
The Two Babylons Chapter IV. Doctrine
and Discipline

Continued from The Two Babylons Chapter III. Festivals. Section IV — The
Feast of the Assumption

Section I — Baptismal Regeneration

When Linacer, a distinguished physician, but bigoted Romanist, in the reign
of Henry VIII first fell in with the New Testament, after reading it for a
while, he tossed it from him with impatience and a great oath, exclaiming,
“Either this book is not true, or we are not Christians.” He saw at once that
the system of Rome and the system of the New Testament were directly opposed
to one another; and no one who impartially compares the two systems can come
to any other conclusion. In passing from the Bible to the Breviary, it is
like passing from light to darkness. While the one breathes glory to God in
the highest, peace on earth, and good will to men, the other inculcates all
that is dishonouring to the Most High, and ruinous to the moral and spiritual
welfare of mankind. How came it that such pernicious doctrines and practices
were embraced by the Papacy? Was the Bible so obscure or ambiguous that men
naturally fell into the mistake of supposing that it required them to believe
and practise the very opposite of what it did? No; the doctrine and
discipline of the Papacy were never derived from the Bible. The fact that
wherever it has the power, it lays the reading of the Bible under its ban,
and either consigns that choicest gift of heavenly love to the flames, or
shuts it up under lock and key, proves this of itself. But it can be still
more conclusively established. A glance at the main pillars of the Papal
system will sufficiently prove that its doctrine and discipline, in all
essential respects, have been derived from Babylon. Let the reader now scan
the evidence.

Baptismal Regeneration

It is well known that regeneration by baptism is a fundamental article of
Rome, yea, that it stands at the very threshold of the Roman system. So
important, according to Rome, is baptism for this purpose, that, on the one
hand, it is pronounced of “absolute necessity for salvation,” * insomuch that
infants dying without it cannot be admitted to glory; and on the other, its
virtues are so great, that it is declared in all cases infallibly to
“regenerate us by a new spiritual birth, making us children of God”:–it is
pronounced to be “the first door by which we enter into the fold of Jesus
Christ, the first means by which we receive the grace of reconciliation with
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God; therefore the merits of His death are by baptism applied to our souls in
so superabundant a manner, as fully to satisfy Divine justice for all demands
against us, whether for original or actual sin.”

* Bishop HAY’S Sincere Christian. There are two exceptions to this
statement; the case of an infidel converted in a heathen land,
where it is impossible to get baptism, and the case of a martyr
“baptised,” as it is called, “in his own blood”; but in all other
cases, whether of young or old, the necessity is “absolute.”

Now, in both respects this doctrine is absolutely anti-Scriptural; in both it
is purely Pagan. It is anti-Scriptural, for the Lord Jesus Christ has
expressly declared that infants, without the slightest respect to baptism or
any external ordinance whatever, are capable of admission into all the glory
of the heavenly world:

“Suffer the little children to come unto Me, and forbid them not;
for of such is the kingdom of heaven.“

John the Baptist, while yet in his mother’s womb was so filled with joy at
the advent of the Saviour, that, as soon as Mary’s salutation sounded in the
ears of his own mother, the unborn babe “leaped in the womb for joy.” Had
that child died at the birth, what could have excluded it from “the
inheritance of the saints in light” for which it was so certainly “made
meet”? Yet the Roman Catholic Bishop Hay, in defiance of very principle of
God’s Word, does not hesitate to pen the following: “Question: What becomes
of young children who die without baptism? Answer: If a young child were put
to death for the sake of Christ, this would be to it the baptism of blood,
and carry it to heaven; but except in this case, as such infants are
incapable of having the desire of baptism, with the other necessary
dispositions, if they are not actually baptized with water, THEY CANNOT GO TO
HEAVEN.” As this doctrine never came from the Bible, whence came it? It came
from heathenism. The classic reader cannot fail to remember where, and in
what melancholy plight, Aeneas, when he visited the infernal regions, found
the souls of unhappy infants who had died before receiving, so to speak, “the
rites of the Church”:

“Before the gates the cries of babes new-born,
Whom fate had from their tender mothers torn,
Assault his ears.”

These wretched babes, to glorify the virtue and efficacy of the mystic rites
of Paganism, are excluded from the Elysian Fields, the paradise of the
heathen, and have among their nearest associates no better company than that
of guilty suicides:

“The next in place and punishment are they
Who prodigally threw their souls away,
Fools, who, repining at their wretched state,



And loathing anxious life, suborned their fate.” *

* Virgil, DRYDEN’S translation. Between the infants and the
suicides one other class is interposed, that is, those who on earth
have been unjustly condemned to die. Hope is held out for these,
but no hope is held out for the babes.

So much for the lack of baptism. Then as to its positive efficacy when
obtained, the Papal doctrine is equally anti-Scriptural. There are professed
Protestants who hold the doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration; but the Word of
God knows nothing of it. The Scriptural account of baptism is, not that it
communicates the new birth, but that it is the appointed means of signifying
and sealing that new birth where it already exists. In this respect baptism
stands on the very same ground as circumcision. Now, what says God’s Word of
the efficacy of circumcision? This it says, speaking of Abraham:

“He received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness
of the faith which he had, yet being uncircumcised” (Rom 4:11).

