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As Tomberg’s publisher, Martin Kriele voice aghf to be heard here. Professor and Doctor of Law Hele fights for what he
sees to be right even if it makes him unpopular. Herings things together that others can’'t manage tget under one umbrella:
he calls himself an anthroposophist and a Catholidde comments for both Die Zeit and Das Bild. He velmeently supported
recognition of natural medicine and especially antftoposophical medicine) in the Medicine Law of 1976sawell as the American
position on Nicaragua (his writings on Nicaragua ld to proceedings to expel him from the Social Demaoats, which ended when
he voluntarily withdrew. His written work smacks of conservatism, yet he represented Willy Brandt in ta dratfing of the
German-German foundation agreement. Eberbard Mannigevisited the colofful public attorney in Cologne ad spoke with him
about Tomberg, his experiences as a Catholic, andshtonflicts with anthroposophists. — The Editor

In the March issue of the paper Die Drei, mtiln Waldof teacherLorenzo Ravagli begins his essayCatholicism and
anthroposophy by paraphrasing Marx wilh the words, $pecter haunts the last decades of the twentiattuge— the specter of
anthroposophical Catholicism. Is it real or doe$i@unt only susceplible souls among our contempes&fi If seems to me that such
“receptive souls can only be found in Dornach besgglin the paper Das Goetheanum of Seplember 2987, Martin Barkhoff, under
“Catholicizing of the University of Witten?” wrote,Peter Koslowski, who has been responsible since i@8&aching the general
curriculum in Witten, and the recently hired Reirth&adw must be ranked as the most active spokesfm@atholic conservatism this
side of the bishopric. They are students of prafeSpaemann, who stays in close touch in Munich @étdinal Ratzinger, the leader
of the Vatican’s Congregation for the Doctrine ofithawhich is clearly seen as the intellectual focfisCatholic conservatism. He
then spoke about the Civitas Society, saying thati said to have “close” ties to the most promin@strument of Catholic power,
Opus Dei. FurtherDas Goetheanunof Ocfober 18th, 1987, reported that Dr. MichaekRsch, the editor in chief éfermetikaand
who belongs to the Tomberg circle and works towaregrgting anthroposophy and Catholicism” has movethfactory paper Die
Kommenden. That has meanwhile sparked a current ramang members of the Anthroposophical SocietyttieaCatholic Church
bought Die Kommenden. And that is only one of theors that originated from partial or misunderstoafbrmation.

Professor Kriele, how do you as an anthropophist, a Catholic, and the publisher of Tomberg’s wrk respond to such
doings?

First of all, religious freedom prevailsthe Anthroposophical Society, as was Rudolf Steseish.
It's Point Four of the Principles of the Geeral Anthroposophical Society provided by Rudolf Stiner.

Yes, and Rudolf Steiner himself held a nundfe€atholic anthroposophists in high esteem; KaHubert, for example, or Father
Trinquero, whom he brought with him to the 1923 6tmias meeting. In such a country as the Germarnr&ldgepublic, about half of
the population is Catholic. One ought not then tmaer that quite a few Catholics are also in the Aaphsophcal Society. Over the
past seventy years, that fact has created no relallem for the Society. Suddenly and for no disiteen resaon, an unbridled campaign
against the Catholic members is now underway.

One gets a strong impression at the Goethaan that a certain Catholic infiltration or, as it's also called, a kind of returning
of anthroposophy into the fold of the Catholic Chuch is underway or rather planned.

The truth is merely that an interest in ¥ieeties announced by Rudolf Steiner abides in thiadia world. | read somewhere that
about 30% of Catholics believe in reincarnation amktow as well that the pope himself has expredsatself cautiously but not
disparagingly on that subject.

Blatant Dishonesty
Might many of those 30% incline rather towad Buddhistic or Hindu conceptions of reincarnation?

That could be, here and there. In that case, hawéwsould still be good for them to consider asah anthroposophical thinking as
possible. Some have the idea theaanthroposophyg smseething when its revelations are spread. nfyest another’s cookie, | then
have it and the other no longer does. If, howeliergest another’s truths, then the other has thadhl do too. If | understand Rudolf
Steiner correctly, he brought anthroposophy intowhorld to spread the truth. What he certainly didrant was that essential truths
should remain the exclusive property of the Antlmsgphical Society. | would like, however, to respan bit to Martin Barkhof's
article inDas Goetheanum.

