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company. At death, the 1 living, indestructible parts of a 
man (and there were several) each set out alone to find its 
way to the gods.’ These parts were the Ka, the Ab, the 
Ba, the Sahu, the Khaib; or the Double, the Heart, the 
Soul, the Form, and the Shadow. These all stood apart at 
the dissolution of the person, and then answered and acted 
for themselves. In time, they might go into partnership 
again, but, to continue our figure, that depended upon the 
Court of Bankruptcy, where sat the assessors, and where 
the life was weighed.

Of course, this led to confusion in anything that could 
be called a 1 system/ and, according to Dr. Wiedemann, 
the confusion was very great. He says, ‘ The Egyptians 
never attained to any clear idea of the Osirian underworld : 
the same confusion and obscurity reigned over it as over 
their whole conception of the unseen world and of deity. 
They pondered deeply over a series of separate problems 
without being able to unite the results into one consistent 
whole.’ But the probable explanation is that what we have 
called the ‘system’ is really a conglomeration and partial 
assimilation of ‘ many originally heterogeneous doctrines.’

One thing, and only one thing, was perfectly clear— 
that the life beyond was intensely real. ‘ The average 
Egyptian expected to lead as active a life in the world to 
come as he had led here ’ : and he expected his chief 
employment would be agriculture, while, ‘ for change and 
recreation/ the blessed ones 1 sailed upon the canals of the 
next world, played at draughts with their own souls, or 
made offerings to the gods.’

Altogether, it is a queer glimpse of the unseen which 
this book gives. The illustrations are uncommonly 
striking, especially as showing how sharply the Egyptians 
distinguished between the carcase and the self. Figure 9, 
‘The Ba (or Soul) visiting the mummy on its funeral 
couch ’ (from ‘ The Book of the Dead ’) is a good specimen 
of their teaching value.

Mr. J. N. Maskelyne has been once more hashing up 
his ‘ experiences ’ in the investigation of Spiritualism ; 
this time for ‘ The Christian Commonwealth.’ We find 
only the old old story : not one new gleam of light. If 
anything, he is a little more tiresome and a little less 
considerate. His style, his animus, his knowledge, and his 
manners may be judged from the following summary of his 
remarks :■—

‘ I met with several Spiritualistic impostors, in my early 
days, whom I successfully ran to earth. Mrs. Besant needs 
watching. You cannot accept her word without corrobora­
tion ; and when people talk about their honesty, it is time 
to button up your pocket. At one time, mediums were in 
favour. They were engaged to give seances in private 
houses just as conjurers and society clowns are. Spirit­
ualism was then a cloak for flirtation, and led to a great 
deal of immorality. Mr. Stead is honest but a victim of 
self-deception. My wife unconsciously (thoughtlessly ?) 
wrote on an envelope an address that was sixteen years out 
of date : (and, of course, that explains how Mr. Stead writes 
automatically dcscription.s of events then happening sixteen 
miles, or sixty miles, or six hundred miles away !) It is 
absurd to believe in Spirits, because they appear clothed. 
You cannot believe in the ghost of a pair of breeches (a 
remark which always indicates vast ignorance of the whole 
subject). Minds separated by long distances upon the 
earth may, in a state of violent agitation, as at times of great 
crisis,impress one another; but not from “the other world” 
(a mere assertion). Fraud and folly are abundant: 
unscrupulousness and chicanery exist without limit: blind 
ignorance and high mental culture go hand in hand : but, 
after a life devoted to the search for genuine Spiritualistic 
phenomena, I have found none.’

Is it really necessary to characterise or reply to this 
conjurer’s chatter? We will only make one remark. He 
says he has devoted his life to the search. Perhaps his 
next interviewer will ask him with what mediums he has 
experimented, and for how long; and into what private 
Spiritualist families he has been admitted.

We ought to say, in justice to ‘The Christian Com­
monwealth/ that it has inserted a long letter in defence of 
Spiritualism, the conclusion of which is very much to the 
point. The writer says : —

Surely, sir, if you really desired to get at the truth about 
any matter, you would go to its professed exponents. You 
would not consult the agnostic upon the truth of the Bible 
record, or a dustman upon the physico-teleological argument. 
Yet when you take up the question of Theosophy, and, we will 
say, ‘ alleged ’ spiritual phenomena, you straightway assume 
jugglery and fraud, and send to consult Mr. Maskelyne, of all 
people in the world.

That is sufficiently difficult to explain.

TWO VIEWS.
View No. I.