Circumcision was not intended to make Abraham righteous; he was righteous
already before he was circumcised. But it was intended to declare him
righteous, to give him the more abundant evidence in his own consciousness of
his being so. Had Abraham not been righteous before his circumcision, his
circumcision could not have been a seal, could not have given confirmation to
that which did not exist. So with baptism, it is “a seal of the righteousness
of the faith” which the man “has before he is baptized“; for it is said, “He
that believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved” (Mark 16:16). Where faith
exists, if it be genuine, it is the evidence of a new heart, of a regenerated
nature; and it is only on the profession of that faith and regeneration in
the case of an adult, that he is admitted to baptism. Even in the case of
infants, who can make no profession of faith or holiness, the administration
of baptism is not for the purpose of regenerating them, or making them holy,
but of declaring them “holy,” in the sense of being fit for being
consecrated, even in infancy, to the service of Christ, just as the whole
nation of Israel, in consequence of their relation to Abraham, according to
the flesh, were “holy unto the Lord.” If they were not, in that figurative
sense, “holy,” they would not be fit subjects for baptism, which is the
“seal” of a holy state. But the Bible pronounces them, in consequence of
their descent from believing parents, to be “holy,” and that even where only
one of the parents is a believer:

“The unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the
unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband; else were your
children unclean, but now they are HOLY” (1 Cor 7:14).

It is in consequence of, and solemnly to declare, that “holiness,” with all
the responsibilities attaching to it, that they are baptized. That



“holiness,” however, is very different from the “holiness” of the new nature;
and although the very fact of baptism, if Scripturally viewed and duly
improved, is, in the hand of the good Spirit of God, an important means of
making that “holiness” a glorious reality, in the highest sense of the term,
yet it does not in all cases necessarily secure their spiritual regeneration.
God may, or may not, as He sees fit, give the new heart, before, or at, or
after baptism; but manifest it is, that thousands who have been duly baptized
are still unregenerate, are still in precisely the same position as Simon
Magus, who, after being canonically baptized by Philip, was declared to be
“in the gall of bitterness and the bond of iniquity” (Acts 7:23). The
doctrine of Rome, however, is, that all who are canonically baptized, however
ignorant, however immoral, if they only give implicit faith to the Church,
and surrender their consciences to the priests, are as much regenerated as
ever they can be, and that children coming from the waters of baptism are
entirely purged from the stain of original sin. Hence we find the Jesuit
missionaries in India boasting of making converts by thousands, by the mere
fact of baptising them, without the least previous instruction, in the most
complete ignorance of the truths of Christianity, on their mere profession of
submission to Rome.

This doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration also is essentially Babylonian. Some
may perhaps stumble at the idea of regeneration at all having been known in
the Pagan world; but if they only go to India, they will find at this day,
the bigoted Hindoos, who have never opened their ears to Christian
instruction, as familiar with the term and the idea as ourselves. The
Brahmins make it their distinguishing boast that they are “twice-born” men,
and that, as such, they are sure of eternal happiness. Now, the same was the
case in Babylon, and there the new birth was conferred by baptism. In the
Chaldean mysteries, before any instruction could be received, it was required
first of all, that the person to be initiated submit to baptism in token of
blind and implicit obedience. We find different ancient authors bearing
direct testimony both to the fact of this baptism and the intention of it.
“In certain sacred rites of the heathen,” says Tertullian, especially
referring to the worship of Isis and Mithra, “the mode of initiation is by
baptism.” The term “initiation” clearly shows that it was to the Mysteries of
these divinities he referred. This baptism was by immersion, and seems to
have been rather a rough and formidable process; for we find that he who
passed through the purifying waters, and other necessary penances, “if he
survived, was then admitted to the knowledge of the Mysteries.” (Elliae
Comment. in S. GREG. NAZ.) To face this ordeal required no little courage on
the part of those who were initiated. There was this grand inducement,
however, to submit, that they who were thus baptized were, as Tertullian
assures us, promised, as the consequence, “REGENERATION, and the pardon of
all their perjuries.” Our own Pagan ancestors, the worshippers of Odin, are
known to have practised baptismal rites, which, taken in connection with
their avowed object in practising them, show that, originally, at least, they
must have believed that the natural guilt and corruption of their new-born
children could be washed away by sprinkling them with water, or by plunging
them, as soon as born, into lakes or rivers.

