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A KEY TO THE ENIGMAS OF THE WORLD



And sware . . . that there should be time no longer.
Revelation 10: 6

That ye, being rooted and grounded in love, may be able to comprehend with all
saints what is the breadth, the length, the depth and the height.
St Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians 3: 17, 18
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FOREWORD

Tertium Organum, the first of Ouspensky's major works, was originally
published in 1912 in St. Petersburg, and a second revised edition appeared
four years later in Petrograd. Nicholas Bessaraboff brought a copy of the
second edition with him when he emigrated to the United States before the
Russian Revolution of March 1917. The book was translated into English by
Nicholas Bessaraboff and Claude Bragdon and published by Bragdon's
Manas Press in 1920. At that time no one in the United States knew whether
Ouspensky had survived the First World War, the Russian Revolution of
March 1917, or the Bolshevik seizure of power later that year. In fact,
Ouspensky had decided to leave Russia for a neutral country in 1916, but
instead he travelled south to join Gurdjieff for a while. In 1920 Ouspensky
made his way from Ekaterinodar and Rostov-on-Don to Odessa and thence to
Constantinople, where he received the news that Tertium Organum had been
translated into English and published in America by Bessaraboff and
Bragdon. On his way back to Russia from India and Ceylon in the autumn of
1914 after the outbreak of the First World War, his roundabout route had
taken him first to London where he had made arrangements for the
publication of his books when the war was over. But six years later when he
found that Tertium Organum had already been translated and published in the
United States, he accepted the situation and wrote a preface for the second
American edition published by Alfred A. Knopf Inc. in 1922.

In August 1921 Ouspensky moved to London and for the next twenty years
worked with a number of his students on the English translations of A New
Model of the Universe, Fragments of an Unknown Teaching (the working
title of In Search of the Miraculous), Strange Life of Ivan Osokin and Tertium
Organum. The translation of Tertium Organum was undertaken by Madame
E. Kadloubovsky, from the second Russian edition, and a substantial part was
approved by the author. In 1947, at the time of his death, the translation was
incomplete but Mme Kadloubovsky decided to finish it, having already
received careful directions from the author. The new translation was first
lithographed in Cape Town, South Africa, in an edition of only twenty-one
copies by Fairfax Hall at his private press, the Stourton Press. Later in 1961,
an abridged version was hand-set -



with the help of students interested in Ouspensky's ideas - in the ten-point
type designed for the press by Eric Gill. Neither this edition of one hundred
copies nor the earlier edition were offered for sale.

The continued interest in Ouspensky's work was demonstrated in 1978 by
the establishment of the P. D. Ouspensky Memorial Collection in the
Archives and Manuscripts Department of Yale University Library, and it was
felt that this was therefore a timely moment to offer the complete revised
translation to the general public.



CHAPTER 1

What do we know and what do we not know? Our known data and our unknown data.
Unknown quantities taken as known quantities. Matter and motion. What does
positivist philosophy arrive at? Identity of the unknown quantities: x =y, y = x. What
do we actually know? The existence of consciousness in us and of the world outside
us. Dualism or monism? Subjective and objective cognition. Where do the causes of
sensations lie? Kant's system. Time and space. Mach's observation. What the physicist
actually works with.

Learn to discern the real from the false.
The Voice of the Silence, H.P.B.

The most difficult thing is to know what we do know and what we do not
know.

Therefore, if we wish to know something, we must first of all establish
what we accept as data, and what we consider requires definition and proof,
that is, we must determine what we know already, and what we wish to know.

In relation to our cognition of the world and of ourselves the conditions
would be ideal if it were possible to accept nothing as data and regard
everything as requiring definition and proof. In other words, it would be best
to assume that we know nothing, and take this as our starting point.

Unfortunately, however, it is impossible to create such conditions.
Something has to be laid down as a foundation, something must be accepted
as known; otherwise we shall be constantly forced to define one unknown by
means of another.

On the other hand, we must be chary of accepting as known - as data [
things that, actually, are completely unknown and merely presupposed - the
sought for. We have to be careful not to find ourselves in the position
occupied by positivist philosophy in the nineteenth century. For a long time
the basis of this philosophy was the recognition of the existence of matter
(materialism); and later, of energy, i.e. force or motion (energetics), although
in actual fact matter and motion always remained the unknown quantities, x
and y, and were always denned by means of one another.



It is perfectly clear that it is impossible to accept the thing sought for as the
thing known; and that we cannot define one unknown by means of another
unknown. The result is nothing but the identity of two unknowns: x =y, y =
X.

It is precisely this identity of unknown quantities which represents the
ultimate conclusion arrived at by positivist philosophy.

Matter is that in which the changes called motion take place: and motion
is those changes which take place in matter.

What then do we know?

We know that, from the very first step towards cognition, a man is struck
by two obvious facts: The existence of the world in which he lives', and the
existence of consciousness in himself.

Neither the one nor the other can he prove or disprove, but both of them are
facts for him, they are reality.

One may speculate about the mutual relationship of these two facts. One
may attempt to reduce them to one, that is, to regard the psychological or
inner world as a part, or a function, or a reflection of the outer world, or look
upon the outer world as a part, or a function, or a reflection of the inner
world. But this would mean a digression from facts, and all such concepts
would not be self-evident for an ordinary, non-speculative view of the world
and of oneself. On the contrary, the only fact that remains self-evident is the
antithesis of our inner life and the external world.

Later, we shall return to this fundamental proposition. But meanwhile we
have no grounds for arguing against the obvious fact of our own existence [
that is, the existence of our inner life - and the existence of the external world
in which we live. This, therefore, we must accept as data.

But this is all we have the right to accept as data. All the rest requires proof
of its existence and definition on the basis of these two data we already
possess.

Space with its extension; time, with the idea of before, now and afier,
quantity, mass, materiality; number, equality, inequality;

identity and difference; cause and effect; ether, atoms, electrons, energy, life,
death - all that is laid down as the basis of our usual knowledge, all these, are
unknown quantities.

The direct outcome of these two fundamental data - the existence in us of a
psychological life, i.e. sensations, representations, concepts, thinking, feeling,
desires and so on, and the existence of the world outside us - is a division of
everything we know into subjective and objective, a division perfectly clear to
our ordinary perception.



Everything we take to be the properties of the world, we call objective, and
everything we take as properties of our inner life, we call subjective.

The 'subjective world' we perceive directly; it is in us; we are one with it.

The 'objective world' we represent to ourselves as existing outside of us,
apart from us as it were, and we take it to be exactly or approximately such as
we see it. We and it are different things. It seems to us that if we close our
eyes, the objective world will continue to exist, just as we saw it, and that, if
our inner life, our subjective world, were to disappear, the objective world
would go on existing as it existed when we, with our subjective world, were
not there.

Our relation to the objective world is most clearly denned by the fact that
we perceive it as existing in time and in space and cannot perceive it or
represent it to ourselves apart from these conditions. Usually, we say that the
objective world consists of things and phenomena, i.e. of things and of
changes in the state of things. A phenomenon exists for us in time, a thing
exists in space.

But such a division of the world into subjective and objective does not
satisfy us.

By means of reasoning we can establish that, actually, we only know our
own sensations, representations and concepts, and that we perceive the
objective world by projecting outside of ourselves the presumed causes of our
sensations.

Further, we find that our cognition of both the subjective and the objective
world may be true or false, correct or incorrect.

The criterion for determining the correctness or incorrectness of our
cognition of the subjective world is the form of relationship of one sensation
to others, and the force and character of the sensation itself. In other words,
the correctness of one sensation is verified by comparing it with another of
which we are more sure, or by the intensity and the taste of a given sensation.

The criterion for determining the correctness or incorrectness of our
cognition of the objective world is exactly the same. It seems to us that we
define things and phenomena of the objective world by means of comparing
them one with another; and we imagine that we discover the laws of their
existence apart from ourselves and our cognition of them. But this is an
illusion. We know nothing about things separately from ourselves’, and we
have no means of verifying the correctness or incorrectness of our cognition
of the objective world apart from sensations.



Since the remotest antiquity, the question of our relation to the true causes of our
sensations has been the main subject of philosophical research. Men have always felt
that they must find some solution of this question, some answer to it. These answers
alternated between two poles, between a complete denial of the causes themselves, and
the assertion that the causes of sensations lie in ourselves and not in anything external
and the admission that we know these causes, that they are contained in the phenomena
of the external world, that these very phenomena constitute the causes of sensations,
and that the cause of observable phenomena themselves lies in the movement of 'atoms'
and the vibrations of 'ether'. It was presumed that the only reason why we are unable to
observe these movements and vibrations is because we are lacking in sufficiently
powerful instruments, but that when such instruments become available we shall be
able to see the movement of atoms as clearly as, through powerful telescopes, we now
see stars whose very existence had never even been supposed.

