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Introduction 

 first wrote about Paul Twitchell and Eckankar in a term paper for an upper division class in 

Religious Studies at California State University, Northridge, in 1977.  I don‟t think I could have 

imagined then that I would still find the subject intriguing thirty-three years later. Yet, I have 

found over the decades that the life and work of Paul Twitchell, the founder of Eckankar in the 

mid-1960s, continues to fascinate. There are many reasons for this, but I think primarily it is because 

Twitchell himself is open to so many varied interpretations. 

Doug Marman and I first exchanged our differing views 

back in the early 1980s in a letter exchange in FATE 

Magazine, which was prompted by a passing reference I 

made about Paul Twtichell and Eckankar in an article I 

wrote for FATE magazine in 1982 about the Bhrigu 

Samhita, which is alleged by some to be the world‟s oldest 

astrological book. We resumed our exchanges more directly 

on the alt.religion newsgroup on the Internet in the mid 

and latter part of the 1990s. By the turn of the millennium, 

Doug began a systematic appraisal of my second term 

paper (later book), The Making of a Spiritual Movement, which 

I wrote for an independent study course during my senior 

year at CSUN. Eventually, Doug Marman revised his net 

offerings and published them in a finely produced book 

entitled The Whole Truth. 

Since that time I have desired to respond point by point to 

many of Doug‟s findings and interpretations. I decided the 

best way for me to proceed is to do such in installments, 

starting with some initial rejoinders that I wrote when 

Doug started to publish his analysis in installments on the 

web.  

Now I fully realize that Doug and I most likely will not see 

eye to eye on each and every issue, but I do think that our discussions have yielded more, versus 

less, information on the fascinating character of Paul Twitchell. It is my intention to publish at least 

twenty-five of our exchanges in an easy to read magazine format which will be available across a 

number of computational formats, including Apple‟s iPad and iPhone, Amazon‟s Kindle, and 

Barnes and Noble‟s Nook. 

 

I 
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DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

     David explores three subjects in Chapter One of his book: The birth date of Paul Twitchell, 
where he was born, and a few details concerning Paul's life up until about 1950. These might not 
seem like subjects worthy of a whole chapter, but Paul's life is far from easy to pin down.  

     David has pieced together information from a delayed birth certificate, a marriage license, family 
bibles, a death certificate, school records, quotes from relatives of Paul's brother and sister, and 
other records. Interestingly, the information from all of these sources is contradictory. 

     The upshot of David‟s research is that Paul's family and friends reported differing birth dates at 
different times in his life. For example, Paul's death certificate in 1971 records a birth date of 
October 22, 1922. However, this would have made Paul only 10 years old when he entered college 
in September 1933.  

     Paul's first marriage certificate, to a Camille Ballowe, dated September 1942, shows a birth date 
of October 22, 1912. This is the same date that Paul's father recorded when he filed a delayed birth 
certificate for Paul, one year earlier. Apparently no official birth certificate had been recorded at the 
time of Paul's birth. But none of these records agree with dates recorded in the Twitchell family 
bible, or through a family genealogy, which would place Paul's birth in 1909, 1910, or perhaps even 
1908. 

     David does a pretty good job of reporting these facts, except for a couple of instances where he 
simply couldn't contain himself. Such as his comment:  

     ...these two documents do summarily indicate that the '1922' birth date was a fabrication made 
years later by Paul, presumably to convince his young wife, Gail, that he was not much older than 
herself. 

     Why David insists on inserting his unsupported presumptions, I don‟t know, but it sure does 
cloud the facts. While the records David turned up clearly show the 1922 date to be untenable, 
David hasn't produced a single record showing that Paul himself was the cause behind any of these 
inaccurate dates. This fact isn‟t at all obvious in his book. Like most readers, when I first read 
David‟s chapter, I thought David had caught Paul lying about his birth date. I had assumed that 
David had something to back up such comments as: 

     For some reason, Twitchell had led Steiger and others (including Gail Atkinson and Jack 
Jarvis) to believe that he was born in the early 1920’s (specifically October 22, 1922) when in 
actuality he was born much earlier (1908-1912). 