Yea, on the other side of the Atlantic, in Mexico, the same doctrine of



baptismal regeneration was found in full vigour among the natives, when
Cortez and his warriors landed on their shores. The ceremony of Mexican
baptism, which was beheld with astonishment by the Spanish Roman Catholic
missionaries, is thus strikingly described in Prescott’s Conquest of Mexico:
“When everything necessary for the baptism had been made ready, all the
relations of the child were assembled, and the midwife, who was the person
that performed the rite of baptism, * was summoned. At early dawn, they met
together in the courtyard of the house. When the sun had risen, the midwife,
taking the child in her arms, called for a little earthen vessel of water,
while those about her placed the ornaments, which had been prepared for
baptism, in the midst of the court. To perform the rite of baptism, she
placed herself with her face toward the west, and immediately began to go
through certain ceremonies…After this she sprinkled water on the head of the
infant, saying, ‘O my child, take and receive the water of the Lord of the
world, which is our life, which is given for the increasing and renewing of
our body. It is to wash and to purify. I pray that these heavenly drops may
enter into your body, and dwell there; that they may destroy and remove from
you all the evil and sin which was given you before the beginning of the
world, since all of us are under its power’…She then washed the body of the
child with water, and spoke in this manner: ‘Whencesoever thou comest, thou
that art hurtful to this child, leave him and depart from him, for he now
liveth anew, and is BORN ANEW; now he is purified and cleansed afresh, and
our mother Chalchivitylcue [the goddess of water] bringeth him into the
world.’ Having thus prayed, the midwife took the child in both hands, and,
lifting him towards heaven, said, ‘O Lord, thou seest here thy creature, whom
thou hast sent into the world, this place of sorrow, suffering, and
penitence. Grant him, O Lord, thy gifts and inspiration, for thou art the
Great God, and with thee is the great goddess.'”

* As baptism is absolutely necessary to salvation, Rome also
authorises midwives to administer baptism. In Mexico the midwife
seems to have been a “priestess.”

Here is the opus operatum without mistake. Here is baptismal regeneration and
exorcism too, * as thorough and complete as any Romish priest or lover of
Tractarianism could desire.

* In the Romish ceremony of baptism, the first thing the priest
does is to exorcise the devil out of the child to be baptized in
these words, “Depart from him, thou unclean spirit, and give place
to the Holy Ghost the Comforter.” (Sincere Christian) In the New
Testament there is not the slightest hint of any such exorcism
accompanying Christian Baptism. It is purely Pagan.

Does the reader ask what evidence is there that Mexico had derived this
doctrine from Chaldea? The evidence is decisive. From the researches of
Humboldt we find that the Mexicans celebrated Wodan as the founder of their
race, just as our own ancestors did. The Wodan or Odin of Scandinavia can be



proved to be the Adon of Babylon. (see note below) The Wodan of Mexico, from
the following quotation, will be seen to be the very same: “According to the
ancient traditions collected by the Bishop Francis Nunez de la Vega,” says
Humboldt, “the Wodan of the Chiapanese [of Mexico] was grandson of that
illustrious old man, who at the time of the great deluge, in which the
greater part of the human race perished, was saved on a raft, together with
his family. Wodan co-operated in the construction of the great edifice which
had been undertaken by men to reach the skies; the execution of this rash
project was interrupted; each family received from that time a different
language; and the great spirit Teotl ordered Wodan to go and people the
country of Anahuac.” This surely proves to demonstration whence originally
came the Mexican mythology and whence also that doctrine of baptismal
regeneration which the Mexicans held in common with Egyptian and Persian
worshippers of the Chaldean Queen of Heaven. Prestcott, indeed, has cast
doubts on the genuiness of this tradition, as being too exactly coincident
with the Scriptural history to be easily believed. But the distinguished
Humboldt, who had carefully examined the matter, and who had no prejudice to
warp him, expresses his full belief in its correctness; and even from
Prestcott’s own interesting pages, it may be proved in every essential
particular, with the single exception of the name of Wodan, to which he makes
no reference. But, happily, the fact that that name had been borne by some
illustrious hero among the supposed ancestors of the Mexican race, is put
beyond all doubt by the singular circumstance that the Mexicans had one of
their days called Wodansday, exactly as we ourselves have. This, taken in
connection with all the circumstances, is a very striking proof, at once of
the unity of the human race, and of the wide-spread diffusion of the system
that began at Babel.