In contemporary knowledge, a central position in this problem of the causes of
sensations is occupied by Kant's system, which does not share either of these extreme
views and holds a place midway between them. Kant established that our sensations
must have causes in the external world, but that we are unable, and shall never be able,
to perceive these causes by sensory means, i.e. by the means which serve us to perceive
phenomena.

Kant established the fact that everything perceived by the senses is perceived in time
and space, and that outside of time and space we can perceive nothing through the
senses, that time and space are the necessary conditions of sensory perception (i.e.
perception by means of sense-organs). And, above all, he established the fact that
extension in space and existence in time are not properties of things - inherent in them [
but merely properties of our sense-perception. This means that, in reality, apart from
our sensory perception of them, things exist independently of time and space; but we
can never sense them outside of time and space, and the very fact of perceiving things
and phenomena through the senses imposes on them the conditions of time and space,
since this is our form of representation.

Thus, by determining everything we know through our senses in terms of space and
time, they themselves are only forms of our perception, categories of our reason, the
prism through which we look at the world. In other words, space and time are not
properties of the world, but merely properties of our perception of the world by means
of sense-organs. Consequently, the world, taken apart from



our perception of it, has neither extension in space nor existence in time. It is
we who invest it with these properties when we sense and perceive it.

The representations of space and time arise in our mind on its contact with
the external world through the sense-organs, and they do not exist in the
external world apart from our contact with it.

Space and time are categories of our reason, i.e. properties which we
ascribe to the external world. They are only signposts, landmarks put up by
ourselves, for without them we cannot visualize the external world. They are
graphs by means of which we depict the world to ourselves. Projecting
outside of ourselves the causes of our sensations, we build up these causes in
space, and visualize continuous reality in the form of a series of consecutive
moments of time. We need this because a thing that has no extension in
space, does not occupy a certain part of space, and does not exist for a certain
length of time, does not exist for us at all. This means that a thing without
space, not placed in space, not taken in the category of space, will not differ
in any way from another thing; it will occupy the same place as that other
thing, will merge into it. In the same way, all phenomena taken without time,
i.e. not placed in time, not taken in one or another position from the
standpoint of before, now and after, will happen for us simultaneously,
blending with one another, as it were, and our weak reason will be unable to
disentangle the infinite variety of one moment.

Therefore, our consciousness segregates separate groups out of the chaos of
impressions, and we build, in space and time, representations of objects
which correspond to these groups of impressions.

We have got to divide things somehow, and we divide them according to
categories of space and time.

But we must remember that these divisions exist only in us, in our
perception of things, and not in the things themselves. We must not forget
that we neither know the true interrelation of things nor do we know real
things. All we know is their phantoms, their shadows, and we do not know
what relationship actually exists between them. At the same time we know
quite definitely that our division of things according to time and space in no
way corresponds to the division of things in themselves taken independently
of our perception of them;
and we also know quite definitely that if some sort of division does exist
between things in themselves, it can in no case be a division in terms of time
and space, as we usually understand these terms, because such a division is
not a property of the things but only of our perception of things acquired
through the sense-organs. Moreover,



we do not know if it is even possible to distinguish those divisions which we
see, 1.e. divisions according to space and time, when things are looked at, not
from the human point of view, not through human eyes. In other words, we
do not know whether, for a differently constituted organism, our world
would not present an entirely different picture.

We cannot picture things outside the categories of space and time, but we
constantly think of them outside of time and space.

When we say 'this table', we picture the table to ourselves in time and
space. But when we say 'an object made of wood', without meaning any
definite object, but speaking generally, it refers to all objects made of wood,
throughout the world and at all ages. An imaginative person might take it
that we speak of some great object made of wood, composed of all wooden
things that have ever existed anywhere and which represent, as it were, its
atoms.

Although we do not give a very clear account of this to ourselves,
generally, we think in time and space only by representations; but when we
think in concepts, we already think outside of time and space.

Kant called his view critical idealism, to distinguish it from dogmatic
idealism, as presented by Berkeley.

According to dogmatic idealism, the whole world - all things, i.e. the true
causes of sensations, have no existence except in our knowledge - they exist
only in as far as we know them. The whole world as we represent it is only a
reflection of ourselves.

Kant's idealism recognizes the existence of a world of causes outside of us,
but asserts that we cannot perceive this world through sense-perception, and
that, in general, everything we see is our own creation, the 'product of the
perceiving subject'.

Thus, according to Kant, everything we find in objects is put into them by
ourselves. We do not know what the world is like independently of
ourselves. Moreover, our conception of things has nothing in common with
the things as they are in themselves, apart from us. And, most important of
all, our ignorance of things in themselves is due not to our insufficient
knowledge, but to the fact that we are fotally unable to have a correct
knowledge of the world by means of sense-perception. To put it differently,
it is incorrect to say that, as yet, we know but little, but later we shall know
more and, in the end, shall arrive at a right understanding of the world; it is
incorrect because our experimental knowledge is not a azy representation of
the real world; it is a very vivid representation of an entirely



unreal world, arising around us at the moment of our contact with the world of true
causes, which we cannot reach because we have lost our way in the unreal 'material*
world. Thus, the expansion of objective knowledge brings us no nearer to the cognition
of things in themselves or of the true causes.

In A Critique of Pure Reason Kant says:

Nothing which is intuited in space is a thing in itself, and space is not a form which
belongs as a property to things; but objects are quite unknown to us in themselves,
and what we call outward objects arc nothing else but mere representations of our
sensibility, whose form is space, but whose real correlate, the thing in itself, is not
known by means of these representations, nor ever can be, but respecting which, in
experience, no inquiry is ever made. . . .

The things which we intuit are not in themselves the same as our representations
of them in intuition, nor are their relations in themselves so constituted as they
appear to us; and if we take away the subject, or even only the subjective
constitution of our senses in general, then not only the nature and relations of objects
in space and time, but even space and time themselves disappear. . . .

‘What may be the nature of objects considered as things in themselves and without
reference to the receptivity of our sensibility is quite unknown to us. We know
nothing more than our mode of perceiving them. . . . Supposing that we should carry
our empirical intuition [sensory perception] even to the very highest degree of
clearness, we should not thereby advance one step nearer to the knowledge of the
constitution of objects as things in themselves. . . .

To say, then, that all our sensibility is nothing but the confused representation of
things containing exclusively that which belongs to them as things in themselves,
and this under an accumulation of characteristic marks and partial representations
which we cannot distinguish in consciousness, is a falsification of the conception of
sensibility and phenomenization, which renders our whole doctrine thereof empty
and useless.

The difference between a confused and a clear representation is merely logical and
has nothing to do with content.*

Kant's propositions still remain in practically the same form in which he left them. In
spite of the profusion of new philosophical systems which appeared in the course of the
nineteenth century, and notwithstanding the great number of philosophers who
specially concerned themselves with commenting on and interpreting Kant's writings,
his main propositions have remained entirely undeveloped, mainly because most
people do not know how to read Kant and they

* Immanuel Kant, A Critique of Pure Reason, trans. J. M. D. Meiklejohn,
London, George Bell & Sons, 1878, pp. 28, 35, 36.



concentrate on the unimportant and non-essential, missing the important and
the essential.

Yet, in actual fact, Kant has merely put forward a question, thrown to the
world a problem which has to be solved, without indicating the way to the
solution.

This fact is usually overlooked when people speak of Kant. Kant put
forward the riddle, but gave no solution of it.

And to this day we repeat Kant's propositions, regarding them as
incontrovertible but actually, we have only a very vague idea of what they
mean. Nor are they connected with other spheres of our knowledge. The
whole of our positive science - physics, chemistry and biology - is based on
hypotheses contradictory to Kant's propositions.

We do not know in what manner we ourselves impose upon the world the
properties of space, i.e. extension; and we do not know in what manner the
world - earth, sea, trees, people - could not possess this extension.

We do not know how we can see and measure this extension if it does not
exist, or what the world can be like if it has no extension.

Does the world really exist? Or, as a logical deduction from Kant's ideas,
should we accept Berkeley's idea and deny the very existence of the world
except in our imagination?

Positivist philosophy adopts a very strange attitude to Kant's views. It both
accepts and does not accept them. To be more exact, it accepts them as
correct in relation to the direct experience of the sense-organs, in relation to
what we see, hear, touch. That is, positivist philosophy recognizes the
subjective character of our perception and admits that everything we perceive
in objects is imposed on them by ourselves. But this is only in relation to the
direct experience of sense-organs.

As regards ‘'scientific experience', where precise instruments and
calculations are used, positivist philosophy appears to consider Kant's view
erroneous and assumes that 'scientific experience' acquaints us with the very
substance of things, with the true causes of our sensations, or if it does not yet
do so, it brings us closer to this acquaintance and may succeed in doing so
later.