     It was only after posting my first response to David‟s Chapter One on the Internet that Steve 
Rundfelt wrote to say he could not find a single case where Paul had lied about his age or birth date. 
After all, he said, we can hardly accuse Paul of lying on his death certificate! That‟s when I looked 
more closely at the facts and discovered he was right. Suddenly, a different picture began to emerge. 
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     For example, Paul enlisted in the Navy shortly after Japan bombed Pearl Harbor, in December 
1941. He wanted to support his country during that time of great unrest. It was apparently for this 
reason that Paul‟s father filed a belated birth certificate, since Paul needed it to enlist. Next year, 
when Paul married Camille Ballowe, of course this same certificate would have been used for his 
marriage license. But this 1912 date of birth that Paul‟s father recorded is also wrong, just as the 
1922 date was wrong on Paul‟s death certificate. 

     This would be odd enough if we didn‟t also learn that the Twitchell family bible was also 
incorrect. Through our Internet dialogues, David finally thought he had produced a document that 
had Paul dead to rights. He had tracked down the age Paul recorded upon entering college. But this 
turned out to be another misunderstanding, since the record was actually from the date of Paul‟s 
“admittance” to college, which easily explains the one-year error. The college Registrar even 
apologized for his mistake. 

     One-by-one the long list of examples that David offered up to prove that Paul had lied about his 
birth date disappeared. What looked like a strong case at first, dwindled away to mere quotes from 
family members or friends who made the mistakes. In fact, the new image that has emerged is of a 
man who never spoke about his age or his year of birth, and also chose not to comment when 
others got it wrong. 

     David argues that Paul was probably still the instigator behind many of these errors, since that is 
the simplest explanation. He calls this the principle of Occam‟s Razor, which says that when facing 
many theories, the simplest and most obvious is usually the best. However, after watching all the 
cases of Paul‟s youth resolve themselves with a more thorough investigation, I didn‟t find much use 
in trusting Occam‟s Razor. 

     The simplest answer is that we don‟t know. However, what we do know is that from the day Paul 
was born, until the day he died, other people were recording his birth date wrong. It makes for a 
fascinating story, which only came to light after dialogue. 

     Some of the confusion around Paul‟s real date of birth was cleared up when I made public, for 
the first time, a public record that reliably places Paul‟s birth in 1909. (See the addendums to this 
book for a more complete story.) However, the question of whether his date of birth was October 
23, as recorded in his family bible, or October 22, is still unknown. 

 

DAVID LANE REPLIES 

If I understand Doug's argument correctly here, it is basically that Paul may not be responsible for 
the changing birth dates in Paul Twitchell's life. Mistakes were made, as Doug pointed out, even 
when Paul was quite young by others who apparently were mistaken about Paul's actual birth date. 

While I certainly accept the fact that there are discrepancies about Paul's birth date (that is why I 
placed it between 1908 and 1912, given these conflicting records),  I do indeed hold Paul Twitchell 
responsible for the "1922" birthdate. 
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Why? Here are my reasons: 

1. Paul's widow, Gail, who was the informant on his death certificate lists his age as 48 and his birth 
date as October 22, 1922.  

2. Jack Jarvis claims Paul Twitchell had  turned forty years old in a July 1963 article for the Seattle 
Post Intelligencer. 

3. Brad Steiger, Paul Twitchell's biographer and author of In My Soul I Am Free, uses an approximate 
1922 birth date as a timeline for a series of key events in Paul Twitchell's life. 

From these three sources (each of which are independent from each other) I surmised that Paul was 
the responsible agent. 

If  Paul Twitchell's wife, biographer, and a key reporter all have the same birth date, then I don't 
think it is a stretch of incredulity to surmise that Paul himself was the source. Now at the time that I 
wrote The Making of a Spiritual Movement, I did not have access to other records which would 
substantiate this position of mine (based on the three sources mentioned above). 

Just recently, Ford Johnson posted on his website Paul Twitchell's marriage certificate with Gail 
Atkinson. On that marriage certificate it also mentions Paul's birth date as being 1922. 

Do I, again, think Paul Twitchell was responsible for this? Yes. 

