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THE COLLECTIVE SPIRITUAL ENTITY.

By Jorx B. SHIPLEY,

IX.—EviDENCE AND EXPRESSION,

Having thus attempted to illustrate our conception of the
Collective Entity in its various forms, we must now proceed,
in this closing article, to draw a conclusion and, in doing so, to
examine the manner in which the Entity manifests its existence
by embodying itself, as it were, in a single personality. But
first we must take note of a dissentient voice, that of a fairly
profound thinker who, in our opinion, just misses, or rather
deliberately excludes, the very idea which would give vitality
to his reasoning and aid him immensely in the work he
desires to perform for the benefit of the Entity which, after
all, he is constrained to refer to under the title of Mankind.

In a newspaper article, Mr. H. G. Wells not long since
committed himself to the uncompromising assertion ¢ There is
no People.” He begins by stating the case for the existence of
the People in very clear terms. He says :—

‘To a very large number of people the People is one of the
profoundest realities in life. . . When they speak of the
People, they certainly mean something more than the whole
mass of individuals in a country lumped together. The
People is something that overrides and is added to the individ-
ualities that make up the people. It is, as it were, itself an
individuality of a higher un?r—as indeed its capital P dis-
plays. It has a will of its own, which is not the will of any
particular person in it ; it has a power of purpose and judg-
ment of a superior sort. It is supposed to be the underlying
reality of all national life and the real seat of all public
religious emotion. Unfortunately, it lacks powers of expres-
sion, and so there is need of rulers and interpreters.’

And then he goes on teo affirm that ‘there exists nothing of
the sort, that the world of men is entirely made up of the
individuals that compose it, and that collective action is just
the algebraic sum of all individual actions.’

We have tried to show that individuals in a collectivity are
themselves swayed by the collective will, and that collective
action is not what might be expected from the character of the
individuals ; and Mr. Wells himself testifies to the wide recog-
nition of these ideas. His remark about the need for inter-
preters brings us straight to the point we now desire to take
up. One proof that collective action does exist is the fact that
it calls for an interpreter, and that this interpreter finds that
he has something to interpret, which can be nothing else than
this collective will. KEvery assemblage of people demands or-
ganisation, from the Israelites who desired a king to the last
new society for the propagation of an idea. And the head or
spokesman of an assemblage, be he king or chairman, finds that
he has to voice, not his own private feelings, but the wishes
and peeds of the whole gathering.

The word by which we express this feeling is Responsibility,
and we further note the clear distinction that is made between

a person’s action in his private and in his public capacity. The
distinction is finely drawn by Shakespeare in his delineation of
the altered character of Henry V. on coming to the throne,
and the instance is not an isolated one. The solemn investi-
ture, the oath of office, the installation of the new occupant of
a high position, constitute a mutual recognition of the fact and
of the duties of leadership ; the Entity accepts its interpreter,
the latter acknowledges his responsibility to the former.

The distinction is frequently made between a person's
character in private life, and the same man's behaviour in
office. The judge on the bench is a different man from the
guest at dinner ; the leader of the House may be good friends
with a determined political opponent. We have heard of a
literary man who wrote an article, posted it to himself as
editor of areview, then sat in judgment next morning on his own
work, and—returned it]to himself with the customary ¢regret.’
This man felt (if the story be true) that his official judgment
was different from his private judgment, and that as chief of
the Entity represented by his readers, he was in a position to
criticise his own contribution. Seen in this light we can adnit
that there may be aomeb'hing more than pure nonsense in thu

Gilbertian situation : *Can I marry a ward of my own court
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without my own consent ? And if I do, can I commit myself
for contempt of my own court ?’

Another recognition of interpretership is accorded by the
universal custom of addressing ¢Mr. Chairman,’ *Mr.
Speaker,’ instead of the assembly at large, and even by the
use of the editorial ‘We." In public affairs the ‘Crown’
means not the King but the office, in trust for the nation ;
criminals are prosecuted in the name of the King, or in some
countries in that of the People. *Senatus Populusque
Romanus’ was an expression of imperial significance even
before the reins of government were grasped by an Augustus
Cewsar Divus Imperator. And the spiritual reality of the
Eautity represented by the Emperor was typified by the ascrip-
tion of divine honours to him. The only way by which men
in a certain stage of perception could describe such an Entity
was by representing it as a god, meaning that more than the
personality of the ruler was involved in his official action.
The cry, ‘It is the voice of a god and not of a man,’ indicates
a confused and indefinite sense of the idea we are trying to set
forth, that the ruler speaks as the mouthpiece of the Popular
Entity, and not as an individual. The error lay in extending
the authoritative character to merely personal utterances and
action, and it is a mistake that both rulers and their subjects
are very prone to make.

We have now found that the reality of a Collective Entity
is more or less clearly recognised, according to perceptive
capacity, by (1) the members of an assembly ; (2) the chair-
man or leader ; (3) the individual who addresses it ; and (4) the
public at large, who accept as authoritative all decisions legally
arrived at, and formally registered and promulgated. We have
found that this peculiar potency of organisation in all forms
has been recognised in all ages of which we have record, and
that it is one of those instinctive feelings of mankind which
indicate the existence of finer and imperfectly understood
means of perception belonging to a consciousness which is not
that of our outward senses, and which is even beyond the
scope of our reasoning mentality.

It is because these perceptions and this consciousness are
appealed to that we speak of the Entity as spiritual. This
word is vague, for there are many grades of spirituality,
Religion has, at various times and places, concerned itself with
most of these grades, and we speak of religions as being more
or less spiritual according to the grade of spirituality with
which each deals, and to which it leads us. As we have already
intimated, the true Spiritual Collective Entity embracing all
mankind is the Church ; not this church or that church, but
the Church of Christ, *the whole family in heaven and earth.’
But membership in that Church involves the calling into play
of the higher faculties of men’s natures, the awakening of
higher perceptions, the arousing of a higher plane of conscious-

ness, the spiritual man within the natural man, and not always
awake even in the discarnate man. And itis by this truly
spiritual portion of our being, our higher selves, that we must
be united, ‘fitly joined together and compacted,’ so that,
individually and eollectively, we may ‘grow up into Him in all
things, which is the Head, even Christ,’

(Conclusion.)

PALMISTS HEAVILY FINED.

On Tuesday, at the Blackpool Police-court, several pro-
fessors of palmistry appeared to answer charges under the
Vagrancy Act, the first case that was heard being one against
Madame Ida Ellis, one of a well-known family long resident in
the town, Two police officers gave evidence to show that
Madame Ellis in reality told their fortunes. Madame Ellis, in
defence, said that she had practised palmistry for forty years,
and had written two books on the subject, and she
oxplained to the Court the principle of her science, illus-
trating her remarks by her own hands, and reproductions of
the hands of Mr. Gladstone, the Lord Chief Justice, Lord
Leighton, Sir Edwin Arnold, and others. The magistrates
inflicted a fine of £25, or three months’ imprisonment. Similar
evidence was given against Madame Bianca Unorna, and a fine
of £25 was also inflicted in her case, and in that of several other
defendants, the magistrates stating that in the event of
another conviction imprisonment without the option of & fine
might follow.












