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THERE is no escape, even through death, from the supreme necessity of self-
conquest. — Japanese Buddhist Teaching

WHAT IS “MATTER?” by H. T. Edge, B. A. (Cantab.), M. A.
MATTER CONFUSED WITH INERTIA

Lo N “IS Matter Indestructible?” is the title of an article by
ig“ﬂ:‘* g H. Stanley Redgrove, 8. sc. (Lond.), . c. s., iIn Know-
R y g

24\ e !
\ "" b",:"g ledge (London, August 1912). The. writer shows that
I\ A2 the familiar statement that matter is indestructible is
D misleading; only by an illegitimate identification of

the meaning of the word “ matter "’ with that of the word “ inertia ”
can the statement be regarded as valid, and then only in a limited
sense. It is,in fact, an instance of a dogma. Dogmas are not peculiar
to theology, all branches of thought being liable to them. But the
writer acquits the scientific authorities of today of accepting this par-
ticular dogma and accredits the wrong belief to the multitude. The
multitude inherits the cast-off ideas of bygone generations of authori-
ties, just as fashions in clothing are handed down. Many of the scien-
tific text-books are largely responsible, as our writer points out, by
their loose statements, for such false popular impressions as the above.
When we perform the experiment of burning a candle and collect-
ing the products, or any other experiment intended to prove the alleged
indestructibility of matter, we arrive at our conclusions by a process
of weighing. But the weights of bodies are proportional to their iner-
tias; hence all that the experiments warrant us in declaring is that
inertia is indestructible, or that the quantity of inertia in the system
remains constant throughout the experiment, or that inertia is unaf-
fected by chemical action. In short, we may enunciate a doctrine of
the “ conservation of inertia.” But to substitute the word ““ matter ”
and say that matter is indestructible is not warrantable, unless we
are using the word “ matter ” as equivalent to the word “ inertia.”




220 THE THEOSOPHICAL PATH

The writer proceeds to consider the propriety of thus using the
word “ matter.” He mentions two uses of the word as prevalent
among the scientific philosophers. First:

By a certain school of metaphysicians, who may be termed materialists, the
word “matter ” is used to denote a hypothetical thing-in-itself, a “ substance ”
supposed to underlie all the phenomena of the physical universe. This meta-
physical use of the word at once places it outside the domain of pure science,
since science is only concerned with phenomena as such.

Next, a less speculative school uses the word “ matter ”

To connote the fact or, perhaps we should say, law that certain phenomena
(the so-called “ properties of matter ), are always found grouped together so as
to form a complex, which may be termed a “ material body.”

This makes the word signify a mere mental category or abstrac-
tion, and the writer thinks that it is now becoming more realized that
the word ought to be used with some such non-metaphysical meaning
as this. Inertia is only one of the properties grouped under the generic
name ““ matter ”’; and there is no valid reason for identifying matter
with that particular property rather than with any one other of the
properties (e.g. spatial extension).

INERTIA A VARIABLE QUANTITY

But now we pass on to a further consideration. The doctrine, even
as thus amended, is no longer found to be true; that is, it is true within
certain limits only, and these limits have been passed by recent re-
search. The doctrine of the conservation of inertia is found to hold
good — at least with sufficient accuracy for all practical purposes —
within the limits of what is defined as chemical action. But it no
longer holds good when we come to the recent refinements in electrical
investigation.

Professor Sir J. J. Thomson has proved mathematically that an electrically
charged particle in motion possesses inertia in virtue of this motion, and that if
its velocity is sufficiently high, an increase in the velocity produces a considerable
increase in its inertia. ‘This has been experimentally verified by Kaufmann, who
measured the inertias and velocities of the small particles emitted by the disrup-
tion of the atoms of radium. He found that the greater the velocities of these
particles the greater were their inertias.

From this it follows that if matter and inertia mean the same
thing, we can create or destroy matter by means of a positive or nega-
tive acceleration. Arriving at this result, the writer concludes that
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It is evident, therefore, that, at the best, the doctrine of the indestructibility
of matter is a pure hypothesis, entirely unsupported by scientific evidence: indeed,
so far as we can see, contradicted thereby. This fact is very generally recog-
nized by physicists nowadays, but many people still believe that the doctrine of
the indestructibility of matter is a law of the highest scientific importance, sup-
ported by the most convincing evidence.