Do I think that these divergent lines of evidence point to Paul as the source? Yes. 

As for the line, "made years later by Paul, presumably to convince his young wife, Gail, that he was not much older 
than herself." --a line that Doug clearly objects to, let me explain: 

Even though I found a 1908 to 1912 range for Paul Twitchell's birth date in various records, and 
even if we grant that Paul may himself have started altering dates even on his first marriage 
certificate in the early 1940s and elsewhere (for whatever reasons), and that others may have been 
responsible agents as well (see his family records), I found that the 1922 birth date seemed to have 
coincided with his meeting with Gail Atkinson.  

With all things being equal (in the realm of changing one's birth date), then why is Paul getting 
younger (a lot younger--some 13 years) when he meets a very young woman (who was barely 20 
herself)? 

So, I wrote "presumably [operative word here] to convince his young wife, Gail, that he was not 
much older than herself." 

Yes, we can debate my "presumably" but that is precisely why I wrote "presumably" and not 
"ontologically." 
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To summarize again my position. 

Yes, I think Paul is responsible for the 1922 birth date given the key sources who use such a date--
from his wife to his biographer. 

The key thing to either doubt my position or substantiate it: 

I think it would be interesting for someone to find out what Paul listed on his driver's license in 
California. If he lists (again) 1922, then that lends even MORE evidence that he is the responsible 
agent.  

Get a notarized statement from Gail Atkinson where she informs us what Paul Twitchell claimed 
about his age when he met her. 

 

    DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

David added one other strange comment in his section on Paul‟s date of birth:  

     Furthermore, some Eckankar officials do not accept any of these dates. Instead they propose that 
Paul Twitchell was really born as Peddar Zaskq before the Great Southern Earthquake of 1812. 
This is by far the most unusual account - and subsequently, the most difficult to prove concerning 
Twitchell's birthday and birthplace. The source of this story comes from Twitchell himself in one of 
his later books, The Spiritual Notebook (San Diego: Illuminted Way Press, 1971) wherein he 
writes on page 195: “Following him (Sudar Singh) is Peddar Zaskq (the spiritual name for Paul 
Twitchell) who was born on a packetboat in the midst of the Mississippi River, a few minutes after 
a great earthquake shook the mid-south and formed a great lake in this region…” 

     There are a number of odd things about this comment. First, this quote from The Spiritual 
Notebook says nothing about 1812. Secondly, Paul clearly explains in the forward to his book, The 
Drums of ECK, that the 1812 date refers to a prior lifetime. 

     However, the most fascinating fact came to light on this subject from an Internet visitor, who 
joined the dialogue from Hamburg, Germany. After I had posted my evidence showing that Paul 
had actually been born in 1909, Volker Doormann posted a page from the US Geological Survey‟s 
on-line database, listing US earthquakes over 3.0 magnitude, in the year 1909. 

     One of the 13 earthquakes listed for 1909 occurred shortly after midnight of October 22. It was a 
4.5 magnitude quake, centered on the Mississippi River, about 30 miles from Paul‟s first home in 
Paducah, Kentucky. Once again, Mr. Occam would never have guessed the truth. 
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DAVID LANE REPLIES 

While I certainly agree with Doug that my comment is strange, it must be remembered that 
Eckankar (via Bill Popham) suggested that I didn't take the earlier (1812) date seriously and that I 
should take into consideration that Paul may have been much older than we realized. 

At the time, I thought the critique in the office (it was tape-recorded by Eckankar so perhaps one 
with access to their files can transcribe it to see precisely what Popham said in that meeting) was 
absurd. 

But I took Bill's suggestion and looked into it. 

Hence that paragraph. 

 

DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

The stories of Paul’s youth: 

     David also uncovered information that challenges two of Paul's stories about his childhood; 
First, that he was born out of wedlock and raised by a foster mother at the suggestion of his father. 
Second, that he first met Sudar Singh, an ECK Master from Allahabad, India, while Paul was just a 
teenager visiting his half-sister, Kay-Dee, who was studying art in Paris. 