In your impression of July 27th there appears a contribution 
from Mrs. Alice Bodington in which she says in reference to 
Spiritualism : ‘ It has given back a Christ and a Heaven I had 
lost; it has robbed death of every terror, and given the con­
fidence that I have not lost any that I have loved. It promises 
rest to those who need it and work for those who serve God ; 
it gives the hope that we shall see all those who have helped us 
—the philosophers, the poets, the saints who have gone before ; 
it promises perpetual advancement in love and wisdom and 
knowledge; and yet the question can be asked, “ Is Spiritualism 
a Religion ? ” ’

Precisely so. And Spiritualism has done for me exactly 
what it has done for Mrs. Bodington, and yet I find no difficulty 
in declaring that Spiritualism is not in any sense a religion.

The telescope reveals to me the mighty wonders of the 
heavens ; but the telescope is not, therefore, the science of 
astronomy. The finger-post which guides me in the right path 
to travel is not the destination I am seeking. The guide-book 
which enables me to find my way through an intricate locality, 
is not itself the locality which I wish to survey ; and the good 
and evil phenomena of Spiritualism, which send me in search of 
a religion to enable me to avoid the pitfalls which surround me 
in my explorations, cannot themselves supply a religion from 
such shaky conditions. In discussing the subject, what we want 
are facts and logic.

View7 No. 2.
From my article on ‘ Immortality—Limited/ which appeared 

in your impression of August 3rd, a paragraph unaccountably 
dropped out. In speaking of the resurrection of the body I 
remarked that :—-

‘The disappearance of our Lord’s dead body from tho 
sepulchre in which it was laid, favoured the belief that the 
bodies of the dead are actually raised from the grave; but I 
contend that the isolated fact does not justify the general 
inference. I believe that our Saviour’s body was removed by 
miraculous agency I Otherwise it would have been probably 
embalmed or mummified, and some day, perhaps, exhibited in a 
museum.’

‘ No fate could have done more to materialise and vulgarise 
His mission ; and we ought to be deeply grateful that no 
personal relic of Him is in existence, as it would have become 
inevitably an object of idolatry and fetish-worship.’

‘ What remains of Him is the wonderful and imperishable 
record of His divine words and deeds. Truly the noblest gift of 
God to man ! ’ Newton Crosland.

The world is a great system of work ; the same task is not 
laid upon everyone ; but upon everyone is laid the duty to feel 
as the brother of his fellow men, and to consecrate himself as 
the keeper of himself and his brother. What we can do is only 
to be ready, to hold ourselves ready, and to make ourselves 
ready, as often as the call of our brother-man comes to us, to 
stand by his side with a helping hand.—Front the (rernuin.
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SPIRITUALISM AND CHRISTIANITY.
AN OPEN LETTER TO THE EDITOR.

My Dear Sir,-—I am so thoroughly convinced of your 
personal loyalty to truth and of your desire to consider, with 
entire fairness, the views of an honest-minded opponent that I 
have no hesitation in writing to you, in a very outspoken way, 
on a subject which is at present occupying the attention of 
many of your readers.

It will not be necessary for me to explain my own attitude 
towards Spiritualism, as you are fully acquainted with it, and 
have only very recently commented favourably upon an article 
of mine which I contributed to the pages of a well-known 
magazine. I am not only a whole-hearted believer in the 
objective truths of Spiritualism, but am also firmly convinced 
that, if rightly received and understood, it has a very important 
and emphatic message to the people of this present age. It 
offers, in my opinion, a scientific and, to all reasonable minds, 
conclusive demonstration of the persistence of the individual 
after physical death, and effectually destroys the arrogant claims 
of the materialistic philosophy of life. I know, moreover, from 
personal experience, that it has, in very many instances, proved 
a potent factor for good, kindling new hopes and aspirations in 
the heart, and leading the mind to a nobler conception of the 
aim and purpose of human life.

In the face of these convictions, therefore, it would mani­
festly be impossible for me to feel any measure of sympathy 
with the extreme views respecting the true character of 
Spiritualism, to which you refer in your leading article of 
August 10th.

But, while thus distinctly leaning to the brighter view of the 
matter, and while fully recognising the high value of the results 
of psychical research in their relation to natural religion, it 
seems to me to be impossible to deny that the matter has most 
certainly its 1 darker side,’ and that it cannot serve the interests 
of truth to hide this from view, or to attempt to diminish its 
proportions. The pages of your own paper are a constant wit­
ness to the fact that this ‘ darker side ’ is both felt and appre­
ciated by very many of your readers, whom it would manifestly 
be unfair to suspect of bigotry or narrowness of thought.