We are now brought to the conclusion that inertia itself, hitherto
accepted as an irresolvable and inalienable quality in matter, is a vari-
able property; and if we are not content to consider matter as merely
a complex of properties, but seek to know its essence, then we have
to go back behind inertia to find the invariable substratum upon which
inertia is grafted. If we say that inertia is a function of acceleration,
then what is acceleration? If force is a product of acceleration and
inertia, and inertia is a function of acceleration, then force has no
longer two components but only one, and we must try to form a notion
of force without mass. Our dynamic conceptions become reduced to
a system of mutually opposing forces, inertia being simply a more
passive kind of force opposed to the more active kind. So we are
thrown back on the old difficulty of defining “ motion.”

NOUMENA AND PHENOMENA — AND ABSTRACTIONS

It appears that however we may carp at the above-mentioned meta-
physical materialists for believing in matter as a hypothetical thing-
in-itself, a substance underlying all physical phenomena, we do need
such a conception. Possibly a man pluming himself on his practicality
and freedom from metaphysics would seek to replace the hypothetical
conception by an observed fact. But that will never solve the real
question at issue; that fact, if discovered, will obviously stand as
much in need of explanation as do the present facts. In short, so long
as the human mind persists in peering behind phenomena in search of
their cause it will never in the phenomenal world reach the end of its
quest; there will always be something else behind. Behind phenom-
ena stand noumena. This is not a dogma — merely a statement of the
inevitable conditions of thought.

I, therefore, we are to use the word ‘‘ matter,” as suggested by
the writer, to connote a complex of phenomena, we need some other
word to denote that fundamental substratum of the physical world
of which we fain must be in search. For the practical man will not
be content to build his philosophy on a foundation of abstractions,
whether materialistic, monistic, hylo-idealistic, or what not. This

b
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leads to another point. Certain acute thinkers, in criticising the
philosophy of modern science, have demonstrated, and rightly enough,
that many of the terms which that philosophy has often used as though
they stood for realities actually denote mere abstractions; thus force
and atoms are found on analysis to be concepts. But these critics
have gone too far. If “force,” as understood in scientific philosophy,
reduces to an abstraction, this does not mean that force is non-exist-
ent; nor, though the scientific “ atom ” can be shown to be an abstrac-
tion, are we thereby justified in asserting that there is no such thing
as an atom. We must not escape from one kind of delusion to fall
into another. “ Spirit” can be made into a vague abstraction just as
well as “matter ”; and we may be just as vague and visionary under
the name of spiritists as under that of materialists. Hence writers
who, like H. P. Blavatsky, undertake to set forth the ideas of ancient
science upon such subjects, are careful to distinguish between the
meaning to be assigned to the words “ force,” ““ atom,” etc., as used
by modern science and as used in the explanation of ancient science.
Over and over again H. P. Blavatsky insists that ancient science
believes in the existence of actual living Beings as the causes behind
all natural phenomena; and shows that no other conclusion is possible
if we are to avoid positing abstractions instead of entities.

PHYSICS AND METAPHYSICS

Hinging closely upon this point is that concerned with the meaning
of the word “ metaphysics.” The proper use of the word is to denote
a branch of science that deals with actual phenomena lying beyond,
or not included in, the department of physics. The essential point is
that metaphysics, thus defined, is as real and legitimate a branch of
science as is physics. The wrong use of the word is to denote a vague
excursion into the wilderness of loose and illogical speculation, where
phantasies of the mind are mistaken for actualities. The word, as
thus defined, applies about equally well to physicists as to other classes
of speculators; it all depends on the extent to which they deceive
themselves by the said fallacies. In considering the dictionary defini-
tion of metaphysics, or what may be regarded as the orthodox use
of the word, we may say that any branch of inquiry thus denoted is
more or less a true science according as it deals with actualities or
fancies.

