certain persons no one knows anything about except your two selves. . . ”’f

By the end of October, there were 381 registered subscribers to the magazine, and it was decided to print
750 copies for the second issue.

It is interesting to note that it was during this period, namely on August 2nd, 1879, that Dadmodar was
admitted to membership by the Founders.]

* [Here appears a symbol often used by Master Serapis.]
T [Letters from the Masters of the Wisdom, Second Series, Letter No. 29.]
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[In her Scrapbook, Vol. X, p. 9, H. P. B. pasted a proof of the cover for the forthcoming Theosophists,
and wrote under it as follows:]

First proof of the cover—printed in relief because we could find in India neither a
woodblock to cut it on, nor an engraver to cut it properly nor a lithographer to print it in
colours from the stone. Wimbridge had to invent a new process to etch it on the zinc.
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NAMASTAE!
[The Theosophist, Vol. I, No. 1, October, 1879, pp. 1-2]

The foundation of this journal is due to causes which, having been enumerated in the
Prospectus, need only be glanced at in this connection. They are—the rapid expansion of the
Theosophical Society from America to various European and Asiatic countries; the
increasing difficulty and expense in maintaining correspondence by letter with members so
widely scattered; the necessity for an organ through which the native scholars of the East
could communicate their learning to the Western world, and, especially, through which the
sublimity of the Aryan, Buddhistic, Parsi, and other religions might be expounded by their
own priest or pandits, the only competent interpreters; and finally, to the need of a repository
for the facts—especially such as relate to Occultism—gathered by the Society’s Fellows
among different nations. Elsewhere we have clearly explained the nature of Theosophy, and
the platform of the Society; it remains for us to say a few words as to the policy of our paper.

It has been shown that the individual members of our Society have their own private
opinions upon all matters of a religious, as of every other, nature. They are protected in the
enjoyment and expression of the same; and, as individuals, have an equal right to state them
in The
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Theosophist, over their own signatures. Some of us prefer to be known as Arya Samajists,
some as Buddhists, some as idolaters, some as something else. What each is, will appear
from his or her signed communications. But neither Aryan, Buddhist, nor any other
representative of a particular religion, whether an editor or a contributor, can, under the
Society’s rules, be allowed to use these editorial columns exclusively in the interest of the
same, or unreservedly commit the paper to its propaganda. It is designed that a strict
impartiality shall be observed in the editorial utterances; the paper representing the whole
Theosophical Society, or Universal Brotherhood, and not any single section. The Society
being neither a church nor a sect in any sense, we mean to give the same cordial welcome to
communications from one class of religionists as to those from another; insisting only, that
courtesy of language shall be used towards opponents. And the policy of the Society is also a
full pledge and guarantee that there will be no suppression of fact nor tampering with
writings, to serve the ends of any established or dissenting church of any country.

Articles and correspondence upon either of the topics included in the plan of The
Theosophist are invited; and while, of course, we prefer them to be in the English language,
yet if sent in Hindi, Marathi, Bengali, or Gujarati, or in French, Italian, Spanish or Russian,
they will be carefully translated and edited for publication. Where it is necessary to print



names and words in Hebrew, Greek, and other characters (except Sanskrit and the Indian
vernaculars) unlike the Roman, authors will kindly write also their phonetic equivalents in
English, as the resources of our printer’s office do not appear great in this direction.
Manuscripts must be written legibly, upon one side of the sheet only, and authors should
always keep copies at home as we will not be responsible for their loss, nor can we obligate
ourselves to return rejected articles. Statements of fact will not be accepted from unknown
parties without due authentication.

It is designed that our journal shall be read with as much interest by those who are not
deep philosophers as by
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those who are. Some will delight to follow the pandits through the mazes of metaphysical
subtleties and the translations of ancient manuscripts, others to be instructed through the
medium of legends and tales of mystical import. Our pages will be like the many viands at a
feast, where each appetite may be satisfied and none are sent away hungry. The practical
wants of life are to many readers more urgent than the spiritual, and that it is not our purpose
to neglect them our pages will amply show.