There can be no doubt that this vague misgiving respecting 
the real meaning of Spiritualism is chiefly due to the attitude 
which the leaders of the movement are known to adopt with 
respect to revealed religion and the claims of Christ upon human 
life. And I am convinced that this misgiving will continue, so 
long as this attitude remains unchanged, and for the simple 
reason, that it is founded upon instincts and intuitive moral 
perceptions of our nature, which are far too firmly rooted to be 
shaken by the tenor of spirit communications.

Now you will, I am sure, forgive me when I say that I 
believe this negative attitude to be not only illogical, but to be 
based upon a fundamental and very common misconception 
respecting the nature and character of the Christian faith. In 
support of this statement I would adduce the well-known fact 
that, in numerous instances, those very truths which Spiritual­
ists are in the habit of regarding as antagonistic to orthodox 
Christianity, are looked upon by certainly no less intelligent 
minds as the strongest arguments in favour of its truth.

Spiritualists assert, for instance, that since modem research 
has shown the appearance of each individual man on this earth 
to be, in the truest sense, an incarnation, it is unreasonable to 
suppose that the Incarnation of Jesus Christ was as unique 
and significant an event as orthodox Christianity represents it 
to be. They emphasize the force of this statement by the 
communications which individual spirits have made from time to 
time respecting this latter claim. But, surely, the argument 
may, with equal force, and perhaps with better logic, be used 
the other way. Modern research has shown that a true incar­
nation takes place when a human being is born; it is, therefore, 
reasonable to believe in the Incarnation of Jesus Christ—a 
Divine Person appearing in the wrorld for a specific end. After 
all, we were asked to believe in the Incarnation before Spiritual­
ism told us anything definite about incarnations.

Why it should be assumed that the first proposition repre­
sents a free and emancipated form of thought, and that the 
latter is the expression of an antiquated theology is somewhat 
difficult to conceive. Spiritualists are never tired of asserting 
that their teaching frees the human mind from the bondage of 
effete creeds, and that it supplies us with a more rational 

philosophy of life. But do you not think it conceivable that a 
subtle error, and one into which very many superficial thinkers 
are apt to fall, may be found to lie at the root of this argument ? 
There is unquestionably a kind of mental freedom in the 
Spiritualistic conception of God and of truth, but that freedom 
is surely the freedom of ignorance (I use the term in the sense 
of not knowing) which the human mind enjoyed before the 
coming of Christ, and from which it made supreme efforts to be 
free, because it found it to be an unutterable bondage.

Acknowledge, as I am sure you do, the existence of the in­
stinctive and deep-seated desire of the heart to know God and 
to solve the mystery of life, is it really a condition of freedom to 
remain, respecting these questions, in a permanent state of doubt 
and uncertainty—to return to pre-Christian conceptions and 
erect altars to the unknown God ? I have passed the earlier 
part of my life amongst confirmed Rationalists and have, in a 
clerical career of some years, come in contact with men of all 
shades of thought and belief, and I can testify most em­
phatically that such an attitude of the mind is the most pro­
nounced bondage. It subjects the mind to its own constantly 
changing moods and dispositions, and robs life of every distinc­
tive rule and guiding principle. It is the most effective means 
of destroying all definite personal religion and of throwing the 
aching human heart back upon itself.

Believe me, my dear Sir, Spiritualists are doing no real 
service to mankind by commending, for its acceptance, this 
principle of a pseudo liberty. The human mind, in every sphere 
of its energies, is manifestly free until a discovered fact or truth 
limits its operations. From that moment it is of necessity in 
bondage—tied by the law’ it has found to be at work. It can 
thenceforth only move within the action and circumference of 
that law. But this bondage, surely, is the highest freedom. It 
is the bondage of knowledge, of enlightenment—of truth. The 
civilised Christian man is the best illustration of this form of 
bondage. It is a bondage which has made him free, since it has 
saved him from himself, in the sphere both of his physical and 
his moral life.

Thus every newly discovered fact of natural science must bo 
said to limit the operation of the intellect, bringing it into 
bondage to facts and truths known or ascertained.

And what is true in the sphere of the natural is equally true 
is the sphere of the spiritual. While men had only the light of 
nature to guide them in their search, they were certainly free 
in the matter of their religious ideas. They formed their own 
conception respecting God and the origin of life, and since 
there was no disclosure from without, there was no reason why 
one should not be as good and as true as another.

But this subjective conception did not satisfy their instincts; 
they searched and reasoned and questioned, and began to 
yearn for that fuller truth which could alone still the cravings of 
their hearts. And (as Christians believe) the higher truth came, 
the character and personality of the Deity were fully revealed; 
and in that revelation the mind found rest. In this particular 
sphere the coming of Christ unquestionably destroyed the 
freedom of thought; it brought the mind into bondage; but 
surely the bondage which it brought was the highest freedom, 
because it saved the mind from itself. With the fruits of this 
bondage and the testimony of two thousand years before us, 
can we wonder that thoughtful men hesitate to return to pre­
Christian conceptions, and to seriously believe that they are 
thereby securing for themselves greater freedom of thought ? 
It must be clear, surely, that such freedom might be found the 
greatest bondage !