     As sources for his information, David refers to comments by Kay-Dee's husband, Paul Iverlet, 
(since Kay-Dee died in 1959) and Mattie Twitchell, the widow of Paul's older brother Clyde, since 
Clyde had already passed on as well. Both sources felt that these stories were nothing but "fanciful 
yarns," as David puts it, developed over the years by Paul himself. David then thoughtfully includes 
this quote from Mattie's son: 

     "It's a good thing my daddy wasn't living; he would have beat the hell out of him 
[Paul] for telling lies about his early life." 

     I really love that quote. 

     I don't find these sources terribly convincing, since they were all twice removed from the actual 
events, and after first publishing my chapter, numerous other information came to light that shed 
even more doubt on Paul Iverlet‟s comments (see the addendums.) For example, Iverlet assured 
David that Paul was actually born in 1908, which wasn‟t true. 
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DAVID LANE REPLIES 

While Iverlet may be off by one year (given Doug's recent research), it must be remembered that 
Iverlet was responding to the allegation that Paul was either much older or much younger than he 
claimed. More precisely, Iverlet was responding to what he perceived as fictions in Steiger's book, 
IN MY SOUL I AM FREE. 

While Doug doesn't find these family related sources convincing, they do have one thing in 
common: they reject Paul's official biography. 

It is also interesting that some in Paul's related family perceive him as a liar, even if they themselves 
may not be completely accurate in recalling the details. 

 

    DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

Iverlet also called Paul‟s story about being born out of wedlock an “atrocious lie,” since Paul‟s father 
and mother were good Christian folks. Unfortunately, Iverlet was not aware of the records that 
indicate Effie was pregnant with her first child when she married Jacob Twitchell, and that Jacob 
had impregnated another woman while Effie was on her deathbed, in 1940. Paul‟s story about his 
father‟s philandering was apparently true. 

     How could Iverlet have been so in the dark on these matters? Well, it turns out that he was not 
Kay-Dee‟s first husband after all, as David had thought, and actually didn‟t marry Kay-Dee until 
1943, more than a year after Paul had left Paducah for good, to join the Navy. Also, by the time 
David spoke on the phone with Iverlet, in October, 1977, David didn‟t realize that Iverlet was dying 
of cancer, and in fact passed away one month later. All this information came out later. 

     According to Paul, he only learned the truth about his birth when his grandmother told him in 
private, after he had graduated high school and Kay-Dee had gone off to college.  So, it is quite 
possible that other family members either didn‟t know the whole story, or simply chose not to talk 
about it. This does offer one explanation why there was so much confusion over Paul‟s exact birth 
date in his family. 

 

DAVID LANE REPLIES 

I think Doug has some good points here and I think a more nuanced understanding of family 
sources is helpful. 

And I think Doug may be right on the mark about how families hide scandals or similar dark 
chapters in interpersonal relationships. 
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   DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

 On the other hand, Paul's story about meeting Sudar Singh as a teenager is fraught with troubles. 
Since Kay-Dee's birth records, according to the family bible and her death certificate, indicate that 
she was born in 1904, and Paul's story indicated that their visit to Paris was interrupted by their 
mother's death, which took place in 1940, then Kay-Dee would have been about 36 years old, and 
Paul, himself, would hardly have been a teenager either. Also, Kay-Dee‟s husband, Paul Iverlet, 
swears that not only did Kay-Dee never visit India, or France, but in fact she had never even been 
outside the US her whole life. Something about this story doesn't add up with the facts. 

     However, as fate would have it, some new information surfaced that fills in this picture a little 
more. I discovered, from a 1920‟s Who‟s Who in Kentucky article on Paul that he had, in fact, been 
in Paris the year after graduating high school. Only it was Paris, Kentucky, not Paris, France. Was 
this more than a coincidence? Yes, since we later confirmed that Kay-Dee had also gone to Paris, 
Kentucky, to study art. (For more information, see the addendums.) 

     How could Paris, Kentucky, have turned into Paris, France? David offers an answer from the 
pages of his own book. In writing about Brad Steiger, the author of Paul‟s biography, In My Soul I 
Am Free, where David has quoted these stories about Paul‟s youth, David wrote: 

     Steiger himself admits to having changed the real names and places in Twitchell’s biography, 
which he adds is a common practice in the biographies of famous people. 