One more word at the threshold before we bid our guests to enter. The first number of
The Theosophist has been brought out under mechanical difficulties which would not have
been encountered either at New York or London, and which we hope to escape in future
issues. For instance: We first tried to have Mr. Edward Wimbridge’s excellent design for the
cover engraved on wood, but there was no wood to be had of the right sizes to compose the
block, nor any clamps to fasten them together; nor was there an engraver competent to do
justice to the subject. In lithography we fared no better; there was not a pressman who could
be trusted to print artistic work in colours, and the proprietor of one of the best job offices in
India advised us to send the order to London. As a last resort we determined to print the
design in relief, and then scoured the metal markets of Bombay and Calcutta for rolled metal
plate. Having finally secured an old piece, the artist was forced to invent an entirely novel
process to etch on it, and to execute the work himself. We mention these facts in the hope
that our unemployed young Indian brothers may recall the old adage, “where there is a will,
there is a way” and apply the lesson to their own case. And now, friends and enemies,
all—Namastae!
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WHAT IS THEOSOPHY?
[The Theosophist, Vol. I, No. 1, October, 1879, pp. 2-5]

This question has been so often asked, and misconception so widely prevails, that the
editors of a journal devoted to an exposition of the world’s Theosophy would be remiss
were its first number issued without coming to a full understanding with their readers. But
our heading involves two further queries: What is the Theosophical Society; and what are
the Theosophists? To each an answer will be given.

According to lexicographers, the term theosophia is composed of two Greek
words—theos, “god,” and sophos, “wise.” So far, correct. But the explanations that follow
are far from giving a clear idea of Theosophy. Webster defines it most originally as “a
supposed intercourse with God and superior spirits, and consequent attainment of
superhuman knowledge, by physical processes, as by the theurgic operations of some
ancient Platonists, or by the chemical processes of the German fire-philosophers.”

This, to say the least, is a poor and flippant explanation. To attribute such ideas to men
like Ammonius Saccas, Plotinus, lamblichus, Porphyry, Proclus—shows either intentional
misrepresentation, or Mr. Webster’s ignorance of the philosophy and motives of the greatest
geniuses of the later Alexandrian School. To impute to those whom their contemporaries as
well as posterity styled “theodidaktoi,” god-taught—a purpose to develop their
psychological, spiritual perceptions by “physical processes,” is to describe them
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as materialists. As to the concluding fling at the fire-philosophers, it rebounds from them to
fall home among our most eminent modern men of science; those, in whose mouths the Rev.
James Martineau places the following boast: “matter is all we want; give us atoms alone,
and we will explain the universe.”

Vaughan offers a far better, more philosophical definition. “A Theosophist,” he
says—*"“is one who gives you a theory of God or the works of God, which has not revelation,
but an inspiration of his own for its basis.” In this view every great thinker and philosopher,
especially every founder of a new religion, school of philosophy, or sect, is necessarily a
Theosophist. Hence, Theosophy and Theosophists have existed ever since the first
glimmering of nascent thought made man seek instinctively for the means of expressing his
own independent opinions.

There were Theosophists before the Christian era, notwithstanding that the Christian



writers ascribe the development of the Eclectic theosophical system, to the early part of the
third century of their Era. Diogenes Laértius traces Theosophy to an epoch antedating the
dynasty of the Ptolemies; and names as its founder an Egyptian Hierophant called
Pot-Amun, the name being Coptic and signifying a priest consecrated to Amun, the god of
Wisdom. But history shows it revived by Ammonius Saccas, the founder of the
Neo-Platonic School. He and his disciples called themselves “Philaletheians”—Ilovers of the
truth; while others termed them the “Analogists,” on account of their method of interpreting
all sacred legends, symbolical myths and mysteries, by a rule of analogy or correspondence,
so that events which had occurred in the external world were regarded as expressing
operations and experiences of the human soul. It was the aim and purpose of Ammonius to
reconcile all sects, peoples and nations under one common faith—a belief in one Supreme,
Eternal, Unknown, and Unnamed Power, governing the Universe by immutable and eternal
laws. His object was to prove a primitive system of Theosophy, which at the beginning was
essentially alike in all countries; to induce all
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men to lay aside their strives and quarrels, and unite in purpose and thought as the children
of one common mother; to purify the ancient religions, by degrees corrupted and obscured,
from all dross of human element, by uniting and expounding them upon pure philosophical
principles. Hence, the Buddhistic, Vedantic and Magian, or Zoroastrian, systems were taught
in the Eclectic Theosophical School along with all the philosophies of Greece. Hence also,
that pre-eminently Buddhistic and Indian feature among the ancient Theosophists of
Alexandria, of due reverence for parents and aged persons; a fraternal affection for the
whole human race; and a compassionate feeling for even the dumb animals. While seeking
to establish a system of moral discipline which enforced upon people the duty to live
according to the laws of their respective countries; to exalt their minds by the research and
contemplation of the one Absolute Truth; his chief object in order, as he believed, to achieve
all others, was to extract from the various religious teachings, as from a many-chorded
instrument, one full and harmonius melody, which would find response in every truth-loving
heart.