Real metaphysics, then, as understood by Theosophical writers,
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means a science of actualities, but of actualities that lie beyond the
limits of sensory perception and hence do not come within the depart-
ment of physical science. And surely this is a branch of science that
needs to be studied. We can never, within the self-imposed limits of
physical science, reach that finality which our minds desire. If our
minds did not desire it, we might rest content with not reaching final-
ity; but not thus are our minds constituted; and, failing to find
finality in the phenomenal world, people will inevitably invent abstrac-
tions to take the place of the needful but missing realities, and so
impose upon us what might be called scientific theology. Of this char-
acter are the various schools of thought called by such names as
Monism, Hylo-Idealism, Materialism, Animism, and what-not.

There must be a fundamental unit in the physical world, a sub-
stratum to all those phenomena which, when grouped together, we
call “matter ” or “the physical world.” We see now that inertia is
not that rudiment but only one of its qualities; even force is but a
mode of it. If it is to be (as demanded by the hypothesis) the basis
of physical properties, it must in itself be devoid of those qualities and
hence undetectable by physical means. This brings us to the confines of
physics, and in order to pursue the inquiry farther we can do one of
two things: speculate and create some system of belief; or examine
farther. To do the latter means that we must now employ instruments
other than the physical senses.

At this point we shall doubtless be told that we have entered the
domain of transcendentalism and are preaching a system of Theoso-
phy, which is indeed the case, but we do not intend to be knocked down
by a name. The fact remains that people must either be content to
remain ignorant or else must enter this domain; for the key to the
sensuous world is in the supersensuous worlds; and this statement
again is no dogma.

Occult Science, as said by H. P. Blavatsky, recognized these facts
boldly and grappled with the problem of knowledge, holding that
nothing which man, in his imagination, can aspire to lies beyond the
reach of his possible attainment. This doctrine she preached in our
day, issuing, however, a warning that the folly of man would give
rise to many perversions of the teaching. This is fulfilled in the pres-
ent-day vogue of pseudo “ occultism,” “ psychism,” and all the other
crank theories and fads which bring unmerited discredit on Theoso-
phy and cheat anxious inquirers out of the true goal of their aspira-
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tions. But the truth must prevail as long as the heart of man remains
faithful to it; and these mists, raised by the first rays of the sun on
an earth damp with the dews of night, will clear away. It will be-
come possible for man to study intelligently the mysteries of his own
nature and the mysteries of supersensuous nature in the world at
large, without wandering into these bypaths of folly.

LIVING ATOMS

On the subject of atoms the following quotations may be found
helpful:

Every elemental atom, in search of which more than one Chemist has followed
the path indicated by the Alchemists, is, in their firm belief (when not knowledge),
a souL; not necessarily a disembodied soul, but a jivae, as the Ilindis call it,
a center of POTENTIAL VITALITY, with latent intelligence in it. . . .

Modern physics, while borrowing from the ancients their atomic theory,
forgot one point, the most important of the doctrine; hence they got only the
husks and will never be able to get at the kernel. They left behind, in the adop-
tion of physical atoms, the suggestive fact that from Anaxagoras down to Epi-
curus, the Roman Lucretius, and finally even to Galileo, all those Philosophers
believed more or less in ANIMATED atoms, not in invisible specks of so-called
“brute ” matter.—The Secret Doctrine (H. P. Blavatsky), Vol. I, pp. 567, 568

. . . The ancient Initiates, who were followed more or less closely by all pro-
fane antiquity, meant by the term “arom,” a Soul, a Genius or Angel.—Ibid., p. 569

It may be pointed out in connexion with the above that recent
researches have tended to replace the older-fashioned atom by a center
of living force in the shape of the electron which is often defined as
a particle of electricity.

Science has directed its attention towards the regions of inter-
planetary space where it is surmised matter may be in a state of evolu-
tion, not having yet reached the stage of matter as we find it on this
globe. And following along the lines laid down in The Secret Doc-
trine, science has speculated as to whether comets may not be com-
posed of some such inchoate matter. Cometary matter 1s described in
The Secret Doctrine as being entirely different from the matter on our
earth. Again, science has to fill space with an ether, yet is strangely
surprised to find that this ether refuses to accommodate itself to the
conditions required of matter — though this is hardly to be wondered
at if ether is not matter. Do the roots of physical matter exist in
interplanetary space, devoid of all recognizable (by our physical
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senses) properties? And is it true that comets play a part in the
building up or evolving of this rudimentary matter into stuff fit for
the making of planets?

