LAZARIDES'AND PROKOFIEFF'S DER FALL TOMBERG ...

James Morgante

PROKOFIEFF'S THE CASE OF VALENTIN TOMBERG

The debate over Valentin Tomberg is shapjm@s one of the most important in the historyhef t
Anthroposophical Movement because of the seriossaesl far-reaching significance of the issues we@l While most of
Tomberg's works themselves have been publishedglidh, most of the literature relating to the deblaas not, leaving English
readers at a decided disadvantage as far as aggeasious viewpoints Sergei O. Prokofieffs recently published watke Case of
Valentin Tomberg, Anthroposophy or Jesuitismthésmost comprehensive treatment to date whictstakdecidedly negative view
of Tomberg.

The book is an English translation of theosel German edition. The first edition was publishe 1995 by Verlag am
Goetheanum One of its results was a legally-preatgnl public apology by Verlag am Goetheanum fdamatory remarks about
Michael French, editor-in-chief of the jourridbvalis,and the journal itseff. The promise was made to correct those stateritents
future editions, but Prokofieff circumvented thisligation by publishing the second German editiondelf Several chapters were
lengthened and some chapters and appendices winedyenew. In this English translation, an essgvGhristian Lazaridés that
appeared in the two German editions does not appeare sentences have been added or deleted ard ottanged. This is a
reflection of continuing debate, Which elicits respe and counter-response.

Curiously, quoted material from Tomberg's kgoare referenced to the German editions and ntramgslated, despite the fact
that Tomberg works have already been translated Emiglish. This is an unusual publishing procedii®e disadvantage is that
anyone wanting to chek referenced quotations hagleem where to find them in the English editionsl anust turn to German
editions for orientation. In light of the issuestlemerge from the use of Tomberg quotations (whiithbe discussed), this is no
small matter.

Prokofieff's voice is the most prominent tbbse that have been raised against Tomberg amslid¢eeds in amassing an
impressive list of arguments against Tomberg. Hnigle's intention is to speak for Valentin Tondpeand to critically examine
some of Prokofeffs most sensational claims.

In the original German edition Prokofieff kes the following remark about Tomberg's allegedugien (referring to
photographs included in the book): "[T]he changekis face which can be noticed between the firdt second periods [of his life]
speak a clear language.This sentence has mercifully been deleted frazBhglish edition, but the principle remains thmeain
his criticism of Tomberg, Prokofieff perceives thnof questionable reality . Conversely, he overdookat is arguably apparent.

A case in point involves the apparent cafittdon between what Tomberg and Rudolf Steineradayut Ignatius of Loyola and
the Ignatian spiritual exercises. For Tomberg, dppearance ofthe Ignatian exercises signified awaehmovement within the
Catholic Church. The meditative training of the eigs stimulated an inner transformation and awakgetd the reality of the faith.
Meditative training became added to prayer, anthis sense, Ignatius with his exercises prefigthesBuddha Avatar to come
whose mission will be to unite intellectuality aspiritualiny?

Prokoileff counters by pointing to Steinelsar indication that a Rosicrucian path of initint(which Anthroposophy follows)
was a "Geist-Initiation" -- an inihahon of the iliéet -- leading to inner cognitiohThe will was considered sacred and was not to be
influenced directly, whereas the Ignatian exerc&@aulate the will and violate the sanctity of g@ul's inner life. They assault the
will, although at the same time they strengthewo the point that it can even effect the will ofreone else. This effect on the will
of others is what is most dangerous of all aboeithThus, the contradiction between Jesuitism\({@eet in the Ignatian exercises)
and Rosicrucianism could not be gredter.

The issue of the effects of the Ignatianreises on the will is an important one. In the ceuof debate, it has been objected that
Rudolf Steiner also speaks of Rosicrucian initiattomodem times involving a "special kind of willltuation", and that he relates
the Ignatian will-impulse to apocalyptic inspirat®in a semingly positive light. Prokofieff corrgcpoints out that the crux of the
issue is the enjoinder not to influence the wlitiectly but instead via the intellect ("Geist")This is one instance in which debate
seems to have clarified the issues.