If the question arise, How came it that the Bayblonians themselves adopted
such a doctrine as regeneration by baptism, we have light also on that. In
the Babylonian Mysteries, the commemoration of the flood, of the ark, and the
grand events in the life of Noah, was mingled with the worship of the Queen
of Heaven and her son. Noah, as having lived in two worlds, both before the
flood and after it, was called “Dipheus,” or “twice-born,” and was
represented as a god with two heads looking in opposite directions, the one
old, and the other young(see figure 34). Though we have
seen that the two-headed Janus in one aspect had
reference to Cush and his son, Nimrod, viewed as one
god, in a two-fold capacity, as the Supreme, and Father
of all the deified “mighty ones,” yet, in order to gain
for him the very authority and respect essential to
constitute him properly the head of the great system of
idolatry that the apostates inaugurated, it was
necessary to represent him as in some way or other
identified with the great patriarch, who was the Father
of all, and who had so miraculous a history. Therefore
in the legends of Janus, we find mixed up with other things derived from an
entirely different source, statements not only in regard to his being the
“Father of the world,” but also his being “the inventor of ships,” which
plainly have been borrowed from the history of Noah; and therefore, the
remarkable way in which he is represented in the figure here presented to the
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reader may confidently be concluded to have been primarily suggested by the
history of the great Diluvian patriarch, whose integrity in his two-fold life
is so particularly referred to in the Scripture, where it is said (Gen 6:9),
“Noah was just a man, and perfect in his generations,” that is, in his life
before the flood, and in his life after it. The whole mythology of Greece and
Rome, as well as Asia, is full of the history and deeds of Noah, which it is
impossible to misunderstand. In India, the god Vishnu, “the Preserver,” who
is celebrated as having miraculously preserved one righteous family at the
time when the world was drowned, not only has the story of Noah wrought up
with his legend, but is called by his very name. Vishnu is just the Sanscrit
form of the Chaldee “Ish-nuh,” “the man Noah,” or the “Man of rest.” In the
case of Indra, the “king of the gods,” and god of rain, which is evidently
only another form of the same god, the name is found in the precise form of
Ishnu. Now, the very legend of Vishnu, that pretends to make him no mere
creature, but the supreme and “eternal god,” shows that this interpretation
of the name is no mere unfounded imagination. Thus is he celebrated in the
“Matsya Puran”: “The sun, the wind, the ether, all things incorporeal, were
absorbed into his Divine essence; and the universe being consumed, the
eternal and omnipotent god, having assumed an ancient form, REPOSED
mysteriously upon the surface of that (universal) ocean. But no one is
capable of knowing whether that being was then visible or invisible, or what
the holy name of that person was, or what the cause of his mysterious
SLUMBER. Nor can any one tell how long he thus REPOSED until he conceived the
thought of acting; for no one saw him, no one approached him, and none can
penetrate the mystery of his real essence.” (Col. KENNEDY’S Hindoo Mythology)
In conformity with this ancient legend, Vishnu is still represented as
sleeping four months every year. Now, connect this story with the name of
Noah, the man of “Rest,” and with his personal history during the period of
the flood, when the world was destroyed, when for forty days and forty nights
all was chaos, when neither sun nor moon nor twinkling star appeared, when
sea and sky were mingled, and all was one wide universal “ocean,” on the
bosom of which the patriarch floated, when there was no human being to
“approach” him but those who were with him in the ark, and “the mystery of
his real essence is penetrated” at once, “the holy name of that person” is
ascertained, and his “mysterious slumber” fully accounted for.

Now, wherever Noah is celebrated, whether by the name of Saturn, “the hidden
one,”–for that name was applied to him as well as to Nimrod, on account of
his having been “hidden” in the ark, in the “day of the Lord’s fierce
anger,”–or, “Oannes,” or “Janus,” the “Man of the Sea,” he is generally
described in such a way as shows that he was looked upon as Diphues, “twice-
born,” or “regenerate.” The “twice-born” Brahmins, who are all so many gods
upon earth, by the very title they take to themselves, show that the god whom
they represent, and to whose prerogatives they lay claim, had been known as
the “twice-born” god. The connection of “regeneration” with the history of
Noah, comes out with special evidence in the accounts handed down to us of
the Mysteries as celebrated in Egypt. The most learned explorers of Egyptian
antiquities, including Sir Gardiner Wilkinson, admit that the story of Noah
was mixed up with the story of Osiris. The ship of Isis, and the coffin of
Osiris, floating on the waters, point distinctly to that remarkable event.
There were different periods, in different places in Egypt, when the fate of



Osiris was lamented; and at one time there was more special reference to the
personal history of “the mighty hunter before the Lord,” and at another to
the awful catastrophe through which Noah passed. In the great and solemn
festival called “The Disappearance of Osiris,” it is evident that it is Noah
himself who was then supposed to have been lost. The time when Osiris was
“shut up in his coffin,” and when that coffin was set afloat on the waters,
as stated by Plutarch, agrees exactly with the period when Noah entered the
ark. That time was “the 17th day of the month Athyr, when the overflowing of
the Nile had ceased, when the nights were growing long and the days
decreasing.” The month Athyr was the second month after the autumnal equinox,
at which time the civil year of the Jews and the patriarchs began. According
to this statement, then, Osiris was “shut up in his coffin” on the 17th day
of the second month of the patriarchal year. Compare this with the Scriptural
account of Noah’s entering into the ark, and it will be seen how remarkably
they agree (Gen 7:11):

“In the six hundredth year of Noah’s life, in the SECOND MONTH, in
the SEVENTEENTH DAY of the month, were all the fountains of the
great deep broken up; in the self-same day entered Noah into the
ark.“

The period, too, that Osiris (otherwise Adonis) was believed to have been
shut up in his coffin, was precisely the same as Noah was confined in the
ark, a whole year. *

* APOLLODORUS. THEOCRITUS, Idyll. Theocritus is speaking of Adonis
as delivered by Venus from Acheron, or the infernal regions, after
being there for a year; but as the scene is laid in Egypt, it is
evident that it is Osiris he refers to, as he was the Adonis of the
Egyptians.