Yes, that was where we started.

The truth of the matter is the following: rfiyend Kienie, while | was working with him durintpe years when the Herdecke
University was just beginning, had adopted theqpile that, if there aren’'t enough anthroposophistsomplete the faculty, we must
admit others to make a full education availablfallowed him to that extent. After his death, Kodir&chily revised that position. To
him, it was less important that one be a dedicatetiroposophist; instead, he asked first aboutifipaons in their specialties. He
said, “We want to get for each department the llestmost competent person”...

He told me that he was lucky to find the amtroposophist Koslowski, who was ready to work at Helecke.



... and I now find that it's not an espelgi@nthroposophical university, for each naturaieks the best for his or her department.
And | for that reason withdrew from the universiay Herdecke. But that's how Koslowski got in theftemDiether Lauenstein’s
departure — not as a Catholic infiltrator but agedl qualified philosopher who happens to be a datho

Martin Barkhoff has now associated Koslowskand Léw together with Spaemann, their teacher, withCardinal Ratzinger
on one hand and with Opus Dei on the other.

My first response to that must be that,hié headline of that article is “Catholicizing of thimiversity of Witten?”, then it's
blatantly dishonest. Barkhoff himself states thas lealy discussing the usual multiplication of swes, for which apologies are owed
to all of the “important German leaders of industiye writes that himself!

Further, Koslowski, Léw, and Spaeman weléedaconservatives. Whenever the word “conservativgratuitously interjected |
wonder from which point of view and why.

It even says, “as the most effective spokesmof Catholic conservatism this side of the bishojg”.

They have published, for example, a bdokmessurable Progresdirecting their sarcasm at the development of tbhen& bomb,
atomic energy, and automation. They are consemvativthat extent. Fundamentally, they are ecolsgiBhe connection to Opus Dei,
however, is mere fraud. | happen to know that nofigchem has anything to do with Opus Dei — no @mtion at ito have
connections”...

...with the editorializing “close”.

Said by whom exactly? It's garden-varietgnsler. And it's a dirty trick to connect them w@pus Dei and then depict Opus Dei
as semioccult. | know from a philosopher from Minghat Professor Inciarte, who was first on theiaity list at Vienna but was
bypassed thanks to a lady socialist minister bexdesindicated that he belonged to Opus Dei. kdaltlim and engaged him on a
variety of issues. | then asked him, “What do yeally think of anthroposophy?” He replied, “Whyfirst heard of it this year. It was
Professor Koslowski of Herdecke who held a lecamephilosophy here, after which we spoke a little. discussed anthroposophists
with great respect: They must be fine people”.

Beautiful. Let's move to the topic of Frenscland Die Kommenden and incorporation of anthroposophy into Catholicism

Frensch once wrote an articie in which himeg that science, the church, and anthroposoptwighin the future cease contending
and instead seek ways of cooperating. That to raeralistic but scarcely an assault on anthrogosop

How anthroposophy could be incorporated int&Catholicism is indeed inconceivable.

It's absurd. One does find various esotarid even anthroposophical works in Catholic bookstdaut nothing to compete with
anthroposophy. Anthroposophists have earned by fireictical efforts much prestige for themselvesnfragriculture, pediatrics,
education especially, and medicine, attractingnéitia in the widest circles. Catholicism, meanwhilas become much more open. It's
often happened to me that my coreligionists respmwtdvith hostility but with interest when | sayath am an anthroposophist. When,
among anthroposophists, | mention that | am a Cathwbwever, they act like they were about to ctbesnselves. It seems to me that
those who behave thus are seeing the reality artherd not through their own eyes but through thafsRudolf Steiner seventy years
hence. Not quite, of course — Steiner himself hasltjve relations with Catholics. He even on Jangth, 1924 — after the Christmas
meeting! — went as far as to say that the Catlublicch is the only important institution that trydyesents to the world the mystery of
the spirit that has veiled itself with sensory iegsiongdMystery Centers of the Middle Ages,Z33a); awareness of its role, however,
usually being absent. Tombergis striving in his Gathperiod is to awaken that understanding andigplace that institution’sgregor
or doppelgangerAnthroposophists who orient themselves only byrigtes explanations of forms of Catholicism of hisrotime and
ignore his favorable expressions mistake the ptessility, for example, that the church today retmgs religious freedom as an
inalienable human right, for other religions as mas itself. Further, supremacy of the conscieneg dogma is now officially taught
and also that departure from the church need mét@ae among unbelievers.

