HEAVENLY BRIDEGROOMS:
AN EPILOGUE

By Ida Craddock

In January of 1895, Ida Craddock recorded the following account immediately after the writing of
"Heavenly Bridegrooms." This account was intended only for the man who had financed her during her
researches in the British Museum.

Thursday, January, 3rd, 1895:

I have not been ma].zing’ entries in my spiritual diary lateiy, because

1. TIhave been going to bed too late to get much of anything’;
2. lases seems to have been choosing’ to use what psychic strengttl I had to issue instructions
regartiing' the work on "Heavenly Brideg’rooms

....a work which I think I can truiy say, is much, much more due to his directing’ intellect than 1
should have ever dreamed possit)ie for me as a psycllic. The more I think about the way that
Heavenly Britieg’rooms has been put togettier, the more I am amazed. Certainly, I, t)y myselt,
should never have been able to concoct it as it now stands. That is not saying, of course, that it is
going to be a suitable work for the pu]oiic, altl'iough I trust it may be. But the great wonder of it
aH, to me, is that an outside intellig’ence seems to be running the machine, so to spealz, and I am
little more than amanuesis for him, ---or it, whatever one may call that intelligence. Of course A |
am, I trust, a tairly intellig’ent amanuensis, so that I have no hesitation about malzing‘ corrections
promptly of the matter given to me, when such corrections seem to be needed. But oftener it is
the other way roun(l, and lases corrects my work. Many of the theories and explanations which I
have put into Heavenly Brideg’rooms I never, to the best of my belief and lznowledg’e, had thoug’ht
until the command came from him to write so-and-so at just that point in the treatise. But, when
ttley were written, tlley commended themselves to my reason and common sense, and so I allowed
them to stand, sometimes moditying‘ them with a "prol)ai)ly", or "it seems lilzely," and so on, so as
not to commit myselt as llolding‘ such and such views implicitly. The quotations and authorities |
tlave, of course, looked up myselt in the first piace. But Iases has arrang‘e(]. these quotations in
such order as suited him best, I acting, as I have said, as a secretary for him. Many, many
quotations which I had laid aside for this work, he empliatically rejected, as overioati,ing’ the
treatise, or as Leing calculated to shock the put)lic and t)ring me into (langer of legal suppression
by the obscenists. From first to last, his great insistence has been that the book should be "suited
to the g’eneral pui)lic," and that it must not contain anytliing upon which the obscenists could lay

a ting’er.

In some cases this has been a great regret to me, as I have had to leave out one or two important
arg’uments---tor instance, arguments which would have included the piirase , "mental
masturt)ation," a term which explains i have reason to t)elieve, much that goes under the name of
"spirit communications" in these matters. Then, again, | t)egg'ed, and t)egg’e(i, and i)eg’g’ed that 1
miglit explain the exact Eng’lisll meaning of the Roman Catholic pin'ase , "congressus cum
aemonis," but lases ot)jected every time, insisting that it was rislzy in this edition. You will
observe, t)y the way, that the pl’u’ase as I have here written it and also in the treatise, is "congressus

cum daemonis" whereas, in spealzing’ with you, | have always used "daemonibus."



I have chang‘ec]. the expression for the following‘ reason--- which as lases has forbidden me to put it
in the treatise; you may be interested in seeing here. I have never seen this phrase, in any of the
books which I have so far come across, and have heard it only once---from a Catholic priest with
whom I was discussing my experience, and who was trying to frig’llten me by teuing me that my
husband was a demon. As I didn't believe in demons, and didn't believe that any evil-minded
person, who had passed to the world l)eyond the grave, had power to communicate, much less ,
harm me, I simply laug’lle(l at what he said. He afterwards said to a mutual acquaintance that I
was --- | forget the exact word he used, but it meant "invincil)le, unbreakable."

Well, he at first told me there was a great deal of literature written on the sul)ject' my experience
was nothing’, as similar experiences had been known for centuries in his own church, and the
whole thing’ was very evil; there had been enougll written on the sul)ject to fill the room where we
then sat. At once | aslzetl, eagerly, would he please tell me the names of some of the Loolzs, so that
I could read up on the sul)ject? This was more than he l)arg’ainetl for, and he at once chang‘ecl his
tactics, and tried to make me think that I had misunderstood him in this last remarlz; what he had
meant to say was that all that had been said on the sul)ject could easily be crowded into that room.
And from that moment I could get nothing’ out of him save that my experience was ]ay no means

unique, and that it was entirely evil, and the work of a demon.

He several times used the pllrase , "congressus cum daemonis" as the term applied by the Church to
such unions. Afterwards I looked up the declension of the word "daemon," as it seemed to me
there must be something’ wrong, g’rammatically spealzing‘ , about that phrase. As cum (Witl’l) governs
the al)lative, and his expression was "daemonis", which is the genitive, [ concluded (ras}lly, as [ am
now convincecl) that he had made a slip of the tongue, and that he must have forg’otten his
declensions , and have thoug’}lt that "daemon" , which is really a noun of the third declension, was a
noun of the first declension, whose dative and ablative plurals end in "is". And so | always used it
afterward, in spea]zing’ to you, as "Daemonibus". But when I came to write it out in my treatise, |
saw there was still something’ wrong about it, for that would make the p]’n‘ase 1itera11y "congress
with demons" whereas a psycl'lic usually claims congress only with One, and not with a plurality of
spirits. But before this idea had struck me, | had set myself to work to look up every possil)le
exception to "cum's" government of the ablative. I foun(l, in a note, that sometimes the WOI‘(L
which 'cum!' governs, is omitted, and only the genitive dependent on the missing word appears. So
that the pllrase "congressus cum daemonis" would be quite correct, provided some missing word
were understood --- a word of an indefinite meaning, such as 'that pertaining to,’ 'the thing’s of',
etc. this would make "congressus cum daemonis" mean literally, "congress with sometlzing Le/onging

"
to a demon.

Do you see the exquisite nicety of that rendering‘? Evidently, the psychics to whom that term was
applied, had experiences just like mine, in so far as the fact that only "sometlling Z)e/onging to" the
spirit --- i.e., his p}lallus --- materializecl; so that their "congress" was literally with something‘
'l)elong'ing‘ to' him. Compare this with what I have told of the two leg‘enc].s relative to Isis finding’
the pieces of her husband's Lody, in one case, all except the phanus, and in the other, none of the
pieces except the phallus , from which solitary member she reconstructs the deceased husband. 1
did put in the leg’end of Isis, and wanted awfully to put in this about the "congressus cum
daemonis," but lasis wouldn't let me. The priest who used this pllrase was a very intellig’ent man,
with quite a passion for book stu(ly, so that, you see, it really is very unlilzely he should make this
grammatical slip --- in this lang’uage of all lang'uag’es , which is the vernacular of the Catholic
priesthood.

-- THE END --