What Prokofieff fails to realize, howeves that Tomberg does not advocate the practicenaftign spirituality today at all. The
book Meditations on the Tarotloes not recommend the Ignatian exercises. The'dastral focus is its own twenty-two
meditations. An attempt is made to couple theseceses to the Church's meditative tradition, as eliied by Ignatius and his
exercises par excellence. One can say that in stisay the gradual approach of intellectuality apulitsiality throughout history,
includig in the Ignatian exercises, a theoreticaifework is provided for the book's own exerciges immpulse -- which is to unite
esoteric and exoteric Christianity.

In the book's first edition, Prokofieff hadry little to say about the Christian-Hermetic niatibns themselves. In the present
edition, however, he claims that
Meditattons on the Tardfomberg develops a path of training, like Ignatiwhjch emphasizes a direct effect on the will, toick
thinking and feeling are "completely subjected."t Yige expositions in question, relating to the fthetard "The Hanged Man"
(whose up-side-down feet, i.e., whose will, is attg in a state of direct contact with heaven), argn fact, for a balance between
the soul's powers with respect to this classic itgisstate:

"Now, practical Hermeticism is like Christimmysticism based on the experience of authenttb fa. the experience of the
human being upside down, where the will is abowellectuality and imagination. Its practical aimrievertheless to render the
intellect and imagination equal companions of tfilefavoured by revelation from above.

The issue here is working within the conteikthe mystical tradition and helping it alongadealthier condition. lhe author
guotes Theresa of Avila, who herself experienced'ttanged" state described above with the willirea contact with heaven and
the other "faculties ... suspended”. And he exfyessites that it is Hermeticism's aim that "theo tether powers [thinking and
feeling] keep company with the will", just as Thesevas able at times to experieft#.is ironic that she is quoted in this context.
For Prokofieff takes exception to the mention of hame "in the same category as l.oyola", and ferfieg to remarks by Rudolf
Steiner he says that she represented a compledpted within the mystical current in the Catholicugth that was already tending
to decadence at that timé."



As for the claim of the over-riding role tife will in Christian Hermeticism, Prokofieff ignargpassages such as: "Christian
Hermeticism attributes to the heart the centrat@lia all its practices”, and that the work of @leristian Hermeticist is the salvific
"restoration of the reign of the hear? In this author's opinion, the book as a whole élaese sentiments out. Prokofieff only sees
what he wants to see, missing the forest for #estand makig out of them something that they atre n

In addition to Jesuitism, a second majsuésfor Prokofieff involves the frequent invocatioithe name Papus Meditations
on the TarotNoting that the book speaks of a common inspiratioong all Hermeticists, Prokofieff concludes ttiegt source of
inspiration for Papus and Tomberg is one and thees&ubsequently, Prokofieff quotes Rudolf Stemmetgative comrnents about
Papas, which are meant to call into question thiecgoof Papus' inspiratidfi.

LaternL Prnkofieff correcltly notes that Meditation on the Tarot also indicates the full realization of Papus’ spiritual
development and ispiration did not take place ub®l7. This poses somewhat of a riddle, for Paped th 1916. Prokofieff
concludes that the suggestion is being made tleafulh realization of his inspiration did not taldace until after death. Since
Tomberg appears to have begun his own occupatitnRepus and Hermetic literature in 1917 and sineeauthor oMeditation
on the Tarotspeaks of the common source between his own at&pirand that of Papus and other Hermeticistskd®ieff also
concludes that Tomberg was inspired from 1917 oRdyyus himseff In fact, the common source of inspiration is spokf in the
following way:

"This common inspiration, this language that weehsvcommon, is the inn&¥ordwhich guides and impels us -- inwardly and
outwardly at the same time -- in all our aspiragiofhe Papus of 1890 did not "know" what Papus wdheecome in 1917, but he
already directed his efforts towards what he wauldw, feel and realize -- what uld bejin a word -- in 1917. This was bicause
he knewin 1890 what he did not "know". It was becauseitispirationwhich underlies Christian Hermeticism was presedt\sas
working in him. And it was thanks to this inspimatithat he broke with the neo-Buddhist stream ofTteosophical Society and that
he preferred the intellectual Christianity of Sa¥tves d'Alveydre to the intellectual Buddhism of filgeosophical Societhy. And it
was agnin thanks to this inspiration tha he prefitgrthe real christianity of Maitre Philippe de hgdo the Christian intellettualism
of his youth. Yes, the Papus of 1917, praying and working, thagproduct of thénspirationwhich guided andd impelled the young
student of medicine, subsequent enthusiast forloscience, subsequent bold magician, and agabsesently, the lover of great
ntellectual syntheses. Here we have a particulamele of the gradual realisation of inspiration kg from the days of youth."”

"In the beginning was the Word” is tleav not only of the world but also of the realisatiohimspiration in each individual
biography. And the entire community of Hermeticistes under this law, under th@w of inspiration®®

Is there any doubt that for the author, the soofdaspiration for all Herrneticists -- includinge author oMeditations on the
Tarotand Papus too -- is thord,i.e. Jesus Christ‘How could Prokofieff fail to understand this?

In the original German edition, Prokofiedil§ to mention the above reference to Wdrd" at alf® Having been called on this
point, he includes in the English edition the fissehtence of the passage above, but fails to iadinel second, clarifying passage
(beginning with "In the beginning was the Word.").. He also fails to acknowledge the author's ustd@ding of his source of
inspiration -- until five chapters later as a makifterthought’ It wonld have been more honest for Prokofiefsay: "The author
of Meditation onthe Tarotthinks thus and such about the common source girat®n amongst himself, Papus, and other
Hermencists, but this is what | think...." Instdeaais more interested in promoting dark theories gannot withstand the light of a
close examination. Ironically his English transtatowittingly abets him in the work of obfuscatibg translahng " Word" with a
small "w", rendering the unwary reader completelgapable of understanding what the authoMeflitation on the Taroteally
intends to say®

Perhaps Prokofieff would revert to RudolfiSée's remark that people can confess Jesus Chutiseblly be following Lucifer
or Ahriman, depending on the way in which the ustierding of Jesus Christ lives in their soul (Prakbfictually does quote this
remark in another contextj. To this it can be said that Tomberg's understanttillows the words of Christ:

‘The spirit of the.Lord is upon me...he Bast me to announce good news to the poor, to gnoakelease for prisoners and
recovery of sight tor the blind, to let the brokectims go free .. ."' (Luke, 4,18)

Consider the testimony of Martin Khele, Tomgde personal friend and publisher, who said thamnBerg’'s social activity
involved praying "night and day" for the dead irrgatory in order tdhelp thent’ The positive context in which Tornberg imbeds
the memory of both Ignatius and Papus can be utmaetén a similar way.

A third major issue for Prokofieff involvéomberg's so-called championing of the doctringpapal infallibility. Tomberg
writes that when the pope speaks "ex cathedra"fi@n the chair" (of Peter) or the Holy See, "arpitrariness is absolutely ruled
out.” He also says that whenever popes spoke "thedea" they spoke in the spirit of Peter, and tatheresy has ever been
proclaimed from the Holy Sé&.To contrast these statements Prokofieff quotes Ri@teiner's investigation of a so-called "ex
cathedra" pronouncement. In this particular encgtli Steiner says that what was receivedd fromsthigtual worl had been
reversed: “Everywhere what should have been a “yeas called ‘no’ and vice veréa. Steiner also says tat the dogma of
infallibility was erected by the Church as a bart#gainst the influence of any kind of new spittruths.#®

With this particular issue Prokofieff canrm accused of overlooking or distorting the faettill, there are many entangled
issues here -- the particular encyclical in ques(i®ascendi dominici gregis" of 1907), the undarding of infallibility at the time
of Rudolf Steiner's remarks, present-day understgnai infallibility in the Church, and finally Valgéim Tomberg's owmemarks. It
is not so easy to disentangle these distinct bate@ issues, and yet the attempt is justified.