     So, where does this leave us? What does all of this mean? None of these details about Paul's birth 
and childhood are central to the spiritual teachings of ECKANKAR. In fact, they are quite 
irrelevant. If they impact anything, they alter what we might call the mythology of Paul Twitchell, 
meaning the images of Paul that he created for himself, or that we have created of him. 

 

DAVID LANE REPLIES 

I find this section here by Doug to be a whitewash, primarily because Paul himself doesn't infer 
Paris, Kentucky, at all, but rather Paris, France. 

Indeed, Doug would have us believe (given his quote above from me about Steiger) that Steiger was 
perhaps adding details, etc., that weren't there. 

But this is NOT what Paul Twitchell himself said. 

Just go read page 38 onward of Difficulties Of Becoming The Living Eck Master (tape-recorded and 
transcribed talks of Paul Twitchell), wherein he writes the following about "Paris." 

"Well, in living in Paris, I was quite happy at the time when I was over there with my sister, my 
stepsister, Katie......" 
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(Page 39), "We were just a few blocks away from MONTMARTRE, where all the famous artists 
were living. At that time there weren't any great artists living that I know of there. Edgar Degas was 
the last that I knew of, and Katie was very close to him because she was studying under one of his 
students." 

Hmmm. Paul Twitchell isn't talking about Kentucky. He is talking about France. Steiger isn't to 
blame. Paul Twitchell is the one who claims it was Paris, France. 

Why doesn't Doug acknowledge this? Why whitewash it? 

We have Paul's own words and it looks clearly to be a lie. If Paul didn't go to Paris, France, then why 
should we believe that he went to Allahabad, India around the same time? 

It doesn't make any sense. And that is the point that Doug is whitewashing here. 

If Paul doesn't really go to Paris, France, then there is no reason to believe that he ever met Sudar 
Singh in India either. Doug sees this vital biographical information as irrelevant (his own words). 

Ah, but quite the contrary. They are vitally relevant since they speak to the very heart of Paul 
Twitchell's honesty in revealing his biography and his travels. 

Why lie about it? Mythology 101?  

 

DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

 As we grow and learn more about others, we continually adjust how we see our friends, our parents 
and even our wife or husband. This is natural. Sometimes these changes come from things we learn 
about ourselves, as well. Therefore, new information that alters our images of Paul should not of 
itself cause significant problems. 

     But according to David, it is a major problem. According to David, these are core issues and are 
central to believing anything Paul has said or written. David put it this way to me in an Internet post 
on April 16, 1997:  

     I think it is foolish to trust mandalic [spiritually symbolic] statements when the guru is 
dishonest about empirical [factual] statements - and we know Twitchell 'twisted' facts. 

     In other words: How can you believe anything Paul teaches about the spiritual path once you 
know he has lied about something like his childhood? 

     There is a fascinating paradox in this matter that is not immediately obvious but is extremely 
important. To illustrate this let me start off with a few observations. There was another facet of 
Paul's childhood that only got a moment's mention in David's book, even though it did not agree 
with the facts any more than other stories Paul told. Paul said that the name of his hometown was  
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China Point, when it was in fact Paducah, Kentucky. There is one big difference with this lie, as 
David would call it, and the other stories that Paul told. The difference is that China Point was 
something that Paul had been asked about while he was still alive. 

     I don't know how it got started, but most ECKists that I remember in the early days seemed to 
know that China Point wasn't the real name of his hometown. Someone had once asked Paul why 
he used a made-up name for his birthplace, and he had answered something along the lines that he 
didn't want to bother any family members or townsfolk with any intrusions into their lives. At least 
that's how I heard it. So, although I never knew that Paul's real hometown was Paducah, I wasn't at 
all surprised that it wasn't China Point.  

     In other words, there was no great surprise nor feeling of being lied to later on when we found 
out the truth. Why? Simply because Paul had explained his intentions before he died. The shock 
value and negative reaction were not there because Paul had explained his creative constructions. 
But why should our experience be so different with these other stories of Paul's when the facts are 
so similar? 