Now, the statements of Plutarch demonstrate that, as Osiris at this festival
was looked upon as dead and buried when put into his ark or coffin, and
committed to the deep, so, when at length he came out of it again, that new
state was regarded as a state of “new life,” or “REGENERATION.” *

* PLUTARCH, De Iside et Osiride. It was in the character of Pthah-
Sokari-Osiris that he was represented as having been thus “buried”
in the waters. In his own character, simply as Osiris, he had
another burial altogether.

There seems every reason to believe that by the ark and the flood God
actually gave to the patriarchal saints, and especially to righteous Noah, a
vivid typical representation of the power of the blood and Spirit of Christ,
at once in saving from wrath, and cleansing from all sin–a representation
which was a most cheering “seal” and confirmation to the faith of those who
really believed. To this Peter seems distinctly to allude, when he says,



speaking of this very event, “The like figure whereunto baptism doth also now
save us.” Whatever primitive truth the Chaldean priests held, they utterly
perverted and corrupted it. They willingly overlooked the fact, that it was
“the righteousness of the faith” which Noah “had before” the flood, that
carried him safely through the avenging waters of that dread catastrophe, and
ushered him, as it were, from the womb of the ark, by a new birth, into a new
world, when on the ark resting on Mount Ararat, he was released from his long
confinement. They led their votaries to believe that, if they only passed
through the baptismal waters, and the penances therewith connected, that of
itself would make them like the second father of mankind, “Diphueis,” “twice-
born,” or “regenerate,” would entitle them to all the privileges of
“righteous” Noah, and give them that “new birth” (palingenesia) which their
consciences told them they so much needed. The Papacy acts on precisely the
same principle; and from this very source has its doctrine of baptismal
regeneration been derived, about which so much has been written and so many
controversies been waged. Let men contend as they may, this, and this only,
will be found to be the real origin of the anti-Scriptural dogma. *

* There have been considerable speculations about the meaning of
the name Shinar, as applied to the region of which Babylon was the
capital. Do not the facts above stated cast light on it? What so
likely a derivation of this name as to derive it from “shene,” “to
repeat,” and “naar,” “childhood.” The land of “Shinar,” then,
according to this view, is just the land of the “Regenerator.”

The reader has seen already how faithfully Rome has copied the Pagan exorcism
in connection with baptism. All the other peculiarities attending the Romish
baptism, such as the use of salt, spittle, chrism, or anointing with oil, and
marking the forehead with the sign of the cross, are equally Pagan. Some of
the continental advocates of Rome have admitted that some of these at least
have not been derived from Scripture. Thus Jodocus Tiletanus of Louvaine,
defending the doctrine of “Unwritten Tradition,” does not hesitate to say,
“We are not satisfied with that which the apostles or the Gospel do declare,
but we say that, as well before as after, there are divers matters of
importance and weight accepted and received out of a doctrine which is
nowhere set forth in writing. For we do blesse the water wherewith we
baptize, and the oyle wherewith we annoynt; yea, and besides that, him that
is christened. And (I pray you) out of what Scripture have we learned the
same? Have we it not of a secret and unwritten ordinance? And further, what
Scripture hath taught us to grease with oyle? Yea, I pray you, whence cometh
it, that we do dype the childe three times in the water? Doth it not come out
of this hidden and undisclosed doctrine, which our forefathers have received
closely without any curiosity, and do observe it still.” This learned divine
of Louvaine, of course, maintains that “the hidden and undisclosed doctrine”
of which he speaks, was the “unwritten word” handed down through the channel
of infallibility, from the Apostles of Christ to his own time. But, after
what we have already seen, the reader will probably entertain a different
opinion of the source from which the hidden and undisclosed doctrine must
have come. And, indeed, Father Newman himself admits, in regard to “holy
water” (that is, water impregnated with “salt,” and consecrated), and many



other things that were, as he says, “the very instruments and appendages of
demon-worship”–that they were all of “Pagan” origin, and “sanctified by
adoption into the Church.” What plea, then, what palliation can he offer, for
so extraordinary an adoption? Why, this: that the Church had “confidence in
the power of Christianity to resist the infection of evil,” and to transmute
them to “an evangelical use.” What right had the Church to entertain any such
“confidence”? What fellowship could light have with darkness? what concord
between Christ and Belial? Let the history of the Church bear testimony to
the vanity, yea, impiety of such a hope. Let the progress of our inquiries
shed light upon the same. At the present stage, there is only one of the
concomitant rites of baptism to which I will refer–viz., the use of “spittle”
in that ordinance; and an examination of the very words of the Roman ritual,
in applying it, will prove that its use in baptism must have come from the
Mysteries. The following is the account of its application, as given by
Bishop Hay: “The priest recites another exorcism, and at the end of it
touches the ear and nostrils of the person to be baptized with a little
spittle, saying, ‘Ephpheta, that is, Be thou opened into an odour of
sweetness; but be thou put to flight, O Devil, for the judgment of God will
be at hand.'” Now, surely the reader will at once ask, what possible, what
conceivable connection can there be between spittle, and an “odour of
sweetness“? If the secret doctrine of the Chaldean mysteries be set side by
side with this statement, it will be seen that, absurd and nonsensical as
this collocation of terms may appear, it was not at random that “spittle” and
an “odour of sweetness” were brought together.