Contrary to Kant, the 'positivists' are convinced that 'a more clear
knowledge of phenomena acquaints them with things in themselves'. They
suppose that, by regarding physical phenomena as movements of ether, or of
electrons, or as electrical or magnetic influences, and by calculating these
movements, they become acquainted with the very essence of things, i.e. with
the causes of all phenomena. They believe



in the very thing the possibility of which Kant denied, namely in the comprehension of
the true essence of things through the study of phenomena. Moreover, many physicists
do not even consider it necessary to know Kant, and they would be unable to define
exactly in what relation they stand in regard to him. Yet, one may not know Kant but
one cannot ignore him. Every description of a physical phenomenon, by its every word,
refers in one or another way to the problem raised by Kant and stands in one or another
relationship to it.

Generally speaking, the position of 'science' as regards the question of the limits of
the subjectively imposed or the objectively perceived is more than precarious, and in
order to draw its conclusions 'science' is forced to accept a great many purely
hypothetical propositions as known and unquestionable data, requiring no proof.

In addition, physicists overlook one very interesting consideration advanced by
Mach in his book Contributions to the Analysis of the Sensations:

In the investigation of purely physical processes we generally employ concepts of so
abstract a character that as a rule we think only cursorily, or not at all, of the
sensations that lie at their base. ... [At the basis of all purely physical definitions lies]
an almost unending series of simple sensory observations (sensations), particularly if
we take into consideration the observations that assure the adjustment of the
apparatus, which may have been performed in part long before the actual experiment.
Now it can easily happen to the physicist who does not study the psychology of his
operations, that he does not (to reverse a well known saying) see the trees for the
wood, that he slurs over the sensory elements at the foundation of his work. . . .
Psychological analysis has taught us that this is not surprising, since the physicist
deals with sensations in al/ his work.*

Here Mach draws attention to a very important side of cognition. Physicists do not
consider it necessary to know psychology or to take it into account in their conclusions.

But when they are more or less acquainted with psychology, with that part of it
which deals with the forms of perception, and when they take it into account, there
results in them a most fantastic cleavage of opinions as in a man of orthodox beliefs
trying to reconcile the dogma of faith with the arguments of reason.

Or, it may even be worse. Deep down a physicist may feel the real worthlessness of
all these new and old scientific theories, but he is afraid to be left hanging in mid-air
with nothing but a negation. He has no system to take the place of the one whose falsity
he already

* Dr Ernst Mach, Contributions to the Analysis of the Sensations, trans. C. M.
Williams, Open Court Publishing Co., Chicago, 1897, pp. 191, 192, 193.



feels; he is afraid to make a leap into the void. And, lacking the courage to
admit openly that ke no longer believes in anything he continues to wear all
these contradictory theories, like some official uniform, for the sole reason
that this uniform is connected with rights and privileges, both inner and
outer, consisting of a certain assurance in himself and the surrounding world
which he has neither the strength nor the courage to renounce. An
'unbelieving positivist' is the tragic figure of modem times, similar to the
'atheist' or the 'unbelieving priest' of the times of Voltaire.

The same fear of a vacuum gives rise to all the dualistic theories which
accept 'spirit' and 'matter’ as different principles, co-existing but independent
of one another.

On the whole, the present state of our 'science' would be of great
psychological interest to an unbiased observer. In all the domains of
scientific knowledge there is a great accumulation of facts disrupting the
harmony of the accepted systems. And these systems are able to exist only
through the heroic efforts of scientists who strive to shut their eyes to the
long series of new facts which threaten to engulf everything in an irresistible
flood. Yet if these facts, destructive to the systems, were collected together,
their number in every domain would be likely to prove greater than the
number of facts on which the systems are founded. The systematization of
that which we do not know may provide more for correct knowledge of the
world and ourselves than the systematization of what, in the opinion of 'exact
science', we do know.



CHAPTER 2

A new view of Kant's problem. Hinton's books. 'Space-sense' and its evolution. A
system for developing the sense of the fourth dimension by means of exercises with
different coloured cubes. The geometrical concept of space. Three perpendiculars.
Why are there only three? Can everything existing be measured by three
perpendiculars? Physical and metaphysical facts. Signs of existence. The reality of
ideas. The insufficient evidence of the existence of matter and motion. Matter and
motion arc only logical concepts, like 'good' and 'evil'.

I have already said that Kant put forward a problem, but he offered no
solution to it nor did he indicate any way to its solution. Neither have any of
the known commentators, interpreters, followers or opponents of Kant found
this solution or the way to it.

I find the first glimmer of a right understanding of Kant's problem, and the
first hints as to a possible way to its solution, in the attempts at a new
approach to the study of this problem of space and time, connected with the
idea of the 'fourth dimension' and the idea of higher dimensions in general.
The books of the English writer, C. H. Hinton, A New Era of Thought and
The Fourth Dimension, contain an interesting survey of much that has been
done in this direction.*

Hinton says, among other things, that commentaries on Kant's ideas
usually deal only with their negative side, that is to say, the fact that we can
perceive things through the senses, only in time and space, is regarded as an
obstacle, preventing us from seeing what things in themselves are actually
like, not allowing us to know them as they really are, imposing on them
something that does not belong to them, something that shuts them off from
us.

But [says Hinton], if we take Kant's statement simply as it is [ - not seeing in spatial
perception a hindrance to right perception - and say to ourselves that we apprehend
by means of space, then it is equally allowable to consider our space-sense] not as a
negative condition Aindering us from apprehending the world, but as a positive means
by which the mind grasps its experience [i.e. by means of which we apprehend the
world].

* Hinton has two separate books The Fourth Dimension and A New Era of Thought;
there are also three books of popular articles and fiction, Scientific Romances, where
he expounds the same ideas.



There is in so many books in which the subject is treated a certain air of
despondency - as if this space apprehension were a kind of veil which shut us off
from nature. But there is no need to adopt this feeling. . . . [We must recognize] the
fact that it is by means of space that we apprehend what is.

Space is the instrument of the mind.

Very often a statement which seems to be very deep and abstruse and hard to
grasp, is simply the form into which deep thinkers have thrown a very simple and
practical observation. And for the present, let us look on Kant's great doctrine of
space from a practical point of view, and it comes to this - it is important to develop
the space sense, for it is the means by which we think about real things.

Now according to Kant [continues Hinton], the space sense or the intuition of
space, is the most fundamental power of the mind. But I do not find anywhere a
systematic and thoroughgoing education of the space sense. ... It is left to be
organized by accident. . . . [And yet a special development of space-sense makes
perfectly clear and simple] a whole series of new conceptions. . . .

Fichte, Schelling, Hegel have developed certain tendencies of Kant and have
written remarkable books. But the true successors of Kant are Gauss and
Lobatchewski.

For if our intuition of space is the means by which we apprehend, then it follows
that there may be different kinds of intuitions of space. . . . This intuition of space
must be coloured, so to speak, by the conditions (of the mental activity) of the being
which uses it. ...

By a remarkable analysis the great geometers above mentioned have shown that
space is not limited as ordinary experience would seem to inform us, but that we are
quite capable of conceiving different kinds of space.*

Hinton devised a complicated system for educating and developing space-sense by
means of exercises with a series of different coloured cubes. The books already
mentioned are devoted to the exposition of this system. In my opinion Hinton's
exercises are interesting from the point of view of theory, but can have a practical
significance only in those cases where people have the same mental make-up as
Hinton.

According to Hinton, his system of mental exercises should, first of all, lead to the
development of the ability to visualize things, not as the eye sees them, i.e. not in
perspective, but as they are geometrically; for example, they should teach one to
visualize the cube from all sides at once. If one acquires this ability of visualization,
not in perspective, it should, in its turn, greatly widen the bounds of the activity of our
consciousness, thereby creating new concepts and intensifying our capacity for
drawing analogies.

* C. H. Hinton, A New Era of Thought, London, George Alien & Unwin, 1910.



Kant established the fact that an expansion of knowledge under the existing conditions
of perception will not bring us any nearer to things in themselves. But there are theories
asserting that, if desired, it is possible to change the very conditions of perception and
in this way approach to the real essence of things. In the above-mentioned books
Hinton attempts to unite together the scientific grounds of such theories.

Our space as we ordinarily think of it is conceived as limited - not in extent, but in a
certain way which can only be realized when we think of our ways of measuring
space objects. It is found that there are only three independent directions in which a
body can be measured - it must have height, length and breadth, but it has no more
than these dimensions. If any other measurement be taken in it, this new measurement
will be found to be compounded of the old measurements.
It is impossible to find a point in the body which could not be arrived at by
travelling in combinations of the three directions already taken.
But why should space be limited to three independent directions?
Geometers have found that there is no reason why bodies should be thus limited.
As a matter of fact all the bodies which we can measure are thus limited. So we
come to this conclusion, that the space which we use for conceiving ordinary objects
in the world is limited to three dimensions. But it might be possible for there to be
beings living in a world such that they would conceive a space of four dimensions. . .