And it does not really modify the argument to introduce the 
vexed question of Theology. It is a mere strife of words. All 
serious students of the subject know that there is but one 
Christianity, namely, that summarised in the Apostles’ Creed, 
and that anything less than and different from it, is not 
Christianity in the historic sense. Christ was what He mani­
festly claimed to be, or He is nothing. There is no possibility 
of a compromise.

I have no desire to enter into any controverted point of 
theology. But, granting for a moment what I am sure few 
minds will find it difficult to grant, that in response to the 
longings of mankind a closer approach to man was contem­
plated by the Deity, in what form would a Spiritualist expect 
such an approach to come—how would he expect God to reveal 
Himself ? Man has no faculty of concretely conceiving of any­
thing higher than man ; how then should he have come to con­
ceive of God except under the limitations of man ? What is 
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there, after all, from the Spiritualistic standpoint, unreasonable 
in the thought that He who put His highest creatures within a 
corporeal frame of marvellous construction, should, under the 
limitations of that same frame, approach them and hold con­
verse with them ? What is there unreasonable in the thought, 
that by receiving into our decaying spiritual organism the quick­
ening elements of an absolutely pure and glorified nature, our 
spiritual bodies are repaired and invigorated, and the natural 
process of decay is stayed and arrested ? It seems to me that 
it is just from Spiritualism, with its teaching respecting the 
spirit body, that we might expect support, on natural grounds, 
of this important doctrine of Revealed Truth !

But I venture to think that the persistent belief in the 
Divine character of orthodox Christianity has a far deeper and 
securer foundation than all this, and one which no passing argu­
ments of any one school of thought is ever likely seriously and 
permanently to affect. The historic Faith appeals to the normal 
instincts and experiences of the complex human consciousness, 
and not only fully recognises men’s moral needs, but provides 
means of entirely satisfying them. I am persuaded that, so long 
as men are conscious that they are out of harmony with the mind 
and purposes of God, that they have transgressed the law 
written on their hearts, and find themselves unable, unaided, to 
return to God, so long will they believe in the Atonement and 
the Divine scheme of Redemption and forgiveness. So long as 
they experience a real desire for a more immediate communion 
with the Source of life, so long will they believe in the Incar­
nation of Jesus Christ, and the sacramental provisions.

And surely the entire reasonableness of these views has 
never been defended with greater success than in this present 
ago. I need but refer to Mr. Gladstone’s paper on the 4 Atone­
ment’ and to Mr. Balfour’s book on the 4 Foundations of 
Belief.’ Am I claiming too much, then, when I say that the 
best and maturest thought of this age is manifestly in favour of 
the orthodox conception of Jesus Christ and of the truth of the 
Catholic faith ?

That it presents no intellectual difficulties, and leaves 
no problems to be solved, what honest thinkers would dare 
to assert ? A Christian constantly asserts that, with his 
present powers of perception, he can only discern and under­
stand in part—can only at best see 4 as in a glass darkly.’ He is 
content, while obeying the promptings of his heart, to acknow­
ledge the limitations of his intellect.

But are there no difficulties in the commonly received belief 
of Spiritualism ? Does it say nothing of the present limitations 
of our powers of perception ? I have endeavoured, in my recent 
article, to summarise briefly in what I believe the main results 
of psychical research to consist. They are unquestionably of an 
important character, and of high value. But can it be fairly 
maintained that they amount to more than mere outline know­
ledge of the world behind the veil and of the laws which govern 
its life ? And is it not unsafe and unphilosophic, on the 
strength of such fragmentary knowledge, to hurl anathemas 
at orthodox belief,and to allow Spiritualism to become identified 
with pronounced antagonism to cherished beliefs and con­
victions, which have stood the test of nearly two thousand 
years ? Would it not be well to remember that that antagonism 
has, after all, a very weak and insecure foundation ? I am 
personally persuaded that there are already abundant signs of a 
great reaction of thought, and that the final gain will not be on 
the side of Spiritualism. It will be well nigh impossible, more­
over, to explain away that certainly more than significant fact 
that the denial of the Incarnation of Jesus Christ (and the many 
truths it involves), which may be said to be a characteristic of 
Spiritualism, was foretold and warned against nearly two thou­
sand years before the rise of the modern movement.