We have seen already how thoroughly Paganism was acquainted with the
attributes and work of the promised Messiah, though all that acquaintance
with these grand themes was used for the purpose of corrupting the minds of
mankind, and keeping them in spiritual bondage. We have now to see that, as
they were well aware of the existence of the Holy Spirit, so, intellectually,
they were just as well acquainted with His work, though their knowledge on
that subject was equally debased and degraded. Servius, in his comments upon
Virgil’s First Georgic, after quoting the well known expression, “Mystica
vannus Iacchi,” “the mystic fan of Bacchus,” says that that “mystic fan”
symbolised the “purifying of souls.” Now, how could the fan be a symbol of
the purification of souls? The answer is, The fan is an instrument for
producing “wind”; * and in Chaldee, as has been already observed, it is one
and the same word which signifies “wind” and the “Holy Spirit.”

* There is an evident allusion to the “mystic fan” of the
Babylonian god, in the doom of Babylon, as pronounced by Jeremiah
51:1, 2: “Thus saith the Lord, Behold, I will raise up against
Babylon, and against them that dwell in the midst of them that rise
up against me, a destroying wind; and will send unto Babylon
fanners, that shall fan her, and shall empty her land.”

There can be no doubt, that, from the very beginning, the “wind” was one of
the Divine patriarchal emblems by which the power of the Holy Ghost was
shadowed forth, even as our Lord Jesus Christ said to Nicodemus,



“The wind bloweth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound
thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh or whither it goeth:
so is every one that is born of the Spirit.“

Hence, when Bacchus was represented with “the mystic fan,” that was to
declare him to be the mighty One with whom was “the residue of the Spirit.”
Hence came the idea of purifying the soul by means of the wind, according to
the description of Virgil, who represents the stain and pollution of sin as
being removed in this very way:

“For this are various penances enjoined,
And some are hung to bleach upon the WIND.”

Hence the priests of Jupiter (who was originally just another form of
Bacchus), (see figure 35), were called Flamens, * — that is Breathers, or
bestowers of the Holy Ghost, by breathing upon their votaries.

* From “Flo,” “I breathe.”

 Figure 35

Now, in the Mysteries, the “spittle” was just another symbol for the same
thing. In Egypt, through which the Babylonian system passed to Western
Europe, the name of the “Pure or Purifying Spirit” was “Rekh” (BUNSEN). But
“Rekh” also signified “spittle” (PARKHURST’S Lexicon); so that to anoint the
nose and ears of the initiated with “spittle,” according to the mystic
system, was held to be anointing them with the “Purifying Spirit.” That Rome
in adopting the “spittle” actually copied from some Chaldean ritual in which
“spittle” was the appointed emblem of the “Spirit,” is plain from the account
which she gives in her own recognised formularies of the reason for anointing
the ears with it. The reason for anointing the ears with “spittle” says
Bishop Hay, is because “by the grace of baptism, the ears of our soul are
opened to hear the Word of God, and the inspirations of His Holy Spirit.” But
what, it may be asked, has the “spittle” to do with the “odour of sweetness”?
I answer, The very word “Rekh,” which signified the “Holy Spirit,” and was
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visibly represented by the “spittle,” was intimately connected with “Rikh,”
which signifies a “fragrant smell,” or “odour of sweetness.” Thus, a
knowledge of the Mysteries gives sense and a consistent meaning to the
cabalistic saying addressed by the Papal baptiser to the person about to be
baptized, when the “spittle” is daubed on his nose and ears, which otherwise
would have no meaning at all–“Ephpheta, Be thou opened into an odour of
sweetness.” While this was the primitive truth concealed under the “spittle,”
yet the whole spirit of Paganism was so opposed to the spirituality of the
patriarchal religion, and indeed intended to make it void, and to draw men
utterly away from it, while pretending to do homage to it, that among the
multitude in general the magic use of “spittle” became the symbol of the
grossest superstition. Theocritus shows with what debasing rites it was mixed
up in Sicily and Greece; and Persius thus holds up to scorn the people of
Rome in his day for their reliance on it to avert the influence of the “evil
eye”:

“Our superstitions with our life begin;
The obscene old grandam, or the next of kin,
The new-born infant from the cradle takes,
And first of spittle a lustration makes;
Then in the spawl her middle finger dips,
Anoints the temples, forehead, and the lips,
Pretending force of magic to prevent
By virtue of her nasty excrement.”–DRYDEN