It is possible to say a great deal about space of higher dimensions than our own,
and to work out analytically many problems which suggest themselves. But can we
conceive four-dimensional space in the same way in which we can conceive our own
space? Can we think of a body in four dimensions as a unit having properties in the
same way as we think of a body having a definite shape in the space with which we
are familiar?

There is really no more difficulty in conceiving four-dimensional shapes, when we
go about it in the right way, than in conceiving the idea of solid shapes, nor is there
any mystery at all about it.

When the faculty [of apprehending in four dimensions] is acquired - or rather
when it is brought into consciousness, for it exists in everyone in imperfect form - a
new horizon opens. The mind acquires a development of power, and in this use of
ampler space as a mode of thought, a path is opened by using that very truth which,
when first stated by Kant, seemed to close the mind within such fast limits. Our
perception is subject to the conditions of being in space. But space is not limited as
we at first think.

The next step after having formed this power of conception in ampler space, is to
investigate nature and see what phenomena are to be explained by four-dimensional
relations. . . .

The thought of the past ages has used the conception of a three-dimensional space,
and by that means has classified many phenomena and has obtained rules for dealing
with matters of great practical utility. The path which opens immediately before us
in the future is that of applying the conception of four-dimensional space to the
phenomena of nature, and of investigating what can be found out by this new means
of apprehension.



To expand our apprehension it is important to separate as far as possible the self]
elements, i.e. the personal elements introduced by us into everything we apprehend,
from that which is being apprehended, so that our attention may not be distracted (onto
ourselves) from the properties of what we actually perceive.

Only 'by getting rid of the self-elements’ in our perception do 'we put ourselves in a
position in which we can propound sensible questions'. Only 'by getting rid of the
notion of its circular motion round the earth [i.e. round us - a self-element] do we
prepare our way to study the sun.'

The worst about a self-element [in perception] is, that its presence is never dreamed of
till it is got rid of. ...

[In order to understand what the self-element in our perception means, let us]
imagine ourselves to be translated suddenly to another part of the universe, and to
find there intelligent beings, and to hold conversation with them. If we told them that
we came from a world, and were to describe the sun to them, saying that it was a
bright, hot body which moved round us, they would reply: You have told us
something about the sun, but you have also told us something about yourselves.

Therefore, if we wish to know something about the sun we must first of all get rid of
the self-element introduced into our apprehension of the sun by the motion round it of
the earth, on which we are.

'One of our serious pieces of work' in the education and development of space-sense
'will be to get rid of the self-elements in the knowledge of arrangement [of objects]'.

What the relation of our universe, or our space, to the four-dimensional space may
be, is altogether undetermined.

The real relationship will require a great deal of study to apprehend, and when
apprehended will seem as natural to us as the position of the earth among the other
planets does to us now.

I would divide studies of... [arrangement] into two classes: those which create the
faculty of arrangement, and those which use it and exercise it. Mathematics exercises
it, but I do not think it creates it; and unfortunately, in mathematics as it is now often
taught, the pupil is at once launched into a vast system of symbols [without being
given the possibility of grasping their meaning and significance].

Of the possible units which will serve [for the study of arrangement], I take the
cube; and I have found that whenever I took any other unit I got wrong, puzzled and
lost my way. With the cube one does not get along very fast, but everything is
perfectly obvious and simple, and builds up into a whole of which every pan is
evident. . . .

Our work will then be this: a study, by means of cubes, of the facts of arrangement.
And the process of learning will be an active one of actually



putting up the cubes. In this way ... we bring . . . [the mind] into contact
with nature.*

Now, taking into consideration all that has been said, let us try to establish
exactly how we understand those aspects of our perception of which Kant
speaks.

What is space?

Taken as an object, i.e. visualized as outside our consciousness, space is for
us the form of the universe or the form of matter in the universe.

Space possesses infinite extension in all directions. But, at the same time,
we can measure it in three independent directions only: length, breadth and
height. We call these directions dimensions of space and say that our space
possesses three dimensions, that it is three-dimensional.

By an independent direction we mean, in this case, a line lying at right
angles to another line.

Our geometry (i.e. the science of measuring the earth, or matter in space)
knows only three such lines which lie simultaneously at right angles to one
another and are not parallel in relation to each other.

Why are there only three and not ten or fifteen?

This we do not know.

Moreover, one other fact is significant - either by virtue of some
mysterious quality of the universe, or because of the limitations of our mental
apparatus, we cannot visualize more than three perpendiculars.

But we say that space is infinite. Therefore, since the first condition of
infinity is infinity in all directions and in all possible respects, we must
assume that space has an infinite number of dimensions, that is, assume the
possibility of an infinite number of lines perpendicular and not parallel to one
another. And in addition we have to assume that for some reason we know
only three of these lines.

This is the aspect in which the question of higher dimensions presents itself
to our ordinary consciousness.

All the same, since we are incapable of constructing more than three
perpendiculars, we are forced to admit that, even if the three-dimensionality
of our space is merely conditional, the /imitedness of our space as regards
geometrical possibilities is an unquestionable fact. But of course, if these
properties of space are created by certain attributes of our own, then it
follows that the limitation is also in ourselves.

* C. H. Hinton, 4 New Era of Thought, London, George Alien & Unwin, 1910.



No matter what this limitation depends on, the fact is that it exists.

A given point can be the vertex of only eight independent tetrahedrons.
From a given point only three perpendicular and non-parallel lines can be
traced.

Starting from this, we determine the dimensionality of space by the number
of lines it is possible to trace in it which would lie at right angles to one
another.

On a line there cannot be a perpendicular, that is, another line. 1t is onel!
dimensional space.

On a surface, two perpendiculars are possible. It is two-dimensional space.

In 'space’, there are three perpendiculars. It is three-dimensional space.

The idea of the fourth dimension arose from the assumption that, in
addition to the three dimensions known to our geometry, there exists a fourth,
for some reason inaccessible and unknown to us, i.e. that in addition to the
three perpendiculars known to us a mysterious fourth perpendicular is
possible. In practice this assumption is based on the consideration that the
world contains many things and phenomena about whose real existence there
can be no doubt, but which are utterly beyond being measured in length,
breadth and height and lie, as it were, outside three-dimensional space.

We may take as really existing that which produces a certain action, has
certain functions, represents the cause of something else.

That which does not exist cannot produce any action, has no function,
cannot be a cause.

But there are different kinds of existence. There is the physical existence,
recognized by actions and functions of a certain kind; and there is the
metaphysical existence, recognized by its actions and its functions.

A house exists, and the idea of good and evil exists. But they do not exist in
the same way. One and the same method of proving existence cannot serve to
prove the existence of a house and the existence of an idea. A house is a
physical fact, an idea is a metaphysical fact. Both the physical and the
metaphysical facts exist, but they exist differently.

In order to prove the idea of the division of good and evil - ie. a
metaphysical fact - [ must prove its possibility. This will be sufficient. But if |
prove that a house, i.e. a physical fact, can exist, it does not at all mean that it
actually does exist. To prove that a man can own a house is no proof that he
actually owns it.



Moreover, our relation to an idea and to a house is quite different. By
means of a certain effort a house can be destroyed - it can be burned or
demolished. The house will cease to exist. But try to destroy an idea by
effort. The more you fight against it, the more you argue, refute, ridicule it,
the more the idea will grow, spread and gain strength. On the other hand,
silence, oblivion, non-doing, mon-resistance' will annihilate, or at any rate
weaken the idea. But silence, oblivion, will not harm a house or a stone. It is
clear that the existence of a house and the existence of an idea are different
existences.

We know a great many of such different existences. A book exists and the
contents of a book exist. Notes exist, and the music they contain exists. A
coin exists and the purchasing value of a coin exists. A word exists and the
energy contained in it exists.

On the one hand we see a series of physical facts, on the other, a series of
metaphysical facts.

There are facts of the first kind and facts of the second kind; they both
exist, but they exist differently.

From the ordinary positivist view it will appear very naive to speak of the
purchasing value of a coin separately from the coin; of the energy of a word
separately from the word; of the contents of a book separately from the book,
and so on. We all know that this is only 'a manner of speech’, that actually the
purchasing value, the energy of a word, the contents of a book, have no
existence; they are only concepts by means of which we designate a series of
phenomena in some way connected with the coin, the word, the book, but
really quite separate from them.

But is it so?

We decided not to accept anything as data and therefore we must not reject
anything as data.

We see in things not only an outer aspect but an inner content. We know
that this inner content constitutes an inalienable part of things, usually their
main essence. And quite naturally we ask ourselves where it is and what it
represents. We see that this inner content is not in our space. So we conceive
the idea of a 'higher space', possessing more dimensions than ours. Our space
then becomes a pan of a higher space, as it were, i.e. we begin to suppose that
we know, sense and measure only a part of space, that part which is
measurable in length, breadth and height.