The living being is destined to take the place of those two abstrac-
tions, scientific “ force” and “ matter ” (inertia or mass); for thus
only can we escape from an interminable chain of abstractions. The
one unassailable fact in our own lives is our own conscious existence;
for, this article not being written for Bedlam, it 1s assumed that no
reader will begin by denying his own existence. This then should be
the starting-point of our philosophy. From it we infer the existence
of other beings, our fellow men, the animals, the plants. The ancient
Science declares that the whole world is made up of living beings, and
the progress of modern science tends ever towards the confirmation of
that statement.

THE SCIENCE OF LIFE AND ITS REQUIREMENTS

A final word as to the practical side of this question, which involves
a consideration of the real purpose of science. In truth there is but
one Science, and it may be defined as the Science of Life; and all
lesser sciences, which are but branches of this one Science, approxi-
mate the more closely to it as we fathom them more deeply. In pass-
ing beyond the customary restricted sphere of modern physics and
chemistry, in our search for the origins of matter and force, we have
reached a point where science becomes an inseparable part of the great
Science of Life. Nature can no longer be studied as though it were
external to man and separate from him. We have now to study our
own faculties in search of those subtler channels of knowledge through
which we may know the subtler aspects of nature. In short, science
has become a question of self-knowledge, self-development. Our own
nature is the most marvelous chemical and physical laboratory we
can find; in it we see force and matter at work. Let us learn to know
it and to master it, so that we may not fail in observing those condi-
tions of integrity which always guard the gates of knowledge.
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HIDDEN LESSONS IN SHAKESPEARE:
by Kenneth Morris
I

ET the stage manager concentrate his attention and that of his
audience on the things seen which are temporal, and stich a play
is robbed of half its majesty and all its significance. But let
him . . . raise the action from the merely material to the psy-
chological, and render audible to the ears of the soul if not of
<] the body ““the solemn uninterrupted whisperings of man and
his destiny,” point out “the uncertain dolorous footsteps of the being as he
approaches or wanders from, his truth, his beauty, or his God,” and show how,
underyling King Lear, Macbeth, and Hamlet, is “ the murmur of Eternity on
the horizon,” and he will be fulfilling the poet’s intention instead of turning his
majestic spirits into sepulchral-voiced gentlemen with whitened faces and robes
of gauze.

Now the above, we take it, is a very beautifully worded expression
of a profound artistic truth; but when we find such a gloss put upon
it as a certain journalist puts in the following sentence:

The play, in short, should make man realize that he is an embodied ghost in
the presence of ghosts not embodied, more potent, more masterful than he —

we begin to feel that it is time to exercise a little caution.

Some one wrote an essay on Hamlet, and devoted the bulk of it to
proving that Shakespeare, like himself, was a spiritualist. He did not
see that thus he had only succeeded in proving himself, at least, a very
thorough-paced materialist, one insisting upon the letter and letting
the spirit go. That almost goes without saying. It does not matter
to us, and it did not matter to Shakespeare, what views might be held
on this matter or that. For example, in some of the plays the whole
machinery of old Paganism is taken for granted; in others, the whole
machinery of medieval Christianity. It is profitless to assign dogmas
to Shakespeare on the strength of the scheme of things made use of
in this drama or that; because he makes use of whatever scheme of
things is suitable to the local color of the play in hand.

He had to say his mighty say, and proclaim the things that are true
in all ages. Men may be Buddhist, Christian, or Muslim, Jews, Turks,
Infidels, or Heretics; but still the Law works. Truth and art stand
superior to all religion and all creeds; and so with the artist there may
be this set of personal beliefs or that; but the moment he ascends into
the real region of art, those beliefs are lost sight of, and he handles
the eternal verities.

Half the world is worried that we can get no clue to Shakespeare
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the man. We deny his existence; we prove that he was Bacon; we
write biographies of him, mainly relying on imagination for our facts.
What is not sufficiently realized is that this very illusiveness is what
makes him so uniquely great. Impersonality is the secret of him;
“ self-emptiness,” as the Chinese say. “ Cursed be the man that moves
my bones,” says Shakespeare from his tomb; in other words simply,
Let my personality be; that which is of account came not from it, but
from universal and spiritual sowrces.

