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own free will. As to the second, an absolutely tone-deaf per-
son, as Trilby avowedly was, could no more be endowed by
hypnotic influence with the power of appreciating harmony and
distinguishing shades of musical expression than she could
be changed from a blonde to a brunette. Every physiologist
knows that, no matter what her vocal powers might be, she
would be utterly incapable of harmonious song, unless she
could hear and correctly appreciate the ¥ones of her own voice.
Deaf-mutes, for instance, are dumb, simply because they cannot
hear the sounds made by their usually perfect vocal apparatus,
and consequently cannot regulate and combine them into articu-
late speech. No amount of suggestion or mesmerism can draw
out of any subject anything more than was in them before. The
popular idea that hypnotism is a sort of connecting-tube, through
which the moods, will, impulses, and powers of the operator can
be poured into the mind of the subject, is entirely unfounded.
Finally, the mysterious decline and death of Trilby from the
¢ fearful drain upon her nervous force,’ without pain or symptom
of disease, are highly artistic, but extremely unnatural. People
do not die that way at thirty-one, except in novels, or from that
cause at any age. In short, we are thankful that the painful
later experiences and early death of Miss Trilby O'Ferrall not
only did not happen, but could not have happened ; and we
sincerely hope that Mr. Du Maurier will recognise the fact in his
forthcoming sequel.

It is well-known that other medical ‘authorities’ take
the opposite view.

LONDON SPIRITUALIST ALLIANCE.

A meeting of the members and friends of the Alliance
will be held in the French Drawing-room, St. James’s Hall
(entrance from Piccadilly), at 7 for 7.30 p.m., on Friday, the
29th inst., when Mr. Richard Harte will give an address
on ‘ The Proper Limits of Investigation.” As Mr. Harte
holds very decided views on this question his remarks will
probably lead to a lively discussion. On December 20th
the Rev. J. Page Hopps will give an address on ¢ Experi-
ments with Miss Kate Fox, and an Experiment with the
Psychical Research Society.’

SPIRIT PHOTOGRAPHY.

I have just heard a curious story of °spirit photography,’
which is worth recording in ¢ LigHT,’ I think.

A lady, Mrs. A., was the friend of a Mr. B. and his family.
Mr. B. had been crippled by the amputation of both his legs,
and spent his days chiefly in one room, and in one chair.
About six months ago he died, and his family asked Mrs. A.,
who had taken up photography as a pastime, to photograph this
room and chair for them. She complied, brought her camera
iuto the room, and took the interior, in which, of course, the
ohair was a prominent fcature. She sent the plate to a pro-
fessiona] photographer to be developed. When he gave her the
print he said : ‘It has all comne out very well, except the figure
in the chair, which is very indistinct.” ¢ There is no figure in
the chair,’ said Mrs. A., astonished ; ‘I was quite alone in the
room when I photographed it.” Nevertheless, on examining the
print, there, beyond doubt, was a shadowy figure in the chair !
a figpure without legs !

This seems to me an example of what is called spirit photo-
graphy which hardly admits of being explained away. Names
and locality will, I believe, be forthcoming for your satisfaction,
if you wish—though not necessarily for publication ; and such
further details as the readers of * LicHT’ may reasonably desire
will not be withheld.

I think one should know if Mrs. A. had cever shown
abnormal psychical gifts ; was, in short, mediumistic. Also if
any of the B. family were 8o, and if the room had recently been
visited by a medium.

It is remarkable that the spirit of the dead man should
manifest with the accidental physical incompleteness of the
human being.

That seems t0 be a reason for supposing that materialised
spirits only assume for the moment the form by which they
may be recognised, and that we really know nothing of their
disembodied appearance. For we cannot suppose a spirit to be
like a man without legs, or as perpetuating a disfigurement such
as Miss Florence Marryat knew her child by. M.B,
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THE MYSTERY OF MISS DIANA VAUGHAN.