Theosophy is, then, the archaic Wisdom-Religion, the esoteric doctrine once known in
every ancient country having claims to civilization. This “Wisdom” all the old writings
show us as an emanation of the divine Principle; and the clear comprehension of it is
typified in such names as the Indian Budha, the Babylonian Nebo, the Thoth of Memphis,
the Hermes of Greece; in the appelations, also, of some goddesses—Metis, Neitha, Athena,
the Gnostic Sophia, and finally—the Vedas, from the word “to know.” Under this
designation, all the ancient philosophers of the East and West, the Hierophants of old Egypt,
the Rishis of Aryavarta, the Theodidaktoi of Greece, included all knowledge of things occult
and essentially divine. The Mercavah of the Hebrew Rabbis, the secular and popular series,
were thus designated as only the vehicle, the outward shell which contained the higher
esoteric knowledge. The Magi of Zoroaster received instruction and were initiated in the



caves and secret lodges of Bactria; the Egyptian and Grecian
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hierophants had their aporrhéta, or secret discourses, during which the Mystés became an
Epoptés—a Seer.

The central idea of the Eclectic Theosophy was that of a single Supreme Essence,
Unknown and Unknowable—for—“How could one know the knower?” as enquires
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad. Their system was characterized by three distinct features: the
theory of the above-named Essence; the doctrine of the human soul—an emanation from the
latter, hence of the same nature; and its theurgy. It is this last science which has led the
Neo-Platonists to be so misrepresented in our era of materialistic science. Theurgy being
essentially the art of applying the divine powers of man to the subordination of the blind
forces of nature, its votaries were first termed magicians—a corruption of the word “Magh,”
signifying a wise, or learned man, and—derided. Skeptics of a century ago would have been
as wide of the mark if they had laughed at the idea of a phonograph or a telegraph. The
ridiculed and the “infidels” of one generation generally become the wise men and saints of
the next.

As regards the Divine Essence and the nature of the soul and spirit, modern Theosophy
believes now as ancient Theosophy did. The popular Diu of the Aryan nations was identical
with the /ao of the Chaldeans, and even with the Jupiter of the less learned and
philosophical among the Romans; and it was just as identical with the Jahve of the
Samaritans, the Tiu or “Tuisto” of the Northmen, the Duw of the Britons, and the Zeus of
the Thracians. As to the Absolute Essence, the One and All—whether we accept the Greek
Pythagorean, the Chaldean Kabalistic, or the Aryan philosophy in regard to it, it will all lead
to one and the same result. The Primeval Monad of the Pythagorean system, which retires
into darkness and is itself Darkness (for human intellect) was made the basis of all things;
and we can find the idea in all its integrity in the philosophical systems of Leibnitz and
Spinoza. Therefore, whether a Theosophist agrees with the Kabala which, speaking of
En-Soph, propounds the query: “Who, then, can comprehend It, since It is formless, and
Non-Existent?”—or,
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remembering that magnificent hymn from the Rig-Veda (Hymn 129th, Book 10th)—
enquires:

“Who knows from whence this great creation sprang?
Whether his will created or was mute.
He knows it—or perchance even He knows not.”