The terms ‘ex cathedra’ and ‘infallible afgually interchangeable. The Firs Vatican Counil869-70 taught that:

"When the Roman Pontiff spea&scathedra. asthe pastor and teacher of all Christians [and] @sfia doctrine of faith and morals
that must be held by the Universal Church he is emeped, through the divine assistance promised hitléssed Peter, with the
infallibility with which the Divine Redeemer willetb endow his Church?*

Interpreting this statement, as well as meiteg which papal proclamations are to be congideex cathedra” or infallible and
therefore irrevocable and binding, has not provasyehistorically. Rudolf Steiner reflects this ambig in stating that the pope
never says whether he is speaking "ex cathedraiot? And in Steiner's judgment, the encyclical "Pasefominici gregis”
(directed against Modernism) did not reflect spalttruth and was presented as an "ex cathedrahiteninvoking the principle of
infallibility or freedom from errof®

While many considered this encyclical todpe"ex cathedra” proclamation at the time whenasgiven, this is no longer true
today?’ The general consensus in the Church today isottigtthe two Marian dogmas of the Imrnaculate Cotioap(1854) and
the Assumption (1950) are to be considered “exezhdi or infiallible teaching®
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The reasons for this are complicated andlie/the development of thought about infallibilapd the conditions necessary for
it to be present. For teachings given since thelgneation of the dogma in 1870, the standard ofiegiion seems clear. According
to the present-day (post-Vatican IlI) understandihgt a pope who intends to invoke infallibility miudo so “clearly and
unequivocally”, consensus indicates that only tleelpmation of Mary's Assumption (1950) fulfillsishstringent conditio® For
teachings given prior to 1870, however, the angs/éss certain. Attempts at listing such "ex cdth& pronouncements vary; and
most importantly they reveal that over time tfwaddewer teachings have been considered "ex cathedth the exception of the
Immacutate Conception dogma of 1884 Thus, only the Assumption and the Immaculate Cptime are generally considered
infallible today.

In addition, however, other consideratiols® @lay a role with respecf to infallibility-retat issues. According to present-day
thinking, ecumenical councils -- not "ex cathedstdtements -- are the proper venue for exercisifglible authority'. For the
engagement and "the intensive working togetheh®iQhurch" guarantees the truth that Church teachirggmeant to reflect. It has
also been pointed out that if the pope must mak®avknhis intention to speak infallibly, then no thiaxgs prior to the ninetenth
centlégy can be considered infallible or "true"neluding those of the early Church Councils whichsprely define the Christian
faith.

Another consideration involves the role ld faithful. What previously guaranteed the atithand "freedom from error" of
past council teachings was the process of "Churchpten” (acceptance by the faitlitul): "teachingteority...lives on the base of
the witness of Church receptiof?". It is problematic, however, to apply this prieiglirectly to the dogma of infallibility, because
Vatican | negated the necessity of Church confiromatis a condition for the validity of infallibilityOne way to acknowledge the
participation of the Church and yet adhere to thmédation of Vatican. | (which is considered bingljnis to stress that Church
reception does not signifyatification. Instead it indicates whetherthe faithful can adsitei a teaching, and thereby suggests
whetheror not the teaching can be validly considiéex cathedra" or free from error.

This understanding of the need for the atzoege of the faithful is important to the notionifallibility. For it allows extending
the "ex cathedra" designation to other importaatiéngs before the nineteenth century, like thdgeeearly Church Councils. At
the same time, however, it also implies that theegs not the solitary axis around which Churchtéegand truth revolvé®

Thus, all Church teachings, in fact all pagradyclicals are not considered today to be ifielfi* This applies in particular to
"Pascendi dominici gregis" of 1907, which RudolfiSée singled out for criticism. Also a clear shi#toccurring about the nature of
infallible teaching. It is not the authority of tip@pe alone but the shared authonty of the pogecdliege of bishops and all the
faithful (i.e. the Church as a whole) who togettietermine whether a teaching is to be consideffedliie or not.