When Miss Diana Vaughan wrote the fourth (October)
number of her ¢ Mémoires d’'une Ex-Palladiste,” she little
knew the shock she was about to give to her own credibility
in the minds of even the most moderately well-informed in
the history of occult literature and its authors. She has
made what seems to be a fatal blunder. In a word, she
has identified the mysterious seventeenth century adept,
Eirenceus Philalethes, with his contemporary Thomas
Vaughan (from whom she claims descent), the supposed
Rosicrucian author of well-known works, all published
under the pseudonym of ZEigenius Philalethes. This con-
fusion has often been ignorantly made ; in her case also it
is apparently ignorant, but I do not see how it can he
innocent.

For she professes to know all about Eirenseus, to have
the original MS. of his most famous work, ¢Introitus
apertus ad occlusum Regis Palatium,’ in her possession,
with unpublished marginal notes by the augthor, giving the
Luciferian interpretation reserved for perfect initiates,
handed down to her by lineal family succession from him-
self—Thomas Vaughan! Of the books of ZEugenius
Philalethes, on the other hand, she seems to know nothing,
and she actually charges Allibone, in whose ¢ Dictionary of
English Literature ’ she has found an account of Vaughan,
with a mistake in making the latter call himself Eugenius
in his publications. She also contradicts him as to the
dates of Vaughan’s birth and death, and as to other par-
ticulars, having, it would seem, incautiously failed to
observe that Allibone’s authority is Vaughan’s con-
temporary, Anthony-a-Wood, the historian of Oxford
University, in his work, ¢ Athens Oxonienses.” She might
also have noticed, had Sshe looked more carefully, that
Allibone distinguishes Eugenius from Eirenzus, as he
gives a separate enumeration of the latter’s writings.
There is one detail concerning Vaughan, however, which
Wood gives, but which is not repeated by Allibone, namely,
that Thomas and his brother Henry Vaughan (never mind
whether they were twins, as Wood says, or whether, as
Miss Vaughan alleges, Henry was two years the younger)
were entered at Jesus College, Oxford, 1n 1638. Had she
seen that date of an event exactly verifiable (for Vaughan
became a Fellow)* she would probably have understood
that her correction of the date of Vaughan’s birth (1612
for 1621) was open to obvious objection.

A large extract from Wood’s account of Vaughan is
given by Mr. Arthur Waite in the ¢ Biographical Preface’
to his valuable reprint of Vaughan’s (Eugenius Philalethes’)
writings. The following account of both writers (Eirenmus
and Eugenius) I copy from that very rare book, so full of
learned and luminous information, ¢ The Suggestive Inquiry
into the Hermetic Mystery ’ :—

¢ Of all adepts that have flourished in latter times, the most
celebrated and facile princeps, is that Anonymous who styles
himself Eirenzeus Philslethes. The many works that have
appeared under this signature indicate so excellent and perfect an
artist, that his brethren, always speaking with admiration,
unanimously award him the garland. Yet of himself, his name,
and habits of life nothing is known ;t no contemporary mentions
him ; Starky, indeed, professes to have been his servant once
for a time in America, and to have assisted him in the art ; and
describes him as an English gentleman of an ancient and
honourable family, then living on his own estate and rarely
learned. ‘‘Isaw,” says he, ‘‘in my master’s possession the
White and Red elixir in very large quantity ; he gave me
upwards of two ounces of the White medicine of sufficient virtue

* The Register of the University of Oxford has been for some years
in course of publication. But as yet only two volumes have appeared,
bringing the list of graduates down to the vear 1622. There can be little
doubt that Thomas Vaughan’s name will appear under 1638 inVol. I1II.