Or, again, accepts the Vedantic conception of Brahma, who in the Upanishads is
represented as “without life, without mind, pure,” unconscious, for—Brahma is “Absolute
Consciousness.” Or, even finally, siding with the Svabhavikas of Nepal, maintains that
nothing exists but “Svabhavat” (substance or nature) which exists by itself without any
creator—any one of the above conceptions can lead but to pure and absolute Theosophy.
That Theosophy which prompted such men as Hegel, Fichte and Spinoza to take up the
labours of the old Grecian philosophers and speculate upon the One Substance—the Deity,
the Divine All proceeding from the Divine Wisdom—incomprehensible, unknown, and
unnamed—Dby any ancient or modern religious philosophy, with the exception of Christianity
and Mohammedanism. Every Theosophist, then, holding to a theory of the Deity “which has
not revelation, but an inspiration of his own for its basis,” may accept any of the above
definitions or belong to any of these religions, and yet remain strictly within the boundaries
of Theosophy. For the latter is belief in the Deity as the ALL, the source of all existence, the
infinite that cannot be either comprehended or known, the universe alone revealing /¢, or, as
some prefer it, Him, thus giving a sex to that, to anthropomorphize which is blasphemy.
True, Theosophy shrinks from brutal materialization; it prefers believing that, from eternity
retired within itself, the Spirit of the Deity neither wills nor creates; but that, from the
infinite effulgency everywhere going forth from the Great Centre, that which produces all
visible and invisible things is but a Ray containing in itself the generative and conceptive
power, which, in its turn produces that which the Greeks called Macrocosm, the Kabalists
Tikkun or Adam Kadmon—the archetypal man, and the Aryans Purusha, the manifested
Brahm, or the Divine Male. Theosophy believes also in the Anastasis
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or continued existence, and in transmigration (evolution) or a series of changes in the soul*
which can be defended and explained on strict philosophical principles; and only by making
a distinction between Paramdtma (transcendental, supreme soul) and Jivdtma (animal, or
conscious soul) of the Vedantins.

To fully define Theosophy, we must consider it under all its aspects. The interior world
has not been hidden from all by impenetrable darkness. By that higher intuition acquired by
Theosophia—or God-knowledge, which carries the mind from the world of form into that of
formless spirit, man has been sometimes enabled in every age and every country to perceive
things in the interior or invisible world. Hence, the “Samadhi,” or Dyan Yog Samadhi, of the
Hindu ascetics; the “Daimonion-photi,” or spiritual illumination, of the Neo-Platonists; the
“Sidereal confabulation of souls,” of the Rosicrucians or Fire-philosophers; and, even the
ecstatic trance of mystics and of the modern mesmerists and spiritualists, are identical in
nature, though various as to manifestation. The search after man’s diviner “self,” so often
and so erroneously interpreted as individual communion with a personal God, was the object
of every mystic, and belief in its possibility seems to have been coéval with the genesis of
humanity—each people giving it another name. Thus Plato and Plotinus call “Noétic work™
that which the Yogis and the Srotriya term Vidya. “By reflection, self-knowledge and
intellectual discipline, the soul can be raised to the vision of eternal truth, goodness, and



beauty —that is, to the Vision of God—this is the epopteia,” said

*In a series of articles entitled “The World’s Great Theosophists,” we intend showing that from
Pythagoras, who got his wisdom in India, down to our best known modern philosophers, and
theosophists—David Hume, and Shelley, the English poet the Spiritists of France included—many believed
and yet believe in metempsychosis or reincarnation of the soul; however unelaborated the system of the
Spiritists may fairly be regarded.