This notion of shared authority actually afwes the principle of "agreement of the whole Chtrunder the guidance of the
Holy Spirit, as portrayed archetypically in the Adf the Apostles (Acts, 15, 22). This kind of attis the basis for the notion of
infallibility or freedom from error in doctrinal nizrs. Rudolf Steiner himself affirms the traditiohbishop consensus under the
guidance of the Holy Spirit, which implies the aot@nce of the entire Church. And yet he cites tlelpmation of the Immaculate
Conception as an instance when this principle oensus was not present, therefore constitutingkarithe chain of degenerative
developments thal led to the infallibility dogfiawhile the Immaculate Conception dogma was proadimvithout the convening
of an Ecumenical Council, historical evidence suggg#sat the principle of consensus - among theopishall the faithful and the
pope - was adhered to, allowing this dogma to staddy as one of the two generally acknowledgedcégkedra” teaching$.

The point is that the notion of infallibjlithas been evolving over time. Every papal encgtlis not considered infallible,
infallibility must be invoked at the time of theatghing, and consensus is a necessary part of tkegw - beforehand and afterwards.
(Such cosr;siderations also help to clarify whetther recent papal teaching banning women’s ordinatan truly be considered
infallible.

The ultimate question however is whethereviih Tornberg's statements about "ex cathedrathiegs contradict Rudolf
Steiner, as Prokofieff claims. Tomberg states that

“The infallibility ex cathedrawhich the office of Shepherd of the Church bringshiti results from the summation of the three
meanings of "the rock": the Petrine faculty of opess tahe venical revelation, the active presence oP8ter as a mediator of the
vertiical revelation, and the spiritual cross otdPe arising through the mission and duty of rexiomg the ordinances of eternity
with the demands of time. For a decision made andl@imed by the popex cathedra ighe result of consultation between the
worldly" responsibility for the ways and destin@fsmankind represented by the pope, and the 'héaversponsibility for the ways
and destinies of mankind represented by Peter'sdatarreceived from ChrisEx cathedrais a state in which all arbitrariness is
absolutely excluded, for the pope represents th@evbf mankind and brings its requirements to esgian, while Peter represents
and proclaims the will of Christ. The result of thinsultation is a decision and proclamation “ekedra.*®

The key words that "all arbitrariness isabtely excluded" and that "the pope representsathele of mankind and brings it
requirements to expression" mean that the pope mimtespeak for himself but for all of the Church f@ct, for all of humanity). As
the preceding considerations have indicated, tipe pdone does not decide which proclamations amsidered "ex cathedra”. And
the “ex cathedra” designation only applies to the Marian dogmas. One can argue whether these dgmds capture the essence
of what is considered Anthroposophical spirituatht but the real question is whether they adeduatmvey, in a form accessible
to all of humanitya sense for important spirituaisteries. Tomberg's words, however, reflect thalidé “agreement of the whole
church" under the inspiration of the Holy Spirthe same ideal that Rudolf Stemer affirmed as thdittonal basis for establishing
truth (see note 34) and that present-day Churctgtiteeems to be in the process of recovering.

One can regret that the dogma of infallipilivas ever proclaimed because of the hubris andeathat it threatens. But this does
not undermine the integrity of Valentin Tombergmmments, which speak to the ideal significance anth of this notion
(consensus of the whole under the influence oHtblg Spirit and try to bring it to the fore. Hergain it is not a matter of choosing
between Valentin Tomberg and Rudolf Steiner buffahaning both.

These are not the only challenges that @mrought to what Prokofieff sas but they should suffice to indicate that a
completely different view of Tomberg is possibléig view, above all acknowledges him as an initiateis own right, convinced
by the depth and grandeur of his works. And it seekunderstand howhe continued a mission in thécgeof Jesus Christ within
the Catholic Church, after finding the doors of frehroposophical world closed to him.

Two final issues are important to menticthe- Bodhisattva question and cooperation betwedoriéas and Aristotelians.