 

DAVID LANE REPLIES 

Well, again, I think Doug is engaging in a theological whitewash because it does clearly matter to 
people if Paul was being misleading about his travels to Paris, France, and to India at a young date. 

While it may not matter to Doug, it certainly does matter to others and I see no reason why Paul 
couldn't have simply told the truth about his early biography. 

Doug calls them "creative constructions". Okay, but that sounds like a sophisticated euphemism for 
not stating the obvious: 

Paul lied about his early travels. Did he go to Paris, France or not? Did he go to India or not? 

I don't think it is the reader's fault when the author misleads him or her. Creative constructions or 
opportunistic lying? 

Therein lies the rub. 

 

   DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

  What if Paul, before he died, had been asked publicly about if he changed his date of birth, and 
what if he had answered:  

     "Well, first, I'm a private man. Also, I like having fun with people that use the 
outer facts of my life to fit me into some kind of box. I don't live in their boxes, you 
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see. And I decided when I was a boy that I would define my age from the inside out, 
not from the outside in." 

     [After I first posted this chapter to the Internet, I ran across a quote that fits too perfectly to be 
left out. It comes from a 1976 ECK World News interview with Dick Braun, a friend and associate 
of Paul‟s from 1959-1961. Dick told some fascinating stories about Paul‟s psychic abilities, which he 
saw for himself in those days. Dick also said: 

     I was constantly after him [Paul] as to how old he was. And he said he was not 
really of this particular world. 

     And I said, “Well, what do you mean – world? Now we have to define „world‟. 
And how old are you?” 

     He said he was 23,000 years old. And he was a Thetan. And he said that he had 
come from outside of our solar system, but in the physical universe. 

     But you see, at this particular time, I didn‟t understand what he was talking about, 
because I didn‟t understand the three levels of the negative world. And he kept 
talking about them. 

     Of course, I‟m going back 15 years. I didn‟t take notes on things like this. These 
were things, some of it, I would look at with a jaundiced view. And I would look at it 
and say, “Mmm, yeah, you‟re 23,000 years old.” And then I said, “You really are 
23,000 years old?” 

     Paul said, “Richard, what difference does it make how old I am? It‟s what my 
spirit is, and spirit is eternal.”] 

     Or, what if Paul had been asked if he made up his story about being born out of wedlock and 
being trained by an ECK Master in the art of Soul Travel as a teenager, and what if he had answered:  

     "I am trying to get people to see the inner reality. These stories are describing an 
inner truth. Don't get too concerned about the outward facts. As I've said many 
times before, I'm just a man like any other man. But the question is did you 
understand the meaning of these stories? Did they call you and draw you on to the 
search for more? If so, then they served their purpose." 

     The point I'm trying to illustrate here is that when we are facing new facts without an 
explanation, people often imagine the worst. This is what actually causes that feeling of shock when 
we learn the unexpected - it is from a fear that we have foolishly believed in something that isn't 
true. That we have been duped. But it is just this sort of negative imagination that really dupes us.  

     David has suggested over the last 20 years that ECKists are fools if they don't accept this 
negative imagination about Paul because it shows they aren't facing the facts. But these facts failed 
to support the accusations David has made. 
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DAVID LANE REPLIES 

Once again I think Doug is engaging in a theological whitewash. 

Lest anyone forget, Paul Twitchell is the one who said he went to Paris, France, and India at a young 
age. When it looks like he didn't do either of those things, Doug wants to invoke creative 
constructions as an explanation. That's fine, but it still doesn't get Paul Twitchell off the hook. 

The hook is this: Paul didn't go to either place yet wanted to mislead his readers into thinking that 
he actually had.............. physically. 

So, it doesn't take a "negative" imagination to say, "Well, Paul wasn't honest about his biography." 
He wasn't. I don't see anything "negative" in it at all. 

Quite to the contrary, it actually allows one to accept the obvious. What is that? Twitchell made 
things up about his early life. His biography, especially as espoused in his own talks and in In My 
Soul I Am Free, are not accurate.... not even close to being accurate. 