Are those concepts expounded by all worthies the Catholic church?
That's conciliary teaching. It's obligatory.

Such things must originate mostly from cir@s critical of the church. Are you without unpleasat experiences in this area;
having to keep silence against your better judgmenfor example?

No, not at all. I don’t withhold that I'm aamthroposophist and | must say that it's causedaotehe slightest difficulty and even
the ultimate arbiter, so to speak, Cardinal Ratzingigows me to be an anthroposophist. He is totdayuttimate defender of the faith
and he took no offense from that.

Is Cardinal Ratzinger really as conservativas is always said, in the sense of dogmatic andrraw minded?

No, not in the least. He's even a part ef pnogressive wing of the council. He takes a sonag\irm attitude toward two groups:
he seeks first to guard the church from infiltratioy unalloyed Leninists and second toward acadéh@ologians who at heart no
longer believe and are atheists or, as was saiteirighteenth century, deists. In any case, tisei@day essentially more freedom in
the church than in the Anthroposophical Societsar say that from my own experience.

A Great Initiate



In so saying, are you referring also to howalentin Tomberg was treated for decades and even m®so today?

Attacks on Tomberg were originally not diezt against his Catholicism at all. They began wiierstudies on the Old Testament
were circulated, in 1933. And they oriented thenesebprimarily against the fact that a great initispoke there. There
was fear for Rudolf Steiner's uniqueness. Rejectind distrust of Tomberg were so great that he finfdiced facts and left the
Anthroposophical Society in 1938. He did not erter church until 1945. The complaint about his Clatlsmn, therefore, was only
appended afterward. The decisive complaint agdiostberg is thus that he appeared to be an initiate

Let's go back to the 1 930s. Where was Tombeirgtiated?
Valentin Tomberg came to Rudolf Steiner veayly. A letter has just come into my hands thawvhate him as early as 1920.
He had just turned twenty.

Yes and he wrote there, “that | have beeditatng since 1917 according to the bosk®wledge of the Higher WoridsandThe
Threshold of the Spiritual Worland results have not been lacking”. He writes frrthat, in 1917 — at age 17 — he joined the Russi
Theosophical Society “but | couidn™ go along withe theosophical tendency toward suppressing fheeght”. He found in
anthroposophy, however, “what | missed in theosophgonsideration of the needs of reason and tiuaness of the individuality”.
That's how he writes at twenty.

According to what you've just quoted, Rudolf Steinewas Valentin Tomberg’s master.

Yes, Rudolf Steiner was the greatest of bechers. And he never ceased saying so until tdeoérhis life. He left the
Anthroposophical Society because he was mistrustddejected. But he never separated himself frodoR&teiner.

And what about the Russian religious philoggher Vladimir Soloviev's influence on Tomberg? As hewrites in the eleventh
of his studies on the Old Testament, Rudolf Steinggrompted him to study Soloviev thoroughly. And thisstudy supposedly led
him to say that, prior to Rudolf Steiner, there wasnothing “that contained such a deep knowledge — gunded in the traditions
of history — of he being and mission of Jesus ChtisFor example, Soloviev'sTwelve Lectures Concerning Godlike Humanity are
the deepest and most comprehensive about the sulfjegbat have been put into thought before Rudolf Steer”. Thus did
Tomberg write.

Yes, in many respects, Tomberg refers to\BeV — for example to th8tory of the Antichrist — imhich he predicts-using poetic
license — how the Antichrist will win many Chrisigto him through corrupting displays of deceptives. Tomberg’s purpose was to
awaken both the wisdom to see through such thindgte strength to resist them.

I've heard from an older lady anthroposophisthat Rudolf Steiner held Tomberg in great esteemCould that be attributed
to those early letters?