While thus far we have seen how the Papal baptism is just a reproduction of
the Chaldean, there is still one other point to be noticed, which makes the
demonstration complete. That point is contained in the following tremendous
curse fulminated against a man who committed the unpardonable offence of
leaving the Church of Rome, and published grave and weighty reasons for so
doing: “May the Father, who creates man, curse him! May the Son, who suffered
for us, curse him! May the Holy Ghost who suffered for us in baptism, curse
him!” I do not stop to show how absolutely and utterly opposed such a curse
as this is to the whole spirit of the Gospel. But what I call the reader’s
attention to is the astounding statement that “the Holy Ghost suffered for us
in baptism.” Where in the whole compass of Scripture could warrant be found
for such an assertion as this, or anything that could even suggest it? But
let the reader revert to the Babylonian account of the personality of the
Holy Ghost, and the amount of blasphemy contained in this language will be
apparent. According to the Chaldean doctrine, Semiramis, the wife of Ninus or
Nimrod, when exalted to divinity under the name of the Queen of Heaven, came,
as we have seen, to be worshipped as Juno, the “Dove”–in other words, the
Holy Spirit incarnate. Now, when her husband, for his blasphemous rebellion
against the majesty of heaven, was cut off, for a season it was a time of
tribulation also for her. The fragments of ancient history that have come
down to us give an account of her trepidation and flight, to save herself
from her adversaries. In the fables of the mythology, this flight was
mystically represented in accordance with what was attributed to her husband.
The bards of Greece represented Bacchus, when overcome by his enemies, as
taking refuge in the depths of the ocean (see figure 36). Thus, Homer:
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“In a mad mood, while Bacchus blindly raged,
Lycurgus drove his trembling bands, confused,
O’er the vast plains of Nusa. They in haste
Threw down their sacred implements, and fled
In fearful dissipation. Bacchus saw
Rout upon rout, and, lost in wild dismay,
Plunged in the deep. Here Thetis in her arms
Received him shuddering at the dire event.”

 Figure 36

In Egypt, as we have seen, Osiris, as identified with Noah, was represented,
when overcome by his grand enemy Typhon, or the “Evil One,” as passing
through the waters. The poets represented Semiramis as sharing in his
distress, and likewise seeking safety in the same way. We have seen already,
that, under the name of Astarte, she was said to have come forth from the
wondrous egg that was found floating on the waters of the Euphrates. Now
Manilius tells, in his Astronomical Poetics, what induced her to take refuge
in these waters. “Venus plunged into the Babylonia waters,” says he, “to shun
the fury of the snake-footed Typhon.” When Venus Urania, or Dione, the
“Heavenly Dove,” plunged in deep distress into these waters of Babylon, be it
observed what, according to the Chaldean doctrine, this amounted to. It was
neither more nor less than saying that the Holy Ghost incarnate in deep
tribulation entered these waters, and that on purpose that these waters might
be fit, not only by the temporary abode of the Messiah in the midst of them,
but by the Spirit’s efficacy thus imparted to them, for giving new life and
regeneration, by baptism, to the worshippers of the Chaldean Madonna. We have
evidence that the purifying virtue of the waters, which in Pagan esteem had
such efficacy in cleansing from guilt and regenerating the soul, was derived
in part from the passing of the Mediatorial god, the sun-god and god of fire,
through these waters during his humiliation and sojourn in the midst of them;
and that the Papacy at this day retains the very custom which had sprung up
from that persuasion. So far as heathenism is concerned, the following
extracts from Potter and Athenaeus speak distinctly enough: “Every person,”
says the former, “who came to the solemn sacrifices [of the Greeks] was
purified by water. To which end, at the entrance of the temples there was
commonly placed a vessel full of holy water.” How did this water get its
holiness? This water “was consecrated,” says Athenaeus, “by putting into it a
BURNING TORCH taken from the altar.” The burning torch was the express symbol
of the god of fire; and by the light of this torch, so indispensable for
consecrating “the holy water,” we may easily see whence came one great part
of the purifying virtue of “the water of the loud resounding sea,” which was
held to be so efficacious in purging away the guilt and stain of sin, *–even
from the sun-god having taken refuge in its waters.



* “All human ills,” says Euripides, in a well known passage, “are
washed away by the sea.”