t Of hir babits of life this much seemes to be knnwn, that he was a
great traveller (he styles himslf Cosmopolitan Englishman) The pub-
lisher of * Ripley Revivel' (not * Rinley Revised.' Miss Vaughan. but that
is probably a misprint) svy8 in 1678 that he was then supposed to be
abont fiity-five years of age, '
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to convert 120,070 times its weight into the purest silver. With
this treasure I went to work ignorantly and was caught in the
trap of my own covetousness, for I expended or wasted nearly
all this tincture, and did not know its value till it was nearly
gone. However, I made projection of a part, and have tinged
many hundreds of ounces by it into the best silver ; of a pound
of mercury I have made within less than a scruple of a pound of
silver sc.” It is also reported that Eirenmus was intimate with
the chemist Boyle ;* but the rumours are all uncertain, and, as
if to increase the mystery, he has been confounded with other
Euglish adepts, as Harprecht and Thomas Vaughan ; and his
writings also with those of Sendivogius, who has been identified
with him under the name of Alexander Sethon and others. He
himself informs us that he was born in England, somewhere
towards the beginning of the seventeenth century, that he
possessed the secret at a very early age, and was the victim of
unremitting persecution.’

Then follows a list of his principal works.

‘ Thomas Vaughan,’ (continues the author of the ¢ Suggestive
Inquiry '), ¢ whose pseudonym of Eugenius Philalethes has, not-
withstanding the very obvious distinction of his mind and style,
caused him to be confounded with the foregoing KEirensus, was
the author of several luminous little treatises, bearing on the
higher grounds of the mystic science, full of ideas and the
recondite spirit of antiquity. In these Vaughan makes casual
reference to the gold-making possibility, but is at little pains to
attract in this direction, or indicate, as is usual, any sophistic
order of practical operation, and thus repelling impertinent
inquiry, he leads at once to the true and only valuable specula-
tion on the subject. Moreover, unless we are mistaken, the one
Art and medium of vital perfectibility is more clearly shown in
his writings, than in those of any other English author.’

That Eugenius and Eirensus Philalethes were different
writers appears about as certain as anything historically
can be. And as to the identity of Vaughan with Eugenius,
there seems never to have been any contemporary or later
doubt of the fact. Nay, in the famous controversy of
Euagenius with Dr. Henry More, the latter expressly
entitles one of his replies, ‘The Second Lash against
Vaughan’s Anthroposophia.’

I at first thought it might be possible to construct the
hypothesis that Vaughan’s supposed death in 1665 was
simulated ; that he then went abroad, slightly altering his
nom de plume, and developing that side of his natural
philosophy which he had suppressed in the carlier writings
published under the name of Eugenius. It is the fact that
I can find no work of Eirenmus of a date earlier than
Vaughan’s supposed death.t Moreover, there are circum-
stances which consist with this view, and would even
favour it, were there any positive evidence to start with.
Unfortunately, the account given by Miss Vaughan of the
early life of her ancestor is wholly inconsistent with the
known proclivities of Thomas Vaughan, and with other
certain facts of his career. How are we to reconcile, for
instance, the clergyman and Royalist obtaining from (or
through) Cromwell the ‘favour’ of decapitating Archbishop
Laud? (By-the-bye, does Miss Vaughan suppose that Laud
was executed under the Commonwealth?) And the date
of Vaughan’s entry at Jesus College seems insuperable.

It is certainly not worth while to pursue this idea, at
least in the absence of any elucidatory statement from
Miss Vaughan herself, if that is to be hoped for. Even
now I cannot bring myself to give her up altogether, so
much have I been impressed by her apparent good faith,
sincere devotion, and striking qualities, and I wish it may
be possible for my belief in her to be renewed. But my
present duty is to communicate at once to the readers of

* Robert Boyle, one of the founders of the RO{ZI Society. Another,
by the bye, and a friend of Vaughan, was Sir Robert Moray, or Murray,
who was also a reputed Rosicrucian,

t It seemed that ‘ The Marrow of Alchemy,” published in 1654-5, was
an exception. It is enumerated in most of the literary histories—as also
by the author of the ‘Suggestive Inquiry "—among the works of the
aforesaid Eirenmeus. The distance of date from the dates of the other
works of this author excited my suspicion ; and [ found. on relerence to
Wood, that it was, in fact, the work of yet a third Philalethes, and of
another Eiren 1s—of one Eirena:us Philoponus Philalethes !