It is possible that resulted from thoseelett In any case, it could not have resulted fromesting. Valentin Tomberg much
lamented that. But he was at that time — betweeR0t2% — a refugee in Estonia’s Tallinn; he was y@wgr and had to earn his way.
Travel was impossible. Later, when it was possiBlgjolf Steiner had already departed to the othuer. si

There’s a letter from Marie Steiner dated Mach 25th, 1936, to a Miss von Dumpff in Estonia; righat the beginning, it
states: “I am letting lie a long letter already writen-just as | have done with my earlier letters toTomberg; for | have reread his
previous letters and know that he won't change hiposition. | feel that he is shockingly delusionalred arrogant”. What could
have driven Marie Steiner to such words?

She must have thought that Steiner’s unigegmvas in jeopardy
That's expressed quite clearly in the letteas well as the essay that follows.

Again and again, isn't that so? I'll givetjone example: she reproaches his “failure togeize Dr Steiner’s unique significance
and his self-styled ability merely to continue 8tais instruction instead of trying to penetratwiith all possible humility and carry it
over into life”. Elsewhere, Marie Steiner write$Yith Dr Steiner’s work, we have enough for a thawbgears”.

She obviously saw him as the last initiate who cadilappear, while in Rudolf Steiner's own book Knowledge of the Higher
Worlds are the sentences: “however, two things are corree first, those who earnestly seek higher worldg.will spare no pain
and avoid no barrier in the search for an initiatewho can lead them into the higher secrets of the wid; on the other hand, they
can be equally sure that initiation will find them under all circumstances if serious and worthy striing for knowledge is
present”. Tomberg quotes that in the first of his sidies about the Old Testament in 1933 and then add¥f every serious and
worthy seeker can find an initiate, then initiatesmust always be there. Had Steiner been the only tiate and were there to be no
others after him, the above sentences wonldn't beue. But they are true, despite the fact that the iner conviction of many
anthroposophists is presently such that they appargly doubt the truth of these sentences that meanghey do not even consider
the possibility at all that those possessing knowdge could newly appear. In truth, however, it isn'tjust a possibility, but a
necessity whose realization belongs to the obligatis of every anthroposophist to whom reality is ma important than personal
wishes”. Here is an apparent allusion to the facthat Tomberg must have known someone else beside RifdSteiner who
exerted a great influence on him and who led him da his markedly Biblical path.
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I don't believe so. | believe that Rudolf it was Tomberg’s only great teacher On the dtlaed, Rudolf Steiner always spoke
of the steady stream of initiates whose activitfyance — around 1250 — was interrupted In the Aoghsophical Society, Steiner is
certainly an unconditional authority. Only on tlsgue is he simply not taken seriously. Isn't tieaharkable? In addition, I'd like to
make another comment: for me and for other friesfd¥alentin Tomberg, he was an initiate — in factgreat initiate — but Rudolf
Steiner was a greater one.There are, indeed, degree

Could one then say that Tomberg was a remarkable ewwic personality? In fact, there was, across thehannel, first in
Ireland and then in England Dunlop, who was also arnitiate. And Rudolf Steiner, when he met him, cakd him his brother.
Tomberg and Dunlop, who was himself ejected from theociety in 1935, seem to be of similar quality.

| wouid say [that Tomberg was] of greataslity. But, if the allergy to initiates after Rud@feiner is so great that one neither
seeks nor finds them, then that seems to me tospenptom that anthroposophy is being assimilateédhtough the consciousness soul
but through the intellectual or the sentient s@ie clings to the unquestioned authority of Rudtdirgr, just as one previously clung
to that of Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas. And, jastbefore, one brings one’s subjective interestisaasumptions along in that one
“interprets” some passages and omits others. On&stlwhen thus viewing the world through the eyéRodolf Steiner that one is
therefore on the level of the consciousness sonk €haracteristic of that soul, however, is thabrients itself not according to
personal authorities or subjective wishes but alingrto the truth. By the way, | don’t think it ¢ect to claim a particular authority
for Valentin Tomberg, in the sense of being thaination of a high being. | wary of that.

You mean the assertion circulating among ahtoposophists that Tomberg had himself revered as amcamation of the
Maitreya Buddha?

Valentin Tomberg never said that of himsktion't think that one should speculate about tmatesponse, I'd like to quote what
Rudolf Steiner himself says about that — in a lectan the 21st of September 1911 in Milan (Ga, Ebteric Christianity and the
Spiritual Guidance of Humanityhe says, “In this time of intellectuality, | appe®t to your belief in authority but to intelleefu
examination. And neither will the bodhisattva of 20th century appeal to some herald who proclaimsas the Maitreya Buddha but
to the strength of his own word, and he will stafmhe in the world as a human being”.