He could take any belief, any system, and twist the paraphernalia
of it into a symbol for world-wide stable truth. No religion specific-
ally denies such facts as that the nature of man is dual, good and
evil; that he may follow the evil side of him to destruction, or the
bright side to high summits of being; that “ whatsoever a man sow-
eth, that also shall he reap.” The trouble is that most religions have
skilfully overlaid these truths with a tangle of dogmatic perversities,
so that they remain concealed and forgotten. But if a man might pro-
claim them so the truth of them should “ bite,” as we say; should lay
hold upon the minds of men, and force itself insistently into memory
— that man would be among the teachers and benefactors of the race.

Shakespeare certainly did that. He does not care whether it is Jove
that is wielding the thunderbolts, or whether they fall driven by no
visible or ascribed hand; fall they shall, it is certain, to smite, not the
unbeliever, but the unrighteous. It is true, indeed, that he showed a
certain leaning to Pagan symbology, rather than Christian; he does
bring in Pagan Gods as agents in the working of his plots, but not ever,
I think, a Christian angel or saint. But that was, one may say, because
paganism lends itself more readily to the uses of the symbolic treat-
ment of realities. It was more lifted out of the field of dogma, pre-
sented a more dispassionate, impersonal arena; and so there was and
is more chance of Truth striking home through it. So Shakespeare
the Artist, either with or without the conscious design of Shakespeare
the personality, used it more often and more intrinsically in the struc-
ture of his plays than he used the Christian scheme. But that does
not prove that Shakespeare believed in Juno, Iris, Jove, Ceres, etc., in
the old exoteric pagan way. No doubt he went to church and con-
formed outwardly to the religion of his day. Indeed, had he not done
so, the results might have been unpleasant for him. Tt does not matter.
What of Truth there is in a man will live after him; it will shout
through all his acts and writings, a voice not to be silenced, a light
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unquenchable; his creed, on the other hand, is “ oft interred with his
bones.”

Not that we can believe that even the man Shakespeare was much
hampered with such a thing as a creed; he could put by and rise above
it too easily, if it existed at all, for it to have sat otherwise than very
lightly upon him. But what we are concerned with is not the creed of
him, but the manner in which he handled any creed or material for the
purpose of symbolizing his teachings.

“'The solemn uninterrupted whisperings of man and his destiny ”:
but if Shakespeare proclaims one thing with no shadow of uncertainty,
it is that that destiny is made by man himself. All its ministrants are
the reflections of man’s own acts and character; the spirits of good
and evil are whisperings within his own mind. FEternity does “ mur-
mur on the horizon ”; this deep eternal truth of Karma sounds for-
ever through the tragedics, like the sea-sound in a shell. Nothing
could be farther from the spirit of this man and his work than the
clammy atmosphere of Spookology. Which of his characters was the
victim or creature of any other power, except in so far as some inter-
nal weakness made him so? Certainly not the hero of any play, not
one of those archetypal figures that represent embodied Man. Rash
and ungovernable Lear, without any fixed anchorage or stedfast point
within his being, comes to no harm until he has deliberately given
himself up into the power of his own evil progeny. Here Shakespeare
uses no ghost or ““supernatural ” figure; but Regan, Goneril, and
Cordelia serve him in the same stead as the spirits in certain other
plays. They stand for the principles of good and evil; they are the
children of ILear, the fruitage of his own acts, the accumulations of
his own history. The “ Moment of Choice ” having come for him, he
has to choose in accordance with his character — rashly, seizing the
seeming sweetness of the moment; turning from the stern honorable
words of Cordelia, who is symbol of the Higher Life; and flinging
himself upon the greater promise of ease, delight, and honor held
forth by the life of the personality and senses, Regan and Goneril.
Says the Bhagavad-Gita:

Those who thus desire riches and enjoyment have no certainty of soul and
least hold on meditation.

And again:

The uncontrolled heart, following the dictates of the moving passions, snatch-
eth away his spiritual knowledge, as the storm the bark upon the raging ocean.
















































































































