It was said earlier that, as a rule, we regard space as the form of the universe
or the form of matter in the universe. To make this more clear - it can be said
that a 'cube' is the form of matter in a cube; a



'sphere’ is the form of matter in a sphere; 'space' - an infinite sphere - is the form of all
the matter contained in the universe. In The Secret Doctrine, H. P. Blavatsky says this
about space:

The superficial absurdity of assuming that space itself is measurable in any direction
is of little consequence. The familiar phrase [the fourth dimension of space] can only
be an abbreviation of the fuller form - the 'fourth dimension of matter, in space'. . . .
The progress of evolution may be destined to introduce us to new characteristics of
matter.*

But the formula denning 'space' as the 'form of matter in the universe' suffers from
one defect, namely, it introduces the concept of 'matter, i.e. an unknown.

I have already spoken of the blind alley, x = y, y = x, to which all attempts at a
physical definition of matter lead. Psychological definitions lead to the same.

In his well-known book. The Physiology of the Soul, A. 1. Hertzen says:

We call matter everything that, directly or indirectly, offers resistance to motion
directly or indirectly produced by us, manifesting in this a remarkable analogy with
our passive states.

And we call force (motion) that which, directly or indirectly, communicates
movement to us or to other bodies, manifesting in this the greatest resemblance to our
active states.

Consequently, 'matter' and 'motion’ are, as it were, projections of our active and
passive stages. It is clear that the passive state can only be defined by means of the
active, and the active by means of the passive. The result is once more two unknowns
defining one another.

E. Douglas Fawcett puts it very well when he speaks of matter in his article
'Idealism and the Problem of Nature' in The Quest (April 1910):

Matter (like 'Force') does not present any difficulty at all. We know all about it, for
the very good reason that we have invented it. . . . 'Matter' is a creation of our
conceiving; a mere way of thinking about sensible objects;
a mental substitute for concrete but unmanageably complex facts. . . .
Strictly speaking. Matter exists only as a concept. . . . Truth to tell, the character of
Matter, even when treated only as a conception, is so un-obvious, that the majority of
persons are unable to tell exactly what they mean by it.

' H. P. Blavatsky, The Secret Doctrine, London and New York, Theosophical
Publishing Society, 3rd edn, 1893, vol. 1, p. 271.



One important point is brought out here: matter and force are only logical
concepts, 1.e. only terms adopted to designate a long series of diverse facts. It
is difficult for us, brought up on 'physics', to understand this. But in reality [
who has ever seen matter or force? We see things, we see phenomena.
Matter separately from the substance of which a given thing is made or
consists we have never seen and never shall see. And, a given substance is
not matter, it is wood, or iron, or stone. In the same way, we shall never see
force separately from action. What does this mean? It means that matter and
force are concepts just as abstract as 'value' or 'labour', as the 'purchasing
value' of a coin, as the 'contents' of a book. It means that matter is 'such stuff
as dreams are made on'. And, just as we can never touch this 'stuff, and see it
only in dreams, so we can never touch, see, hear or photograph physical
matter separately from things. Perfectly or imperfectly, we know things and
phenomena, but we shall never know matter and force apart from things and
phenomena.

Matter is as much an abstract concept as truth, good or evil.

Matter, or any part of matter, cannot be put into a chemical retort or a
crucible, just as 'Egyptian Darkness' cannot be sold in small bottles. But they
say that 'Egyptian Darkness' in the form of black powder is sold on Mount
Athos or elsewhere, so perhaps someone has also seen matter after all.

In order to find the right approach to these questions it is necessary to have
a certain preparation or a great inner flair. Unfortunately people embark with
too great an ease on discussions about fundamental questions of the structure
of the world.

A man readily admits his incompetence in music or in higher mathematics,
or in the art of ballet dancing, but he always reserves the right to have an
opinion and voice a judgment on questions referring to 'fundamental
principles'.

To talk with such people is very difficult.

For, how will you answer a man who looks at you in perplexity, taps his
finger on the table and says, 'This is matter, I know, 1 feel it. How can this be
an abstract concept?' It is just as difficult to answer him as it is difficult to
answer the man who says: 'But I see for myself that the sun rises and sets!"'

To return to the question of space, we must at all events not introduce
unknown quantities into its definition. We must define it with the help of the
two data we already decided to accept at the very beginning. The world and
our inner life are the two facts we decided to recognize as existing.



By the world we mean the combination of the causes of all our sensations
in general.

By the material world we mean the combination of the causes of a definite
series of sensations, those of sight, hearing, touch, smell, taste, sensations of
weight, of mass, and so on.

Space is either a property of the world or a property of our cognition of the
world.

Three-dimensional space is either a property of the material world or a
property of our perception of the material world.

So the question is this: how must we approach the study of space?



CHAPTER 3

‘What can we learn about the fourth dimension by studying geometrical relationships
within our space? What should be the relationship of a three-dimensional body to a
four-dimensional one? A four-dimensional body as the trace of the movement of a
three-dimensional body in a direction not contained in it. A four-dimensional body as
composed of an infinite number of three-dimensional bodies. A three-dimensional
body as a section of a four-dimensional one. Parts of bodies and whole bodies in
three and in four dimensions. Incommensurability of a three-dimensional and a four!
dimensional body. A material atom as a section of a four-dimensional line.
If we examine the profound difference that exists between a point and a line, between a
line and a surface, between a surface and a solid, i.e. the difference between the laws
which govern a point and a line, a line and a surface and so on, and the difference of
phenomena which are possible in a point, a line, a surface, we shall realize how many
things, new and incomprehensible for us, lie in the fourth dimension.

As within a point it is impossible to visualize a line and the laws of the line, as
within a line it is impossible to visualize a surface and the laws of a surface, as within a
surface it is impossible to visualize a solid and understand the laws of a solid, so within
our space it is impossible to visualize a body possessing more than three dimensions
and impossible to understand the laws of the existence of such a body.

But, by studying the mutual relations between a point, a line, a surface and a solid
we begin to learn something about the fourth dimension, i.e. about four-dimensional
space. We begin to learn what it can be as compared with our three-dimensional space,
and what it cannot be.

This last we learn first of all. And it is especially important, because it frees us from
a great many deep-rooted illusions, which are very harmful for right knowledge.

We learn what cannot be in four-dimensional space, and this enables us to establish
what can be there.

In his book, The Fourth Dimension, Hinton makes an interesting remark in
connection with the method which helps us to approach the question of higher
dimensions. He says:

Space itself bears within it relations of which we can determine it as related to other
[higher] space.



For within space are given the conceptions of point and line, line and
plane, plane and solid, which really involve the relation of space to a higher
space.*

Let us try to examine these relations within our space and see what
conclusions may be drawn from a study of them.

We know that our geometry regards a line as the trace of the movement of a
point; a surface, as the trace of the movement of a line;

and a solid as the trace of the movement of a surface. On this basis we may
ask ourselves the question: is it not possible to regard a 'four-dimensional
body' as the trace of the movement of a three-dimensional body?

What then is this movement and in what direction?

A point, moving in space and leaving the trace of its motion in the form of
a line, moves in a direction not contained in itself, for in a point there is no
direction.

A line, moving in space and leaving the trace of its motion in the form of a
surface, moves in a direction not contained in itself, because should it move
in a direction contained in itself, it would always remain a line.

A surface, moving in space and leaving the trace of its motion in the form
of a solid, also moves in a direction not contained in itself. If it should move
in one of the directions contained in itself, it would always remain a surface.
In order to leave a trace of its motion in the form of a 'solid' or a threel]
dimensional figure, it must move away from itself, move in a direction which
does not exist within it.

By analogy with all this, a solid, in order to leave the trace of its motion in
the form of a four-dimensional figure, must also move in a direction not
contained in itself; in other words, a solid must get out of itself, away from
itself. Later, it will be established how we should understand this.

In the meantime we may say that the direction of motion in the fourth
dimension lies outside all those directions which are possible in a threel)
dimensional figure.

We regard a line as an infinite number of points; a surface as an infinite
number of lines; a solid as an infinite number of surfaces.

By analogy with this it is possible to assume that a four-dimensional body
should be regarded as an infinite number of three-dimensional bodies, and
four-dimensional space as an infinite number of three-dimensional spaces.

* C. H. Hinton, The Fourth Dimension, London, 1912, reprinted Arno Press, New
York, 1976, p. 3.



Further, we know that a line is limited by points, a surface is limited by
lines, a solid is limited by surfaces.

It is possible, therefore, that four-dimensional space is limited by threel!
dimensional bodies.

We may say that a line is the distance between points; a surface, the
distance between lines; a solid, the distance between surfaces.