How do you explain Valentin Tomberg's beingigen the authority of a bodhisattva?

Once again, he never claimed it of himdetfink that one who wants to discuss Valentin Tengbshould study his works and let
their content have its effect. If one is then & tipinion that he might be this or that, one shotiioropagandize about it but keep that
quietly to oneself. He works only through what lagss Were he to claim authority, he would be imgiiig on others’ freedom. And
Valentin Tomberg respected completely the freedbevery person. | personally experienced that.

You are aware of nothing then that his follwers or associates might have said about him to jtify reproach:?

Yes, there are those who have assertedtkings, like Kermayer in Stuttgart for example.

Who?

Kermayer is an esotericist in Stuttgart1883, he proclaimed Tomberg to be the bodhisatiwal. there are others who do that.
Now, | don't care for that under any circumstarit@rovokes a predictable reaction: Tomberg latérthe Anthroposophical Society;
seven years later, he entered the Catholic Chureh.pFoposition that he could have been the bodh&aan't even be objectively
considered by some anthroposophists. Instead,pbeeive it as an attack because the bodhisattuidwioen have left the society and

become Catholic. That would be so terrible a verdiot the Anthroposophical Society of that time thia¢ average, typical
anthroposophist couldnt bear it.

MARTIN KRIELE INTERVIEW PART II

Does that explain for you much of the animdty?

Yes. Casual talk about the bodhisattva ldadsn enormously intense reaction that keeps mesm feading even one line of
Tomberg. And he is for that reason being defamexhtmconceivable extent.

Boycott

That strikingly contradicts the advice of Rualf Steiner first to crawl inside the mind of anotrer person and try making his
or her thoughts one’s own in order to understand tem. Only then has one the right to confront and evaate them. That,
however, isn't happening here at all.

No reading them is not permitted. One exampl 1983, the Achamoth Press published one of beogis worksThe Four
Sacrifices of Christ and the Appearance of Christthe Etheric. Two years previously, the press had been foundedutdish
Tomberg's works. And in 1982 — before Tomberg'sstfibook had been published at all — the sociakseiesection at the
Goetheanum...

...whose leader is Manfred Schmidt-Brabant...

... held a conference — “An Introduction Aathroposophical Books” — and one of the issuesh@nagenda was "Handling
Problematical Publications” and it was there tliaé Achamoth Press was disqualified. Anthroposa@tiookstores were requested



not to stock its works. Anthroposophical journalsrarrequested not to publish its ads. And the liestk by Tomberg hadn’t even been
published. The trend is unequivocal: whoever evegirts to read Tomberg could become convinced thralg power of his words,

the depth and truth of his expositions, and hislitg to Rudolf Steiner; such a reader could themchade that “Tomberg failed because
of anthroposophists’ rejection and mistrust andtfat resson later defected to the Catholic Churchldvbe a dire symptom of the

condition of the Anthroposophical Society of thatd”. In order to avoid that, every possible thiagbeing done so that people don't
even begin to become aware of Tomberg’s works. Yhdm of the opinion that, in a free life of thari, one should leave to the
judgment of the individual whether a thing willwon’t be read.

Professor Kriele, I'd like to come back tohe letter and the memorandam that Marie Steiner wote concerning Tomberg in
1936, which clearly indicate a desire that everythig appearing in the anthroposophical worid first becleared with the
Goetheanum...

Yes, precensorship was worse than it everivéhe Catholic Church. Tomberg assessed thatisituand eventually withdrew.

Emotional and Unfair

I'd like to come back to the letter and thenemorandum not just from historic interest but be@use both documents, which
are published in the book “Marie Steiner: Letters ard Documents” (Rudolf Steiner Press), play a major ole today in the knee-
jerk condemnation of Tomberg; above all, in the formof copies being circulated in the AnthroposophicaSociety.