[Such a series of articles was never written by H.P.B., although some of the material in The Theosophical
Glossary, published posthumously in 1892, has similarity to the general aim H.P.B. may have had in
view.—Compiler.]
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the Greeks. “To unite one’s soul to the Universal Soul,” says Porphyry, “requires but a
perfectly pure mind. Through self-contemplation, perfect chastity, and purity of body, we
may approach nearer to It, and receive, in that state, true knowledge and wonderful insight.”
And Swami Dayanund Saraswati, who has read neither Porphyry nor other Greek authors,
but who is a thorough Vedic scholar, says in his Veda-Bhdshya (upasana prakara ank.
9)—*“To obtain Diksha (highest initiations) and Yog, one has to practice according to the
rules . . . The soul in human body can perform the greatest wonders by knowing the
Universal Spirit (or God) and acquainting itself with the properties and qualities (occult) of
all the things in the universe. A human being (a Dikshita or initiate) can thus acquire a
power of seeing and hearing at great distances.” Finally, Alfred R. Wallace, F.R.S., a
spiritualist and yet a confessedly great naturalist, says, with brave candour: “It is ‘spirit’ that
alone feels, and perceives, and thinks—that acquires knowledge, and reasons and aspires . . .
there not unfrequently occur individuals so constituted that the spirit can perceive
independently of the corporeal organs of sense, or can, perhaps, wholly or partially, quit the
body for a time and return to it again . . . the spirit . . . communicates with spirit easier than
with matter.” We can now see how, after thousands of years have intervened between the
age of the Gymnosophists* and our own highly civilized era, notwithstanding, or, perhaps,
just because of, such an enlightenment which pours its radiant light upon the psychological
as well as upon the physical realms of nature, over twenty millions of people today believe,
under a different form, in those same spiritual powers that were believed in by the Yogins
and the Pythagoreans, nearly 3,000 years ago. Thus, while the Aryan mystic claimed for
himself the power of solving all the problems of life and death, when

*The reality of Yoga-powers was affirmed by many Greek and Roman writers, who call the Yogins Indian
Gymnosophists; by Strabo, Lucan, Plutarch, Cicero (Tuscul. Disp.), Pliny (Nat. Hist., V11, ii, 22), etc.
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he had once obtained the power of acting independently of his body, through the
Atman—*‘self,” or “soul”; and the old Greeks went in search of Afrmu—the Hidden one, or
the God-Soul of man, with the symbolical mirror of the Thesmophorian mysteries;—so the
spiritualists of today believe in the faculty of the spirits, or the souls of the disembodied
persons, to communicate visibly and tangibly with those they loved on earth. And all these,
Aryan Yogis, Greek philosophers, and modern spiritualists, affirm that possibility on the
ground that the embodied soul and its never embodied spirit—the real sel/f—are not
separated from either the Universal Soul or other spirits by space, but merely by the
differentiation of their qualities; as in the boundless expanse of the universe there can be no
limitation. And that when this difference is once removed—according to the Greeks and
Aryans by abstract contemplation, producing the temporary liberation of the imprisoned
Soul; and according to Spiritualists, through mediumship— such an union between
embodied and disembodied spirits becomes possible. Thus was it that Patafjali’s Yogis and,
following in their steps, Plotinus, Porphyry, and other Neo-Platonists, maintained that in
their hours of ecstasy, they had been united to, or rather become as one with, God, several
times during the course of their lives. This idea, erroneous as it may seem in its application
to the Universal Spirit, was, and is, claimed by too many great philosophers to be put aside
as entirely chimerical. In the case of the Theodidaktoi, the only controvertible point, the dark
spot on this philosophy of extreme mysticism, was its claim to include that which is simply
ecstatic illumination, under the head of sensuous perception. In the case of the Yogins, who
maintained their ability to see I[Iwara “face to face,” this claim was successfully
overthrown by the stern logic of Kapila. As to the similar assumption made for their Greek
followers, for a long array of Christian ecstatics, and, finally, for the last two claimants to
“God-seeing” within these last hundred years—Jacob Bohme and Swedenborg—this
pretension would and should have been philosophically and logically questioned, if a few of
our great men of science
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who are Spiritualists had had more interest in the philosophy than in the mere
phenomenalism of Spiritualism.