Identifying Tomberg as the Bodhisattva whasvioretold by Rudolf Steiner has been one of thstmprovocative issues of the
Tomberg controversy. For if the Bodhisattva lef #nthroposophical Society and joined the CatholiarCh, what does this say
about the Society - both then and now? While Ada#nson had previously identified Rudolf Steinettss Bodhisattva, - a theory
which Prokofieff himself subscribed to*>,Thomas Meyer's recent woflhe Bodhitsattva Questidmas effectively silenced this
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suppositiorf! The basis for identifying Tomberg with the Bodlttiga (in additio to the. Grandeur and sublimityhi§ works) are
Steiners’ remark to Friedrich Rittelmeyer tha the Eedttva was born at the turn of the cerfttirfTomberg was bom in 1900) as
well as Tombxrg's own suggestive rematksn the English edition ofhe Case of Valentin Tombei@rokofieff now reports that
Michael Frensch, a Tomberg supporter, has recentlyished an article quoting friends of Tomberg vglay that he himself denied
beeing the Bodhisattéa This report appears to be effectively check tafly of Tomberg being the Bodhisattva. and in dlefss
the suggestion ought to be withdrawn as an issukeirTomberg debate. But then the Society is thmate loser, for the nagging
mystery of the Bodhisattva's identity remains uohe=d with no new serious candidate in sight. Torglses the Bodhisattva may
represents a threat to the Society's identity, Tlmmberg as a non-candidate reduces the Sociegntdnce on the matter. Is the
latter really preferable?

As for cooperation between Platonists andtéielians, which according to Rudolf Steiner mtage place within the Society by
the end of the century, Prokofieff himself is someavho has taken up the c&lLIn this respect, it is noteworthy that the autbbr
Meditations on the Taratlearly identifies himself as someone working witkfie Platonic streaffi. Unquestionably, some Society
members are attracted to Tomberg and hiss workeged feel sympathy for his attempt in later lifé@rtfect esoteric impulses into
the Church. Is it perhaps due - at least in paot theé recognition of Tomberg as a Platonic masyePlatonist members? Is the
idealistic bent of Platonic thinking which percesvand emphasizes ideal essences - of the CatholicciGhof Ignatius and his
esercises, of Papus and even of the dogma ofibifiyl - at the root of a demonized misperceptmfiTomberg by Aristotelians?
Incredibly, in the same pagege in which Prokofisfieaks of cooperation between Platonists andodeisdns, he quotes Rudolf
Steiner about "hearts [which] unite Intelligenced é®pirituality” in the service of the Michael Impaf’ And yet he excoriates
Tomberg for daring to champion this same idealhi@ Church and relate it Ignatius of Loyola — as Aaplsophy is thereby
somehow demeandd.

One has to acknowleage a debt of gratitaderokofieff, for in working through his criticismene can arrive at greater insight
and appreciation of what Tomberg was really abBut. Prokofieff is playing a dangerous game. If hevieng about Valentin
Tomberg, he is undercutting the very impulses kigatlaims to support. But ultimately the stakeseasen higher than that. If, afer
leaving the Society, Tomberg entered the Catholicr€@hto continue working in the service of Jesus €Hdr humanity's benefit
and progress, then Prokofieff by his criticism apgosition is guilty of that which he accuses Torghesuitism.

There can be no question of anyone, incydtrokofieff, usurping individual responsibility f@xercising judgment on these
matters. Towards this end, members are urged eonmthemselves first-hand through the source naserin particular Tomberg’s
own works, and to draw their own conclusions.

1. Afew articles have appeared in English andesothers have been translated and are availaltetfre Rudofl Steiner Library in
Ghent, N. Y. It can only be hoped that at somer&upoint, more of the resource material will be maslailable to English-speaking
readers.

2. “Richtigstellung”,Novalis,10/1995, p. 9.

3. Sergei O. Prokofieff and Christian Lazaridesy Fall TombergDornach: Verlag am Goetheanum, 1995), p. 113.

4. AnonimousMeditation on the TarofNew York: Amity House, 1985) pp. 614-15. Accorditigthe author, the Maitreya Buddha
and Kalki Avatar will unite in one person. See alalentin TombergCovenant of the heartRockport, MA: Element, 1992, p.96.