LLIGHT. 551

¢Ligut’ the grave doubt which has fallen on all the
evidence I have lately been adducing in these columns
from French sources. Certain cautious Catholics abroad
have already, as she herself complains, withheld their
belief in her, on the ‘boue-émissaire’ theory ; that is, the
theory that she is a scapegoat, an agent of Palladism
sent into the enemy’s camp to draw to a false head the
suspicions of the public, which, being in her case trium-
phantly belied as soon as her statements have attracted
sufficient attention, may be entirely allayed, with the
result of a reaction against the supposed Jesuit or clerical
conspiracy, of which she will then be represented as the
instrument. It is said that in the constitution of Palladism
there is express provision for such a device. It is fair to
add that Miss Vaughan herself (or is it Dr. Bataille? I
forget) calls attention to it. To my mind, the Jesuit con-
spiracy idea is the most untenable of all. But there is
something wrong somewhere. C.C. M.

MR. MASKELYNE AND EUSAPIA.

Mr. Richard Harte has sent us the copy of a letter
which he wrote to the ‘Daily Chronicle,’ but which the
Editor of that paper declined to publish. We subjoin the
most important part of it :—

SIRr,-—Mr. Maskelyne’s long and instructive letter in Mon-
day’s ¢ Chronicle,” describing his late séance at Cambridge with
Eusapia Paladino, is in some points open to objection by a
bond fide Psychical Researcher, and in others is liable to be mis-
understood by those who are ignorant of the subject of
¢ Occultism.’ Perhaps, therefore, you will permit me, as an old
and hardened ‘inquirer’ into such matters, to make a few
critical remarks thereupon.

There is singularly little substance in Mr. Maskelyne's long
communication. He has in no sense whatever ‘exposed’
Eusapia. From beginning to end we have no proof of fraud,
nothing but conjecture and inference. We do not as yet know
how the matter strikes the others who were present. The only
real result of the séance appears to be that Mr. Maskelyne is
confirmed in the disbelief he has always expressed regarding
Spiritualism. He thinks that he has rightly conjectured how
Eusapia performs her  tricks,” and he is so confident that his
conjectures are correct that he offered to return to Cambridge
and try if he could not catch the medium in the act of cheating,
When stripped of its verbiage, animosity, and egotisin, those
conjectures and that offer are absolutely all that remain in
Mr. Maskelyne's communication.

Mr. Maskelyne.asks us to accept his conjectures in the place
of proof, because he considers a conjurer much better qualified
to investigate an obscure natural force than those too credulous
men of Science ; and, in his superior perspicacity, he attributes
the phenomena which have taken in and befooled the men of
Science, to Eusapia’s phenomenal strength, and to her excep-
tional cleverness in sleight of hand. I have never seen Eusapia,
but none of the accounts of her that I have read mention these
gifts ; they describe her, on the contrary, as being an ordinary
woman of the peasant class. If she has not those qualities, Mr.
Maskelyne'’s conjectured explanation of the phenomena falls to
the ground ; if she has them, they are at present connect,e'd
with the phenomena only by an hypothesis in Mr. Maskelyne's
mind.

But, if Mr. Maskelyne is an expert in conjuring, he certainly
is no authority on the nature of proof. He would hardlyt expect
your readers to accept his prej udices, suspicions, and conjectures
about Eusapia for proof of her guilt unless he himself believed
them equivalent to proof ; and that belief can only come from
first arguing in his own mind that the phenomena prove her to
be exceptionally endowed with strength and dexterity ; and then
arguing that her being exceptionally endowed with strength and
dexterity proves that she produces the phenomena by those
means. What this kind of logic is called at the Egyptian Hall
I do not know, but elsewhere it is known as ‘ reasoning in a
circle.’” Mr. Maskelyne’s whole letter is illogical, but he * gives
himself away ’ more completely, perhaps, in the following passage
than in any other :—

Assuming the medium's hands and feet to have been
thoroughly under control, the manifestations would certainly