 

    DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

It is for this reason that journalists won't mix presumptions and guesses with facts when they are 
writing an exposé. The facts can be startling enough, and the readers are best left alone after being 
shocked to work through what it means by themselves. To insert strongly felt opinions after 
shocking the reader with new information, whether it is intentional or not, is a form of 
manipulation. If we are interested in spiritual truth, we must be mindful of our own subconscious 
reactions. We should look for a balanced state of mind before we try to understand the meaning of 
things that challenge our previous way of seeing things. 

     There is another important point to bring out here. As I mentioned before, David suggests that 
the facts about Paul's life should be used to judge the truth about Paul and his spiritual teaching. Or, 
if Paul lied, then you should not trust anything else he has said. The Sufis call this the mistake of 
judging the contents by the container. There is a real danger in this, because it creates a false sense 
of knowing something that is not truly understood. 

     To me, this is like using tea leaves in trying to see the present. If you can see the present by 
simply opening your eyes, then what need do you have of tea leaves? If you can sort the chaff from 
the wheat of spiritual truth by being able to see through direct spiritual perception, then why would 
you depend upon some sort of mechanical formulas to make decisions about truth? In other words, 
either we can judge the truth of Paul's spiritual teaching or we cannot. Relying on other mechanisms 
is only an indication that we do not really know what spiritual truth is. 

     The problem with the facts of people's outer lives is that they tell us almost nothing about the 
real person. But our modern era is an age of appearances. It is a time of great shallowness, when the 
masses are easily swayed by a few words, even if nothing in fact has really changed. The  
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commentators on TV, in magazines and newspapers actually score people's success by whether their 
popularity has gone up or down, as if this says anything important at all about these people. Public 
humiliation and stardom, the rise and fall, are seen as some sort of sport for the masses. 

     Therefore the paradox here is that David is suggesting these facts of Paul's life, his stories and his 
alterations, you might say, somehow define who Paul Twitchell was. This is the ultimate irony, 
because from what I know of Paul, if anything, these stories show a man refusing to be defined by 
the events of his life. Paul has always struck me as a man perfectly at ease with creating who he was, 
and not at all dependent upon social acceptance or established norms. It is a part of his whole 
philosophy. 

 

DAVID LANE REPLIES 

Well, again, I think Doug is trying to legitimize (perhaps with spiritually good intentions) why Paul's 
recollections of his life don't seem to tally with the facts as we have discovered them. 

While I certainly agree with Doug that a man cannot be wholly judged by the lies he tells, I do think 
it is important to stop and consider why a spiritual leader would make up things about his life that are 
empirically untrue. 

At the very least, it is a caveat for the seeker or the reader to be on guard. 

As the cliche' says, "BUYER BEWARE." 

 

 DOUG MARMAN WRITES 

     But rather than listening to what David or I have to say about Paul, why not read what Paul had 
to say about himself. The following is a quote from an article by him, called The Square Peg, which 
he wrote in 1963: 

     The Cliff Hanger is a one-man cult. I am the original Cliff Hanger and its sole 
disciple. The name was coined to explain my attitude regarding this age of mass 
culture as a lot of abracadabra. The name is synonymous of a man hanging on the 
edge of a cliff safe from the crowd; more outside than the outsider, happier than the 
angry young men, and at the opposite pole from the Existentialist who claims man 
has no hope in life. 

     The ways of this kooky civilization has left the Cliff Hanger with no alternative 
than to turn his back on our homogeneous society and go his way with those who 
might have been called Cliff Hangers, i.e., Byron, Tom Paine, Rimbaud, Lawrence of 
Arabia, and others who have earned the various tags of non-conformist, 
individualist, rebel, and lonely oddballs. 
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     The Cliff Hanger is not interested in public bangles, nor willing to give himself 
the airs of a hero by proclaiming a great love to raise money for hospitals or worthy 
causes which involves the enthusiasm of the middle-class. Neither is there anything 
else in this mass age great enough to make him climb a wall, especially in religion.... 