5. The german word “Geist” means both spirit anieliect in English, yet the usual translation opif#” is questionable here
because Stemer is contrasting powers of the suink{hg and will) and not the members of the hurbhamg (body, soul and spirit).
See also GA 104, lecture of June 19, 1908, wheen&t contrasts the "Geist-Initiation" of pre-Chest times with the heart-
orientation of Christian times and the “special kimfdwill cultivation” of Rosicrucian initiations irmodem times. Here again,
“Geist” orintellectis juxtaposed to the heart and will.

6. Sergei O. ProkofiefiThe Case of Valentin Tombefigondon: Temple Lodge. 1997), p. 13-14. See aladl@l, locture of Oct. 5,
1911.

7. Sergei O. ProkofiefiThe Case of Valentin Tombepp. 141, 181.

8. Prokofieff claims that the present-day form a@rdt occultism “which Tomberg also uses” divertsigmousness away from
consciousness-soul development to intellectual-sonkciousness forms, but does not ground thisretatt any further (Lazarides
and ProkofieffDer Fall Tombergp.67).

9 AnonymousMeditationsonthe Tarot,p. 322.

10. AnonimousMeditations on the Tarot, p.319.

I'l. Sergei O. ProkofieffThe Case of Valentin Tombepp.99-100.

12. AnonimousMeditations on the Taropp.227, 229.

13. Sergei O. Prokofieflfhe Case of Valentifiomberg, p.42ff.

14. Sergei O. ProkofieffThe case of valentin Tombepm116.

15. AnonymousMeditations on the Tarppp.397-398



16. Lazarides and Prokofiefber Fall Tormberg, 62-63.

17. Sergei O. ProkofiefThe Case of Valentin Tomberg, p. 101.

18. Sergei O. ProkofieffThe Case of Valentin Tomberg,42. This undoubtedly took place because all Germauns are
capitalized, rendering a specialized capitalizationanother language imperceptible. Theok Meditations on the Taravas
originally written in French, which does not usyathpitalize nouns. The French edition readsViégbe” (Meditations sur leg2
arcanes majeurs du TaroRaris: Aubier, 1984, p.477). Had the existing Estgliranslation been used for quotations, the nestak
never would have taken place, as the English mxectly mirrors the French original (see note 15).

19. Sergei O. Prokofieffhe Case of Valentin Tomberg, p. I7.

20. Valentin Tornberd,azarus kom heraus!(Basel: Herder, 1985), pp.237-238.

2 1. Sergei O. Prckofiefffhe Case of Valentin Tombepp. 55, 57. See also: Valentin TombeZgyenant of the Heart, 15.

22. Sergei O. ProkofiefThe Case of Valentin Tombem56. See also: Rudolf Steiner, GA 198, loetureunfel6, 1920.

23. Sergei O. ProkofieffThe Case of Valentin Tombemp6. See also: Rudolf Steiner, GA 184, lectureeptS22, 1918.

24.The Harper Collins Encyclopedia of CatholicisRichard P. McBrien general editor, (Harper San Hsaoc 19995) entry:
“Infallibility”.

25. Rudolf Steiner, GA 198, lecture of June 3, 1920.
26. Rudolf Steiner, Ga 198, lecture of june 6, 1920.

27. Klaus Schatz SJ, “Welche Bisherige Papstlichérémscheidungen Sind ‘E,x Cathedra?", Wrner, Lahm and
Lutz.-Bachmann, editorogmengeschichte und Katholische TheologMirzburg: Echter Verlag, 1985), p.405.

28. Klaus Schatz SJ, “Welche Bisherige Péapstlicherémscheidungen Sind ‘Ex Cathedra'?", p.414, se& &mpie, Murphy and
Burgess, editorsfeaching Authority and Infallibility in the Churchutherans and Catholics in Dialogue {Augsburg, 1978), p.49;
and Francis A. Sullivan SBjagisterium: Teaching Authority in the Catholic Chinr@New York: Paulist Press 1983), pp. 19, 105.