The Alexandrian Theosophists were divided into neophytes, initiates, and masters, or
hierophants; and their rules were copied from the ancient Mysteries of Orpheus, who,
according to Herodotus, brought them from India. Ammonius obligated his disciples by oath
not to divulge his higher doctrines, except to those who were proved thoroughly worthy and
initiated, and who had learned to regard the gods, the angels, and the demons of other
peoples, according to the esoteric hyponoia, or under-meaning. “The gods exist, but they are
not what the hoi polloi, the uneducated multitude, suppose them to be,” says Epicurus. “He
is not an atheist who denies the existence of the gods whom the multitude worship, but he is
such who fastens on these gods the opinions of the multitude.” In his turn, Aristotle declares
that of the “Divine Essence pervading the whole world of nature, what are styled the gods
are simply the first principles.”*

Plotinus, the pupil of the “God-taught” Ammonius, tells us, that the secret gnosis or the



knowledge of Theosophy, has three degrees—opinion, science, and i/lumination. “The
means or instrument of the first is sense, or perception; of the second, dialectics; of the third,
intuition. To the last, reason is subordinate; it is absolute knowledge, founded on the
identification of the mind with the object known.” Theosophy is the exact science of
psychology, so to say; it stands in relation to natural, uncultivated mediumship, as the
knowledge of a Tyndall stands to that of a school-boy in physics. It develops in man a direct
beholding; that which Schelling denominates “a realization of the identity of subject and
object in the individual; so that under the influence and knowledge of hyponoia man thinks
divine thoughts, views all things as they really are, and, finally, “becomes recipient of the
Soul of the World,” to use one of the finest expressions of Emerson. “I, the imperfect,

* [Vide Diogenes Laertius, Lives, X, 123, where the Greek word acebés means impious, irreverent,
ungodly, rather than “atheist”; and Aristotle, Metaphysics, Bk. XII, viii, p. 1074b.—Compiler.]
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adore my own Perfect”—he says in his superb Essay on The Over-Soul. Besides this
psychological, or soul-state, Theosophy cultivated every branch of sciences and arts. It was
thoroughly familiar with what is now commonly known as mesmerism. Practical theurgy or
“ceremonial magic,” so often resorted to in their exorcisms by the Roman Catholic
clergy—was discarded by the Theosophists. It is but [amblichus alone who, transcending the
other Eclectics, added to Theosophy the doctrine of Theurgy. When ignorant of the true
meaning of the esoteric divine symbols of nature, man is apt to miscalculate the powers of
his soul, and, instead of communing spiritually and mentally with the higher, celestial
beings, the good spirits (the gods of the theurgists of the Platonic school), he will
unconsciously call forth the evil, dark powers which lurk around humanity—the undying,
grim creations of human crimes and vices—and thus fall from theurgia (white magic) into
goétia (or black magic, sorcery). Yet, neither white, nor black magic are what popular
superstition understands by the terms. The possibility of “raising spirits” according to the key
of Solomon, is the height of superstition and ignorance. Purity of deed and thought can alone
raise us to an intercourse “with the gods” and attain for us the goal we desire. Alchemy,
believed by so many to have been a spiritual philosophy as well as a physical science,
belonged to the teachings of the theosophical school.

It is a noticeable fact that neither Zoroaster, Buddha, Orpheus, Pythagoras, Confucius,
Socrates, nor Ammonius Saccas, committed anything to writing. The reason for it is
obvious. Theosophy is a double-edged weapon and unfit for the ignorant or the selfish. Like
every ancient philosophy it has its votaries among the moderns; but, until late in our own
days, its disciples were few in numbers, and of the most various sects and opinions.
“Entirely speculative, and founding no schools, they have still exercised a silent influence
upon philosophy; and, no doubt, when the time arrives, many ideas thus silently propounded
may yet give new directions to human thought”—remarks Mr. Kenneth R. H. MacKenzie
IX°. .. himself a mystic and a
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Theosophist, in his large and valuable work, The Royal Masonic Cyclopaedia (articles
“Theosophical Society of New York™ and “Theosophy,” p. 731).* Since the days of the
fire-philosophers, they had never formed themselves into societies, for, tracked like wild
beasts by the Christian clergy, to be known as a Theosophist often amounted, hardly a
century ago, to a death warrant. The statistics show that, during a period of 150 years, no
less than 90,000 men and women were burned in Europe for alleged witchcraft. In Great
Britain only, from A.D. 1640 to 1660, but twenty years, 3,000 persons were put to death for
compact with the “Devil.” It was but late in the present century—in 1875—that some
progressed mystics and spiritualists, unsatisfied with the theories and explanations of
Spiritualism, started by its votaries, and finding that they were far from covering the whole
ground of the wide range of phenomena, formed at New York, America, an association
which is now widely known as the Theosophical Society. And now, having explained what
is Theosophy, we will, in a separate article, explain what is the nature of our society, which
is also called the “Universal Brotherhood of Humanity.”