Or we can put it this way: a line separates two or several points from one
another (a straight line is the shortest distance between two points); a surface
separates two or more lines from one another; a solid separates several
surfaces from one another. Thus, a cube separates six flat surfaces, which we
call its sides, from one another.

A line binds several points into a certain whole (a straight, a curved, an
irregular line); a surface binds several lines into a certain whole (a square, a
triangle); a solid binds several surfaces into a certain whole (a cube, a
pyramid).

It is more than possible that four-dimensional space is the distance between
a number of solids, separating yet at the same time binding into some
incomprehensible whole, those solids which to us appear to be separate from
one another.

Moreover, we regard a point as a section of a line; a line as a section of a
surface; a surface as a section of a solid.

By analogy with this it may be possible to regard a solid (a cube, a sphere,
a pyramid) as a section of a four-dimensional body; and the whole of three(’
dimensional space as a section of four-dimensional space.

If every three-dimensional body is the section of a four-dimensional one,
then every point of a three-dimensional body is the section of a four(]
dimensional line. An 'atom' of a physical body may be regarded, not as
something material, but as the intersection of a four-dimensional line by the
plane of our consciousness.

The view of a three-dimensional body as a section of a four-dimensional
one leads us to the thought that many three-dimensional bodies, which appear
separate for us, may be sections or parts of one four-dimensional body.

A simple example will illustrate this idea. If we imagine a horizontal plane,
intersecting the top of a tree in a direction parallel to the earth, then on this
plane the sections of the branches will appear separate and quite unconnected
with one another. And yet in our space, from our point of view, these are
sections of the branches of one tree, together forming one top, fed by one
common root and casting one shadow.

Or again, another interesting example illustrating the same idea is



given by the theosophical writer, C. W. Leadbeater, in one of his books. If we
touch the surface of a table with our five fingertips of one hand, there will be
then on the surface of the table only five circles, and on this surface it is
impossible to have any idea either of the hand or of the man to whom the
hand belongs. There will be five separate circles on the table's surface. How,
from these, is it possible to picture a man, with all the richness of his physical
and psychological life? It is impossible. Our relation to the four-dimensional
world may be exactly the same as the relationship between that consciousness
which sees the five circles on the table and the man. We see only 'fingertips';
that is why the fourth dimension is incomprehensible for us.

In addition, we know that it is possible to draw an image of a threel!
dimensional body on a plane, that it is possible to draw a cube, a polyhedron,
or a sphere. But it will not be a real cube or a real sphere, but only the
projection of a cube or a sphere on a plane. So it may be that we are justified
in thinking that the three-dimensional bodies we see in our space are images,
so to speak, of four-dimensional bodies, incomprehensible for us.



CHAPTER 4

In what direction may the fourth dimension lie? What is motion? Two kinds of
movement - movement in space and movement in time -contained in every motion.
What is time? Present past and future. Wundt on sense-cognition. Groping through
life. Why we do not see the past and the future. A new extension in space and motion
in that space. Two ideas contained in the concept of time. Time as the fourth
dimension of space. Impossibility of understanding the idea of the fourth dimension
without the idea of motion. The idea of motion and 'time-sense'. 'Time-sense' as the
limit (surface) of space sense. Riemann's idea of the translation of time into space in
the fourth dimension. Hinton on the law of surfaces. 'Ether' as a surface.

From the analogy between the relation of lower dimensional figures to higher
dimensional figures we have established the fact that a four-dimensional body
may be regarded as the trace of the movement of a three-dimensional body in
a direction not contained in it, i.e. that the direction of motion in the fourth
dimension lies outside all the directions possible in a three-dimensional
space.

What can this direction be?

In order to answer this question we must see whether we know of any
movement in a direction not contained in three-dimensional space.

We know that every movement in space is accompanied by what we may
call movement in time. We know, in addition, that even without moving in
space, everything that exists moves eternally in time.

And, equally in all cases, whether we speak of motion or of absence of
motion, we have in mind the idea of what was before, what is now, what will
be after. In other words, we have in mind the idea of time. The idea of
motion, whatever this motion may be, as well as the idea of absence of
motion, is indissolubly linked with the idea of time. Any motion or absence
of motion takes place in time and cannot take place outside of time.
Consequently, before speaking about what motion is, we must answer the
question: what is time?

Time is the greatest and the most difficult riddle which confronts mankind.

Kant regards time in the same way as he regards space, as a purely
subjective form of our perception. He says that, conditioned as we are



by the properties of our perceiving apparatus, we create time as a
convenience for perception of the outside world. Reality is continuous and
constant. But in order to be able to perceive it, we must break it up into
separate moments, i.e. represent it to ourselves as an endless series of
separate moments, out of which one and one only exists for us. In other
words, we perceive reality as though through a narrow slit. What we see
through this slit, we call the present; what we saw but see no longer, we call
the past; and what we do not see at all but expect to see, we call the future.

Examining each phenomenon as the outcome of another one, or several
others, and this in its turn, as the cause of still another, or others, i.e.
examining all phenomena in their mutual functional relationship, we, by this
very fact, examine them in time because, quite clearly and distinctly, we first
visualize the cause and then the effect - first the action, then its function - and
we cannot think of it otherwise. So for us the idea of time is essentially
connected with the idea of causation and functional interdependence.
Causation cannot exist without time, just as motion or absence of motion
cannot exist without time.

But our conception of our 'existence in time' is incredibly muddled and
hazy.

First of all let us examine our relation to the past, the present and the
future. Usually, we consider the past as no longer existing. It has gone [
vanished - changed, has become transformed into something else. The future
does not exist either. It is not yet. It has not yet come, it is not yet formed. By
the present we mean the moment of transition from the future into the past,
i.e. the moment of the transition of a phenomenon from one non-existence
into another. Only during this brief moment does a phenomenon really exist
for us; before, it exists as a potentiality, and after, it exists as a memory. But
in actual fact this brief moment is a fiction. It has no dimension. On the
contrary, we have every right to say that the present does not exist. We can
never catch it. That which we manage to catch is always already past!

If we stop at that we shall be forced to admit that the world does not exist.
The only thing that exists is some phantasmagoria of illusions, flashing up
then vanishing.

As a rule we fail to realize this, and do not see that our usual view of time
leads to utter absurdity.

Imagine a foolish traveller going from one town to another and finding
himself half way between the two towns. The foolish traveller thinks that the
town he left last week no longer exists now, that only the memory of it
remains; the walls are demolished, the towers have



fallen, the inhabitants have died or run away. And the town where he is due
to arrive in a few days' time does not exist now either, but is being hastily
built for his coming and, on the day of his arrival, will be ready, peopled and
in working order, but on the day following his departure will be destroyed
just like the first.

This is exactly the way we think about things in time - everything passes,
nothing returns! Spring is over, it exists no longer. Autumn has not yet come,
it does not exist as yet.

What then does exist?

The present.

But the present is a moment impossible to capture, it is continuously
melting into the past.

Thus, strictly speaking, the past, the future and the present do not exist for
us. Nothing exists! Yet we live, feel, think - and something surrounds us.
Consequently, there must be some fault in our customary attitude to time. We
must try to find this fault.

At the very beginning we accepted the fact that something exists. We
called this something the world. How can the world exist if it does not exist
in the past, the present and the future?

As deduced from our ordinary viewpoint of time, we make the world
appear like an incandescent streamer of fireworks perpetually shooting up,
each spark of which flashes for a moment then is instantly extinguished,
never to appear again. Flashes follow one another in close succession; the
number of sparks is infinite and the whole produces the effect of flame,
although in reality it has no existence.

Autumn has not yet come. It will be, but now it is not. And we never stop
to think how that which is not can appear.

We move on a plane and accept as actually existing only the small circle
illumined by our consciousness. Everything that lies beyond this circle and
beyond our field of vision we reject, and deny its very existence. We move
on the plane in one direction. This direction we consider eternal and infinite.
But any direction perpendicular to it, any lines we may cross, we refuse to
accept as eternal and infinite. We think that they vanish into non-existence as
soon as we have crossed them, and that the lines in front of us have not yet
emerged from non-existence. If we suppose that we move along a sphere,
along its equator or one of its parallels, we shall find that we always accept
only one meridian as really existing; those behind us have already disl]
appeared, those in front have not yet come into being.

We go along like a blind man who, with his stick, feels the paving stones,
the lamp-posts and the walls of the houses and believes in the



real existence of only those things he is touching now. What he has passed
has vanished never to return! What he has not yet reached does not exist. The
blind man remembers the road he has covered; he expects to find a road in
front; but he does not see either forward or backward, because he does not
see anything, and also because his instrument of cognition - his stick - has a
certain, very small length, and beyond this stick non-existence begins for him.