Ms. Steiner writes there with such emotiom anjustice. Myself, | believe that, from the spial world, she has long since
understood what an injustice she did to Tomberg &miong those overseeing her literary estate tathaye is apparently none who
asks whether she would want such wicked slanddigmgtl. There are incredible things there whoseutimone can recognize through
careful study. She says, for example, that TomHberges the life-enhancing effect of Steiner’s wisdo

...or that his ambition and conceit have oped the gates to the enemies of the soul...

...while he did nothing but — following his innelission — bestow valuable knowledge about the Oktdraent on us. That's the crime
that he committed. It's so monstrous. And the irspwas present even then not to let it be realll at a

In Marie Steiner’'s expositions of 1936 canrpbably still be heard the clamor of t he battles hhat she fought since Rudolf
Steiner’s death against others’ real or imagined Ist for power and that led in April of 1935 to the Geat Dornach Massacre —
the ejection of Vorstand members Ita Wegman and Elabeth Vreede, as well as several other well knowm#aroposophists and
groups in Holland, England, and Germany.

Yes, at that time Marie Steiner enduredosericrises. She suffered many attacks and tookippadme of her own. Everyone was
then in such a state of attack and defense thgtvileee incapable of appreciating what a very guiemble, and upright seeker for the
truth in Estonia had to say about the preparatiothe Christ impulse in the Old Testament. That wes farthest thing from their
minds. Their only question was how Rudolf Steinersjueness could be protected. Marie Steiner wélsa’bnly one making attacks:
after circulation of Tomberg's first study on thédO'estament in 1933, there appeared immediatély the same year — an article
against Tomberg by Roman Boos, a vehement assauitl he had read only the introduction! — to the affihat one should read
Rudolf Steiner and nothing else. That was the cketlicught around which everything turned. To songebke Tomberg, the only
choice was to leave the society. And | don't hideeimpression that he would be treated fairly yodawelcomed with open arms. |
don’t publish his work in hopes of effecting anargal change in the condition of the AnthroposoghSociety but because | still
can’'t abandon my hope that Rudolf Steine’s expeaxstatfor the end of the century will still be fuléitl despite everything. My point of
departure is quite modest: there are many sincauag people who are seeking Valentin Tomberg’s veortt for whom it is certainly
meant. | want to make it available for them. | wblike it to be accessible for them, because thengaren't responsible for what the
prior generation did, nor for what the present getien is doing. My advice to those young peopldoisthe time being not be let
yourself be drawn into these conflicts. | only getolved myself to the extent that | am obligedh@tvise, | just leave these things to
themselves; for one’s efforts toward spiritual ath@ment are largely undone when one gets involvetdich an atmosphere of wicked
gossip, suspicion, and mutual attack.

If one wants the condition of deep silencedim which can arise the calm needed for the work...

... as when, on a mirror-smooth lake, tlargtheavens are reflected serenely as long asvest the slightest wind disturbs the
surface, so can one permit no emotion, wish, juddneuthority, or antipathy to cloud one’s prepaest to receive the truth. The
spiritual world then can speak, and that capasitpé capacity of the consciousness soul. It isofitliee capacities of the consciousness
soul and, with that, of course, it isn't exhaudtiveharacterized. Self consciousness also belamgfsand “thinking about thinking”.
But it is essential for the consciousness soultti@spiritual world expresses itself. And it cahyoexpress itself when one is internally
so quiet and still that one simply absorbs trutti i@ whole of one’s former view of the world dibss.

In fact, Rudolf Steiner says that the develept of the consciousness soul is only beginnirg) il continue into the fourth
millennium, that we will therefore have to exertrgelves to absorb it through the entire next thodsgears. In my life, however, |
knew one man in whom the consciousness soul whsripé and fully developed. That was Valentin Tarid

How then do you explain the fact that he bame a target of ill will, mistrust, foul , slander,and recommendations of
censorship?

It's difficult to understand. So much wisd@and goodness speaks from Tomberg’s works. He workard effecting so much
peace and reconciliation. So much warmth of heagitraorality, so much respect for human beings aei freedom emanates from
him that it is really very difficult to understankt rather not attribute everything to the oppagspowers when human weaknesses that



could be overcome through self discipline are iatialy involved. But one thing is clear — that thep@ging powers would like to
prevent Tomberg's work from appearing anew. Andoséd, if it does reappear, then a wall of mistahsiuld become so impassable
that no one will occupy oneself with this work amgre at all. This tendency can be felt everywh¥mu can feel it in the article from
Garvelmann in this issue of “Info 3.