* The Royal Masonic Cyclopaedia of History, Rites, Symbolism and Biography. Edited by Kenneth R. H.
MacKenzie IX° (Cryptonymus), Hon. Member of the Canongate Kilwinning Lodge, No. 2, Scotland. New
York, J. W. Bouton, 706 Broadway, 1877.
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The Founders moved into this residence at the end of 1880.
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WHAT ARE THE THEOSOPHISTS?
[The Theosophist, Vol. 1, No. 1, October, 1879, pp. 5-7]

Are they what they claim to be—students of natural law, of ancient and modern
philosophy, and even of exact science? Are they Deists, Atheists, Socialists,
Materialists, or Idealists; or are they but a schism of modern Spiritualism—mere
visionaries? Are they entitled to any consideration, as capable of discussing philosophy
and promoting real science; or should they be treated with the compassionate toleration
which one gives to “harmless enthusiasts”? The Theosophical Society has been
variously charged with a belief in “miracles,” and “miracle-working”; with a secret
political object—Iike the Carbonari; with being spies of an autocratic Czar; with
preaching socialistic and nihilistic doctrines; and, mirabile dictu, with having a covert
understanding with the French Jesuits, to disrupt modern Spiritualism for a pecuniary
consideration! With equal violence they have been denounced as dreamers, by the
American Positivists; as fetish-worshippers, by some of the New York press; as
revivalists of “mouldy superstitions,” by the Spiritualists; as infidel emissaries of
Satan, by the Christian Church; as the very types of “gobe-mouche,” by Professor W.
B. Carpenter, F.R.S.; and finally, and most absurdly, some Hindu opponents, with a
view to lessening their influence, have flatly charged them with the employment of
demons to perform certain phenomena. Out of all this potter of opinions, one fact
stands conspicuous—the Society, its members, and their views, are deemed of enough
importance to be discussed and denounced: Men slander only those whom they
hate—or fear.
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But, if the Society has had its enemies and traducers, it has also had its friends and
advocates. For every word of censure, there has been a word of praise. Beginning with
a party of about a dozen earnest men and women, a month later its numbers had so
increased as to necessitate the hiring of a public hall for its meetings; within two years,
it had working branches in European countries. Still later, it found itself in alliance
with the Indian Arya Samaj, headed by the learned Pandit Dayanund Saraswati Swami,
and the Ceylonese Buddhists, under the erudite H. Sumangala, High Priest of Adam’s
Peak and President of the Widyodaya College, Colombo.

He who would seriously attempt to fathom the psychological sciences, must come



to the sacred land of ancient Aryavarta. None is older than she in esoteric wisdom and
civilization, however fallen may be her poor shadow—modern India. Holding this
country, as we do, for the fruitful hot-bed whence proceeded all subsequent
philosophical systems, to this source of all psychology and philosophy a portion of our
Society has come to learn its ancient wisdom and ask for the impartation of its weird
secrets. Philology has made too much progress to require at this late day a
demonstration of this fact of the primogenitive nationality of Aryavarta. The unproved
and prejudiced hypothesis of modern Chronology is not worthy of a moment’s thought,
and it will vanish in time like so many other unproved hypotheses. The line of
philosophical heredity, from Kapila through Epicurus to James Mill; from Patafijali
through Plotinus to Jacob Béhme, can be traced like the course of a river through a
landscape. One of the objects of the Society’s organization was to examine the too
transcendent views of the Spiritualists in regard to the powers of disembodied spirits;
and, having told them what, in our opinion at least