In one of his books Wundt draws attention to the fact that our vaunted five
sense-organs are merely feelers by means of which we touch the world
around us. We live by 'feel' - by groping. We never see anything. We always
grope for everything. With the help of the telescope, the telegraph, the
telephone we perhaps lengthen our feelers, so to speak, but we do not begin
to see. To say that we see would be possible only if we knew the past and the
present. But we do not see and therefore can never convince ourselves of the
existence of that which we cannot feel.

Here we have the reason why we regard as really existing only the circle
which our feelers can grasp at a given moment. Beyond this circle there is
only darkness and non-existence.

But have we the right to think in this way?

Imagine a consciousness not limited by the conditions of sense-perception.
Such a consciousness can rise above the plane on which we move; it can see
far beyond the bounds of the circle illumined by our ordinary consciousness;
it can see that not only does the line along which we move exist, but also all
other lines perpendicular to it which we now cross, or have ever crossed
before, or shall cross later. Rising above the plane this consciousness will be
able to see the plane, make sure that it actually is a plane and not only a line.
Then it will be able to see the past and the future lying side by side and
existing simultaneously.

Consciousness not limited by the conditions of sense-perception may outl !
distance the foolish traveller, climb a hill, and see from afar the town towards
which he is going. It can convince itself that this town is not being newly
built for his arrival but already exists by itself, quite independently of him. It
will be able to look back and see on the horizon the towers of the town which
the traveller left, and convince itself that the towers have not fallen down,
that the town continues to stand and live as it stood and lived before the
coming of the traveller.

Such a consciousness may rise above the plane of time and see the spring
behind and the autumn in front, see simultaneously the unfolding flowers and
the ripening fruit. It may cure the blind man of



his blindness and make him see the road he has covered and the road that lies before
him.

The past and the future cannot be non-existent, for, if they do not exist, the present
does not exist either. They must exist together somewhere, only we do not see them.

The present, as opposed to the past and the future, is the most unreal of all
unrealities.

We must admit that the past, the present and the future do not differ from one
another in any way, that the only thing that exists is the present - the Eternal Now of
Indian philosophy. But we do not see it, because at every given moment we are only
aware of a small fragment of this present; this fragment we regard as actually existing,
and deny real existence to everything else.

Once we accept this, our view concerning everything that surrounds us must
undergo a great change.

Usually we regard time as an abstraction made by us when observing existent
motion; that is to say, we think that in observing motion or changes in the relations
between things, and comparing the relations which existed before, which exist now and
which may exist in the future, we evolve the idea of time. We shall see later how far
this view is correct.

Moreover, our idea of time is composed of the concept of the past, the concept of the
present and the concept of the future.

The concepts of the past and the present, although very vague, are uniform. But as
regards the future there is a great variety of views.

It is essential for us to examine these theories of the future as they exist in the mind
of modern man.

There are two main theories - that of a predestined future and that of a free future.

The theory of predestination is argued in the following way: it is asserted that every
future event is the result of past events and is such as it is and no other, owing to a
certain direction of the forces contained in the preceding events. In other words, this
means that future events are entirely contained in the preceding ones, and if we were to
know the force and direction of all the events which took place before the present
moment, i.e. if we knew all the past, then, through this very fact we would know all the
future. And it is true that if we have a thorough knowledge of the present moment in all
its details, we may, at times, actually forecast the future. But if our forecast does not
come true we say that we did not know everything there was, and we actually see in the
past some cause which had escaped our observation.

The idea of a frree future is based on the possibility of deliberate



actions and accidental new combinations of causes. The future is considered
either as completely undetermined or only partially determined, because at
each moment new forces, new events, new phenomena may arise, which have
hitherto lain dormant. These new factors, although not causeless in
themselves, are so utterly incommensurable with their causes - for instance a
city set ablaze from a single spark - that it is impossible to allow for them or
correlate them.

This theory asserts that one and the same action may produce different
results; one and the same cause may give rise to different effects. In addition,
it puts forward the hypothesis that quite deliberate volitional actions on the
part of a man may bring about a complete change in the subsequent events of
his own and other people's lives.

Supporters of the predestination theory contend that volitional, deliberate
actions also depend on certain causes which make them necessary and
unavoidable at a given moment; they contend that there is and can be nothing
'accidental’; that the things we call accidental are only those happenings of
which we do not see the causes because of our limitations; and that the
different effects resulting from causes which appear to us to be the same
occur because the causes themselves are really different and only appear to be
the same owing to the fact that we do not know them sufficiently well and do
not see them sufficiently clearly.

The dispute between the theory of a predestined future and the theory of a
free future is an endless dispute. Neither the one side nor the other can put
forward anything decisive. And this is so because both theories are too literal,
too rigid, too material, and the one excludes the other. Both of them say:
'Either this or that' The result on the one hand is complete cold
predestination: come what may, nothing can be changed - what will be
tomorrow has been predestined tens of thousands of years ago; and on the
other hand, some sort of life on the point of a needle named the present,
surrounded on all sides by the gulf of non-existence - a journey into a country
that does not yet exist, a life in a world which is born and dies every moment,
in which nothing ever returns. These opposite views are both equally wrong,
because here, as in many other cases, the truth lies in a unification of these
two opposite understandings into one whole.

At every given moment all the future of the world is predestined and
existing, but it is predestined conditionally, i.e. there must be one or another
future in accordance with the direction of events of the given moment, if no
new factor comes in. And a new factor can only



come in from the side of consciousness and the will resulting from it. It is
important to understand and assimilate this.

In addition, our lack of understanding of the relation between the present
and the past hinders us from having a right understanding of the relation of
the present to the future. Differences of opinion arise only concerning the
future; as regards the past everyone is in agreement that it has passed, that it
no longer exists - and that it was such as it was. In this past lies the key to the
understanding of the errors in our view of the future. The fact is that, in
reality, our relation to the past and the future is much more complex than it
appears. In the past, in what is behind us, lies not only what was, but also
what could have been. In the same way, in the future lies not only what will
be but also all that may be.

The past and the future are equally undetermined; the past and the future
equally exist in all their possibilities, and equally exist simultaneously with
the present.

By time we mean the distance separating events in the order of their
sequence and binding them into different wholes. This distance lies in a
direction not contained in three-dimensional space. If we think of this
direction as lying in space, it will be a new extension of space.

This new extension fulfils all the requirements we may demand of the fourth
dimension on the basis of the preceding arguments.

It is as incommensurable with the measurements of three-dimensional
space, as a year is incommensurable with St Petersburg. It is perpendicular to
all the three directions of three-dimensional space and is not parallel to any of
them.

As a deduction from everything that has gone before we may say that time
(as it is usually taken) contains two ideas: the idea of a certain space
unknown to us (the fourth dimension), and the idea of movement in this
space. Our constant mistake lies in the fact that we never see two ideas in
time, but always see only one. As a rule we see in time the idea of motion, but
cannot tell from whence, whither, where and in which space. Attempts have
been made before to link the idea of the fourth dimension with the idea of
time. But in all the theories which attempted to link the idea of time with the
fourth dimension there was always the implication of some kind of space in
time and of some sort of motion in that space. 1t is evident that those who
built these theories did not understand that, by retaining the possibility of
motion, they put forward demands for a new time, for no motion can take
place without time. As a result time moves in front of us, like our own
shadow, receding as we approach it. All our ideas of motion have become
hopelessly confused because, if we imagine a new extension of space and the
possibility of



movement along this new extension, then immediately time confronts us once
more declaring itself just as unexplained as before.

We have to admit that by the one term, time, we actually designate two
ideas - the idea of a 'certain space' and the idea of 'movement in that space'.
But in actual fact this movement does not exist; it only appears to exist
because we do not see the space of time. This means that the sensation of
motion in time (and there is no motion that is not in time) arises in us because
we look at the world through a narrow slit, as it were, and only see the lines of
intersection of the plane of time with our three-dimensional space.

Thus we must acknowledge the profound incorrectness of the usual theory
that the idea of time is evolved by us from our observation of motion and is
nothing other than the idea of sequence which we observe in motion.

We have to accept the exact opposite: that the idea of motion is evolved by
us from the sensation of time or the time-sense, i.e. from the sensation or
sense of the fourth dimension of space, but out of an incomplete sensation.
This incomplete sensation of time (of the fourth dimension) - sensation
through a slit - gives us the sensation of motion, i.e. creates an illusion of
motion, which is not actually there, and instead of which, in reality, there is
only extension in a direction we are unable to imagine.

Yet another aspect of the question is of great importance. The fourth
dimension is connected with 'time' and with 'motion'. But we shall not be able
to understand the fourth dimension so long as we do not understand the fifih
dimension.

Attempting to look at time as an object, Kant says that it has one
dimension; this means he represents time to himself as a line extending from
an infinite future into an infinite past. We are aware of one point in this line [
always only one point. This point has no dimension because what we call the
present in the ordinary sense of the word is only the recent past and at times
also the immediate future.