You will, I am sure, receive these statements in the spirit in 
which they are offered. I have, as you know, many personal 
friends amongst Spiritualists, and have received from them 
much help and uniform kindness. It would grieve me to be in 
any sense regarded as the critic of my friends ; I know that 
earnest zeal for truth animates the hearts of many amongst 
them. But I think that occasionally the antagonist, 
too, should be heard, lest we forget that there is 
a zeal which is not according to knowledge, and that 
there are conclusions which are based upon immature knowledge 
and hasty generalisations. The noblest cause which we have at 
heart may be made to suffer and to languish because of the mis­
directed zeal of its champions. Let the constantly attacked, 
therefore, be given an opportunity of making his defence. Not 

infrequently the conflict of opinion arises from fundamental mis­
conceptions, and sometimes there comes a day when combatants 
look each other in the face and begin to wonder what they have 
been fighting about.

It is not inconceivable that some such misconception may 
hereafter be found to lie at the root of the present antagonism 
of Spiritualism to the truths of Revealed Religion.

Believe me, my dear Sir, with kindest regards, 
Very sincerely yours,

August 14th, 1895. J. Godfrey Raupert.

A QUESTION FOR GENERAL ‘ LORRISON/—A REPLY.
By General ‘Lorrison.’

In ‘Light’ of August 17th, Mr. A. Cochrane refers to three 
items connected with Spiritualism, on one of which he asks 
that I 4 be a little more explicit.’ I have been, and am, always 
pleased to give as much information as I am able, to those who 
have not been lucky enough to have as long, and as varied an 
experience as that which has fallen to my lot.

In answer to several inquirers who wished to know how they 
could obtain admission to private circles, I replied that 4 it is 
difficult,’ and that 4 it is only by waiting and watching that such 
a result can be obtained.’ This reply, it is stated, is ambiguous. 
Perhaps it may be so termed. I will, therefore, endeavour to 
more fully explain my meaning. In my own experience it 
seemed (although I do not believe it was) by mere chance that 
I heard of a private circle of Spiritualists, near where I was at 
the time residing, and I at once expressed a wish to be per­
mitted to attend this circle. It was some months before 
my request was granted, and had I not at once been 
on the alert on hearing of this circle, 1 might never 
have known of Spiritualism. I was not aware that in 
my present neighbourhood there was any medium, but I 
have since ascertained that when I was speaking at 
a public meeting, at which a medium was present, there were 
seen around me certain conditions which informed the medium 
that I should be useful at a séance. This led to the husband of 
the medium calling on me, and eventually, after long and 
patient waiting, in our obtaining those remarkable manifesta­
tions, some of which have been reported in 4 Light.’

Those who are only superficially acquainted with the subject, 
are not aware of the subtlety of the laws which govern and lead 
to great results. No sooner did we obtain such results than the 
control impressed upon us the necessity of not admitting any 
person to our séances, at least for some time. 4 If you bring any 
stranger to join this circle,’ said the control, ‘you will stop 
our being able to do anything. Wait until we tell you it can be 
done safely, and we will then by some means find out whether 
the visitor you propose is one who could work with you and us.’ 
It does not necessarily follow that ‘ a fairly long course of 
study ’ renders a person fitted to join a circle.

Mr. Cochrane writes : 4 And why throw so many difficulties 
in the way of the inquirer?’ I fear this remark shows how 
easily some writers drift into error. The assertion as to throw­
ing difficulties in the way is opposed to facts, and is an unjust 
accusation. If a séance were a mere peep-show, to which 
admission gratis might be granted, things would be different. 
When, however, the results are produced by certain powers, which 
give positive directions, these directions must be carried out. 
Why do not persons anxious to obtain phenomena form small 
circles of their own, and, by patience and obeying conditions, 
endeavour to obtain results ? Since the experiences of my small 
circle were reported in 4 Light,’ upwards of twenty persons 
have begged to be allowed to join the circle. Is it a proof of 
‘ unspiritual conduct ’ that consent has not been given, when 
the ruling control assures us that even one person joining would 
stop everything ?

Mr. Cochrane seems somewhat hasty and unjust in his condem­
nations. He again asks, 4 Why are money and money-making 
apparently placed so much in the forefront? ’ This is again, as far 
as my experience goes, an unjust accusation. In many cases 
mediums have had to entirely give up their former occupations 
and means of earning their daily bread, in order to satisfy 
inquirers by holding séances. Are these mediums to be left to 
starve ? How about paying clergymen ?

Again, it is asked, 4 Why should not writers sign their 
names ? Why should interesting experiences be anonymous ? ’ 
Surely such inquiries indicate a very limited knowledge of the 
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