And you can feel it in the anticatholicishat is quite unanthroposophical, in the resurfacihguspicions and innuendoes from
that time that now circulate’ again. Once someadke Tomberg is attacked, mob psychology takes effBat I've also had the
opposite experience; namely, there are those wkahasnselves when they observe such an uproar, t\ithes the other side say?”
That's a natural inclination toward justice. Theynse that irrational means are being used to coeuimem. And they’re not letting
themselves be misled — in relation to neither theirse of justice nor their need for freedom. nkthat those are the ones who will
further the impulse that Rudolf Steiner establislibdse who attempt to be fair to Valentin Tombevhether they can then appreciate
him or not.

It would in fact be remarkable if sales of ts works were stimulated by the campaign against hi.
Yes, Hegel calls that “the ruse of reason”.
Occult Traditions

Let's speak briefly about the books by Valeim Tomberg that are presently available to interestd readers. There's the
small one that you already mentioned Fhe Four Sacrifices of Christ and Christ's Reappeasam the Etheridrom the Achamoth
Press. That's another anthroposophical writing. Thenthere’s Lazarus, Come Fortfrom the Herder Press, a collection of three
writings from his time as a Catholic. And, currently, there also comes the four-volume work Meditatios on the Tarot [the
English translation, one volume] that admittedly isunder not his name but the pseudonymiAnonymous d'outre tombBe- hat is,
“the anonymous one from beyond the grave” — appeang through the Herder Press.

That book is written not for anthroposophisat all but for French Hermeticists. In other wgrds audience is a completely
different one. By the way, that’s a point that'saialito much that one must consider if one wantsnderstand why Tomberg refers to
so many authors who are not of Rudolf Steiner'sistat

...Eliphas Levi, for example, about whom RudbISteiner speaks in his karma lectures of 1924...

... Levi, Papos, who both stand on a |detbw Rudolf Steiner. That's the literature thetislerstood and cherished by French
Hermeticists. He refers to what they know besg Haul in the Areopagus as he spoke to the Greeks.

What do you understand the French Hermeticis to be?

It's a great tradition of esotericists aratultists partly Christian, partly Jewish, that wedkboth within and without the church.
They have fertilized the very heart of French itymt life

It goes back to the founder of the wisdoatkéngs of ancient Egypt, Hermes Trismegistus, whs himself one of the two pupils
of Zarathustra. Rosicrucianism, however, is alsivathere. Consider, for example, the Count of Stntén.

You previously spoke about the possibilityfgublishing other works by Tomberg. Of which ones wre you thinking?
At the Achamoth Press, the anthroposophicaks from the years 1933-1938 are now appearing.
Those are the studies on the Old and the Névestament and the Apocalypse of Saint John...

. also the work on the Foundation-Stoneditdgion of Rudolf Steiner, as well as a cycle ofiese lectures on the inner
development of man. And there’s then a whole rowsimialler articles on various subjects — lecturesditations, and esoteric
indications and the course on the Lord’s Prayeiiciviim not sure should be published. That depemuseceptivity and who’s out
there to read it. In any case, it's important fae to say that it will appear in a small editionnfra small publishing house and for a
small circle of readers who are interested in deiege anthroposophy in this way. It's not trying t@azzle its way into the
Anthroposophical Society in order to propagandiaeseek a wider circle of readers, to split théetycto convert it to Catholicism, or
whatever other speculation is circulating.

Does that mean that the Achamoth Press worggain try to place ads in anthroposophical journad?

Of course, it will try again. But it apparnivill be refused again.

Have you ever thought about writing a comprieensive biography of Valentin Tomberg?

In fact, the chairman of the Anthroposophgaciety Schmidt-Brabant has just suggested tohaeltwrite such a comprehensive
biography. To that end, | would need access tatbhives in Dornach among others. | would neecctess and publication rights to
letters exchanged between Tomberg and leading apubophists and other documents. But | don’t knovetidr they will be

forthcoming.

In the postscript té\nthroposophical Studies on the Old Testaméwg included a short biography that above all show
Tomberg'’s inner way. That book will be publishedtbg Achamoth Press in the summer.



Professor Kriele, hearty thanks for this cha
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