This would be correct in relation to our illusory idea of time. But in reality
eternity is not an infinite extension of time, but a line perpendicular to time,
for, if eternity exists, each moment is eternal. The line of time proceeds in the
order of sequence of events according to their causal interdependence - first
the cause, then the effect:
before, now, after. The line of eternity proceeds in a direction perpendicular
to this line.

It is impossible to understand time without forming an idea of



eternity, just as it is impossible to understand space without the idea of time.

From the point of view of eternity time in no way differs from the other
lines and extensions of space - length, breadth and height. This means that
just as space contains things we do not see or, to put it differently, more
things exist than those we see, so in time 'events' exist before our
consciousness comes into contact with them, and they still exist after our
consciousness has withdrawn from them. Consequently, extension in time is
extension into an unknown space and, therefore, time is the fourth dimension
of space.

We must examine the question of time as a spatial concept, relative to our
two data - the universe and our inner life.

The idea of time arises from our cognition of the world through sensel
perception. It has already been pointed out that, owing to the properties of our
sense-perception, we see the world as if through a narrow slit.

This gives rise to several questions.

1 Why does apparent motion exist in the world? In other words, why do we
not always see the same thing through this slit? Why do changes take place
behind the slit, which create the illusion of motion, i.e. how and why does the
focus of our perception shift from place to place in the world of phenomena?
In addition we must not forget that through the same slit through which we
see the world we also look at ourselves and see in ourselves changes similar
to the changes in everything else.

2 Why can we not enlarge this slit?

It is essential to try and answer these questions.

It should be noted, first of all, that within the limits of our ordinary
observation, our perception always remains in the same conditions and
cannot get out of these conditions. To put it differently, it seems chained to
some kind of plane above which it is unable to rise. These conditions or this
plane we call matter. Our ordinary inner life proceeds on a definite plane (of
consciousness or matter) and never rises above it. If our perception could rise
above this plane, it would most certainly see below simultaneously a far
greater number of events than it usually sees from its position on the plane. If
a man climbs a mountain or goes up in a balloon he sees simultaneously and
at once a great many things that it is impossible to see simultaneously and at
once when on earth - the movement of two trains towards one another which
must result in a head-on collision; the approach of an enemy detachment to a
sleeping camp; two towns separated by a



mountain ridge and so on. So in this case also, perception rising above the
plane of consciousness on which it usually lives should see simultaneously
phenomena which for ordinary perception are separated by periods of time.
These would be phenomena which ordinary consciousness never sees
together as cause and effect, for instance, work and pay; crime and
punishment; the movement of trains towards each other and the collision; the
approach of the enemy and the battle;

sunrise and sunset; morning and evening; day and night; spring, autumn,
summer and winter; the birth and death of a man.

With this ascent the angle of vision will widen, the moment will expand.

If we imagine perception taking place on a level above our consciousness,
and possessing a wider angle of vision, this perception will be able to grasp
as something simultaneous, i.e. as one moment, all that for us takes place in a
certain period of time, a minute, an hour, a day, a month. Within the limits of
its moment such a perception will be unable to separate before, now and after;
for it, all this will be now. Now will expand.

But for this to take place it is necessary for us to be able to free ourselves
from matter, because matter is nothing other than the conditions of time and
space in which we live. The question arises:
can consciousness get beyond the conditions of a given material existence
without itself undergoing a fundamental change, or without disappearing
altogether in the ordinary sense, as the positivists would say?

This is a very debatable question. Later, I shall give examples and
arguments in favour of this idea that our consciousness can get out of the
conditions of a given materiality. At present I want to establish what should
take place when it does get out.

The result should be precisely the expansion of the moment: all that we
perceive in time would become one moment in which the past, the present
and the future would be visible all at once. This shows the relativity of
motion, inasmuch as for us it depends on the limitations of the moment, and
this moment includes only a small pan of the impressions of life we take in.

So we have every right to say that instead of 'time' being deduced from
'motion' it is motion that is sensed owing to time-sense. We have this sense,
therefore we sense motion. Time-sense is the sense of successive moments. If
we had no time-sense we would not sense motion. But the time-sense itself is
the boundary or the surface of our 'space-sense'. Where 'space-sense' ends,
'time-sense' begins. It has been made clear that in its properties 'time' is
identical with 'space’,



i.e. it possesses all the attributes of space extension. Yet we do not feel it as space
extension, but feel it as time, i.e. as something specific, inexpressible in any other
words, indissolubly bound up with motion. This inability to feel time spatially is due to
the fact that our time-sense is a nebulous sense of space; with our time-sense we feel
dimly those new characteristics of space which transcend the sphere of three
dimensions.

What is time-sense and why does the illusion of motion arise? The only way to answer
this question in a more or less satisfactory manner is by studying the forms and levels
of our inner life.

Moreover, our inner life is a complex phenomenon within which there is also
constant movement. About the nature of this movement I shall speak later, but it is this
movement in us that creates the illusion of movement around us, i.e. movement in the
material world.

The well-known mathematician, Riemann, realized that, in regard to this question of
higher dimensions, time in some way becomes translated into space, and he regarded
the material atom as the entrance of the fourth dimension into three-dimensional space.

In one of his books Hinton has very interesting things to say about the 'law of
surfaces':

This relationship of a surface to a solid or of a solid ... to a higher solid, is one which
we often meet in nature. A surface is nothing more nor less than the relation between
two things. Two bodies touch each other. The surface is the relationship of one to the
other.

If our space stands in the same relationship to higher space as does a surface to our
space, then our space may well be really a surface, i.e. the place of contact of two
spaces of a higher order:

It is a fact worthy of notice, that in the surface of a fluid different laws obtain from
those which hold throughout the mass. There are a whole series of facts which are
grouped together under the name of surface tensions, which are of great importance in

physics, and by which the behaviour of the surfaces of liquids is governed.
And it may well be that the laws of our universe are the surface tensions of a higher
universe.

According to Hinton, if we consider the surface as a medium lying between two
bodies it would certainly have no weight, but would be a powerful means of
transmitting vibrations from one body to another. Moreover it would be unlike any
other substance, inasmuch as one could never get rid of it. However perfect a vacuum
be made between



the two bodies, there would be in this vacuum just as much of this unknown
medium (i.e. surface) as there was before. Matter would go freely through
this medium. Vibrations of this medium would tear asunder portions of
matter. This would tend to show that this medium is unlike any ordinary
matter. It possesses properties difficult to reconcile in one and the same
substance. Is there anything in our experience which corresponds to this
medium? Do we suppose the existence of any medium through which matter
freely moves, which yet by its vibrations destroys the combinations of matter
-some medium which is present in every vacuum, which penetrates all
bodies, and yet can never be laid hold of? The substance which possesses all
these qualities is known to us and is called the ether. The properties of the
ether are a perpetual object of investigation in science. But in view of all the
considerations mentioned earlier, it would be interesting to have a look at the
world, supposing that we are not in, but on the ether, and the ether is merely
the surface of contact of two higher-dimensional bodies.*

Here Hinton expresses an extremely interesting thought; he links the idea
of ether - which in the 'material' or even the 'energy' views of modern physics
remains completely unproductive and leads to a dead end - with the idea of
'time'. For him ether is not a substance but only a 'surface', the 'boundary' of
something. But of what? Again not of a substance, but only the limit, the
surface, the boundary of one form of perception and the beginning of another.

Here, in a sentence, the walls and fences of the materialistic dead end are
broken down, and new and unexplored vistas revealed to our thought.

' C. H. Hinton, 4 New Era of Thought, London, George Allen & Unwin, 1910, pp.
52,56, 57.



CHAPTER 5

Four-dimensional space. 'Time-body' - Linga Sharira. Form of the human body from
birth to death. Incommensurability of a three-dimensional and a four-dimensional
body. Newton's fluents. Unreality of constant magnitudes in our world. Right and left
hand in three-dimensional and a four-dimensional space. Differences between threel’]
dimensional and four-dimensional space. Not two different spaces, but two different
modes of perception of one and the same world.

Four-dimensional space, if we attempt to represent it to ourselves, will be the
infinite repetition of our space - of our infinite three-dimensional sphere - just
as a line is the infinite repetition of a point.

A great deal of what has been said earlier will become much clearer for us
if we take as our standpoint the view that the 'fourth dimension' should be
looked for in time.

It will then become clear what is meant by saying that a four-dimensional
body may be regarded as the trace of the movement in space of a threel!
dimensional body in a direction not contained in it. The direction, not
contained in three-dimensional space, in which every three-dimensional body
moves, is the direction of time. By existing, every three-dimensional body
moves in time, as it were, and leaves the trace of its motion in the form of a
time-body, or a four-dimensional body. Because of the properties of our
perceiving apparatus, we never see or sense this body; we only see its section,
and this we call a three-dimensional body. Therefor