29. Klaus Schatz SJ. “Welche Bisherige Péapstlichedmscheidungen Sind ‘Ex Cathedra’?”, pp. 404-05.
30. Klaus Schatz SJ, “Welche Bisherige Péapstlichedmtscheidungen Sind ‘Ex Cathedra’?”, pp.406-14.
31 Klaus Schatz SJ, “Welche Bisherige Péapstlichedrgscheidungen Sind ‘Ex Cathedra’?” pp.416-17.
32. Klaus Schatz SJ, “Welche Bisherige Papstlichedmscheidungen Sind ‘Ex Cathedra’?”, pp. 417.
33. Klaus Schatz SJ, “Welche Bisherige Péapstlichedmscheidungen Sind ‘Ex Cathedra’?”, pp.416-21.
34. Francis A. Sullivan SBjagisterium: Teaching Authority in the Catholic Chioyp.172.

35. Rudolf Steiner, GA 198, lecture of June 3, 192w does one know; how has one kown [that theyHgpirit is really the
inspiration of a proposed dogma]? It was knownhat tthe dogma proposed by a council was alreadypii@on of the entire
Cattolic Church. This was not the case with the Imutate Conception. The Catholic Church's fundamentatime that only those
things could be made dogmas about which the figlitidid previously shown an inclination was brokethw

36. The Harper Collins Encyclopedia of Cathohcigntry: “Immaculate Conception”. In the West the feaas introduced in the
eleventh century. Some Church teachers objected iatioduction because of the suggestion that Madyot need salvation. Duns
Scotus resolved their arguments in the thirteeattiury. The Council of Trent (1545-63) excluded Mapm its decree on original
sin, and subsequently the doctrine was represémtiitirgy and art, and in the piety of the faithfit was well established by the
time Pius IX proclaimed the dogma in 1854 after sudtation with the world's bishops. (On the issdecansensus, which he
specifically invokes about this dogma, Rudolf Steimgpears to have been mistaken.)

37. Francis A. Sullivan SJ, “Guideposts From Catholiadition”, America,Dec. 9, 1995, pp.5-6.

38 Valentin TombergCovenant of the Heartlpp. 114-115.

39. See, for example, what Prokofieff says abouhberg's remarks on Rudolf Steiner's life and thgestaof Christian initiation
(Sergei O. Prckofieff,The Case of Valentin Tombergp.59-60) and what Tomberg actually says (Valefliomberg, hmer
DevelopmentGhent, NY: Anthroposophic Press, 1992, lecture 7).

40. Sergei O. ProkofieffRudolf Steiner and the Founding of the New Mystesesond edition (London: Temple Lodge, 1994).
pp.70-78,127.

41. Thomas Meyer(The Bodhisattra QuestiofLondon: Temple Lodge, 1993). Meyer arrives at d¢osiclusion on the basis of
Elisabeth Vreede's two lectures on the Bodhisattestipn and other information such as the remafk&alter Vegelahn, one of
Rudolf Steiner's stenagraphers. In Elisabeth Vrseolginion: “Rudolf Steiner belonged to quite anoteeeam than that of the



6

Bodhisattva, which is related to oriental spiritli” (pp.156-57). Vegelahn indicates that RudoléiBer once said in response to a
direct question that he was not the Bodhisattva thatl on another occasion he speciiically stated higindividuality was not
related to Jeshu ben Pandira [the former incamatidghe Bodhisattva ] (p.169).

42. Thomas MeyeiThe Bodhisattua Questiop,72.

43. Valentin TombergCovenant of the Heartip.70.Tomberg speaks of the task of the Bodhisattva was to succeed to Rudolf
Steiner: See also: Anonymoudgeditation on the Tarofp.614. In neither of these references is the Botthismamed, yet the latter
suggests that the author knew his identity.

44. Sergei O. ProkofiefiThe Case of Valentin Tombemp. 159-160.

45. Sergei O. ProkofieffRudolf Steiner and the Foundation of the New Miete(London/New York: Rudolf Steiner
Press/Anthroposophic Press, 1986), pp. 289-308.

46. AnonimousMeditation on the Tarofp. 26.
47. Sergei O. ProkofiefRudolf Steiner and the Foundation of the New Mystegpi 307.

48. Sergei O. ProkofieffThe Case of Valentin Tombery, 36 ff.