     History is made by the impact of the eccentrics, the originals, the proud 
imaginative people from which new ideas come. A society cannot get along without 
its Cliff Hangers, because they are the most vivid means of exhibiting the power of 
free men. 

     For this reason this bobby dazzler feels the break is necessary with our mass 
culture because it has considered the man of imagination and free spirit dangerous... 
He generally makes his living in one of the aesthetic arts, has his own lingo for 
communication, and has earned the 'Label of Illogic' in philosophy and deed. 

     He has rejected the great unwashed who are up to their ears in this Department 
Store Culture, of pension plans, telephones, radio and TV, dogma and money-
changers. 

     Accordingly, he sees this civilization heading down the path to destruction, and 
will be the greatest to suffer unless he can get out of it quickly. But he is in a sense 
like Thoreau who wasn't in the least interested in changing the ways of his time, but 
wants to be left alone to enjoy his own company and solitude. 

     My writings are pointed toward this, although they may appear on the surface like 
the works of a man careless of law and landlords with the attitude of gay mockery. 

     The Cliff Hanger may be the favorite of the Gods, and it's certain he is the lonely 
hero of these times, but as I have said, it is a one man cult, with myself as founder, 
president and disciple. 

     On the other hand, perhaps through Paul's own words he did explain himself before he died. 
Perhaps through his own words we get a clearer picture than the creations of our fearful 
imagination. And perhaps the only shock for us is that Paul was more creative in his own life than 
we thought, more interested in privacy than we realized, and less concerned about social 
conventions.  

 

DAVID LANE REPLIES 

Okay, so it can also mean that whatever Paul said about his life may not be true or accurate. I don't 
see why the reader is at fault because the author isn't straight about his life. 
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The Flute of God: A Case Study of Re-Editing  

     Twitchell's enormous editing of names reached a pinnacle when he decided to 
publish in book form The Flute of God. The work was originally printed in 
installments in Orion Magazine, from 1965 to 1967. The first six chapters of the text 
profusely mention the names of Kirpal Singh, Sawan Singh, and Jesus Christ. When 
Twitchell had the book republished, however, he redacted every single mention of 
Kirpal Singh, Sawan Singh, and Swami Premananda. In some cases, he even edited 
out the name Jesus and replaced it with "Gopal Das" or other Eckankar Masters. 
And, although he quotes from the Christian Bible, he even changes the name of his 
source (to that of the Shariyat-Ki-Sugmad) while retaining the same biblical quote. 
Below is a comparison study of the two versions. Remember that the Orion version is 
the earliest, and that Twitchell's editing is primarily "name replacements."  

The Flute Of God by Paul Twitchell as it appeared in installments in Orion Magazine. 
Chapter I - "In The Beginning" (March-April, 1966): Par. 3: "I remember very well when 
Swami Premananda, of India, who has a Yoga church in Washington, D. C., said, 'When someone 
asked Bertrand Russell what his philosophy of Life was, he wrote several volumes of books on the 
subject."  

The Flute Of God by Paul Twitchell as published by Illuminated Way Press (1970). 
Chapter I - "In The Beginning":  Par. 3: "I remember very well when Sudar Singh, the great 
Eck Master said, 'When someone asked Bertrand Russell what his philosophy of Life was, he wrote 
several volumes of books on the subject."  
 
The Flute Of God by Paul Twitchell as it appeared in installments in Orion Magazine. 
Chapter I - "In The Beginning" (March-April, 1966): Par. 15: "I have studied under many 
teacher [sic], and may yet have to study under more. Like Meher Baba, the Indian saint, who was 
said to have nineteen teachers to help him gain his place in the universe, I have so far had seven, some 
outstanding ones, including Sri Kirpal Singh, of Delhi, India."  
 
The Flute Of God by Paul Twitchell as published by Illuminated Way Press (1970). 
Chapter I - "In The Beginning": Par. 16: "I have studied under many ECK Masters only they 
have led me to the highest truth. Like Fubbi Quantz, the ECK saint, who was said to have nineteen 
teachers to help him gain his place in the universe, I have also had several, each outstanding, one being 
Sudar Singh of India."  
 

--excerpt from The Making of a Spiritual Movement (1978) 

 