Now this very same method is used in the Romish Church for consecrating the
water for baptism. The unsuspicious testimony of Bishop Hay leaves no doubt
on this point: “It” [the water kept in the baptismal font], says he, “is
blessed on the eve of Pentecost, because it is the Holy Ghost who gives to
the waters of baptism the power and efficacy of sanctifying our souls, and
because the baptism of Christ is ‘with the Holy Ghost, and with fire‘ (Matt
3:11). In blessing the waters a LIGHTED TORCH is put into the font.” Here,
then, it is manifest that the baptismal regenerating water of Rome is
consecrated just as the regenerating and purifying water of the Pagans was.
Of what avail is it for Bishop Hay to say, with the view of sanctifying
superstition and “making apostacy plausible,” that this is done “to represent
the fire of Divine love, which is communicated to the soul by baptism, and
the light of good example, which all who are baptized ought to give.” This is
the fair face put on the matter; but the fact still remains that while the
Romish doctrine in regard to baptism is purely Pagan, in the ceremonies
connected with the Papal baptism one of the essential rites of the ancient
fire-worship is still practised at this day, just as it was practised by the
worshippers of Bacchus, the Babylonian Messiah. As Rome keeps up the
remembrance of the fire-god passing through the waters and giving virtue to
them, so when it speaks of the “Holy Ghost suffering for us in baptism,” it
in like manner commemorates the part which Paganism assigned to the
Babylonian goddess when she plunged into the waters. The sorrows of Nimrod,
or Bacchus, when in the waters were meritorious sorrows. The sorrows of his
wife, in whom the Holy Ghost miraculously dwelt, were the same. The sorrows
of the Madonna, then, when in these waters, fleeing from Typhon’s rage, were
the birth-throes by which children were born to God. And thus, even in the
Far West, Chalchivitlycue, the Mexican “goddess of the waters,” and “mother”
of all the regenerate, was represented as purging the new-born infant from
original sin, and “bringing it anew into the world.” Now, the Holy Ghost was
idolatrously worshipped in Babylon under the form of a “Dove.” Under the same
form, and with equal idolatry, the Holy Ghost is worshipped in Rome. When,
therefore, we read, in opposition to every Scripture principle, that “the
Holy Ghost suffered for us in baptism,” surely it must now be manifest who is
that Holy Ghost that is really intended. It is no other than Semiramis, the
very incarnation of lust and all uncleanness.

Notes

The Identity of the Scandinavian Odin and Adon of Babylon

1. Nimrod, or Adon, or Adonis, of Babylon, was the great war-god. Odin, as is
well known, was the same. 2 Nimrod, in the character of Bacchus, was regarded
as the god of wine; Odin is represented as taking no food but wine. For thus
we read in the Edda: “As to himself he [Odin] stands in no need of food; wine
is to him instead of every other aliment, according to what is said in these
verses: The illustrious father of armies, with his own hand, fattens his two
wolves; but the victorious Odin takes no other nourishment to himself than
what arises from the unintermitted quaffing of wine” (MALLET, 20th Fable). 3.



The name of one of Odin’s sons indicates the meaning of Odin’s own name.
Balder, for whose death such lamentations were made, seems evidently just the
Chaldee form of Baal-zer, “The seed of Baal”; for the Hebrew z, as is well
known, frequently, in the later Chaldee, becomes d. Now, Baal and Adon both
alike signify “Lord”; and, therefore, if Balder be admitted to be the seed or
son of Baal, that is as much as to say that he is the son of Adon; and,
consequently, Adon and Odin must be the same. This, of course, puts Odin a
step back; makes his son to be the object of lamentation and not himself; but
the same was the case also in Egypt; for there Horus the child was sometimes
represented as torn in pieces, as Osiris had been. Clemens Alexandrinus says
(Cohortatio), “they 03 lament an infant torn in pieces by the Titans.” The
lamentations for Balder are very plainly the counterpart of the lamentations
for Adonis; and, of course, if Balder was, as the lamentations prove him to
have been, the favourite form of the Scandinavian Messiah, he was Adon, or
“Lord,” as well as his father. 4. Then, lastly, the name of the other son of
Odin, the mighty and warlike Thor, strengthens all the foregoing conclusions.
Ninyas, the son of Ninus or Nimrod, on his father’s death, when idolatry rose
again, was, of course, from the nature of the mystic system, set up as Adon,
“the Lord.” Now, as Odin had a son called Thor, so the second Assyrian Adon
had a son called Thouros. The name Thouros seems just to be another form of
Zoro, or Doro, “the seed”; for Photius tells us that among the Greeks Thoros
signified “Seed.” The D is often pronounced as Th,–Adon, in the pointed
Hebrew, being pronounced Athon.

Section II — Justification by Works

The worshippers of Nimrod and his queen were looked upon as regenerated and
purged from sin by baptism, which baptism received its virtue from the
sufferings of these two great Babylonian divinities. But yet in regard to
justification, the Chaldean doctrine was that it was by works and merits of
men themselves that they must be justified and accepted of God. The following
remarks of Christie in his observations appended to Ouvaroff’s Eleusinian
Mysteries, show that such was the case: “Mr. Ouvaroff has suggested that one
of the great objects of the Mysteries was the presenting to fallen man the
means of his return to God. These means were the cathartic virtues–(i.e., the
virtues by which sin is removed), by the exercise of which a corporeal life
was to be vanquished. Accordingly the Mysteries were termed Teletae,
‘perfections,’ because they were supposed to induce a perfectness of life.
Those who were purified by them were styled Teloumenoi and Tetelesmenoi, that
is, ‘brought…to perfection,’ which depended on the exertions of the
individual.” In the Metamorphosis of Apuleius, who was himself initiated in
the mysteries of Isis, we find this same doctrine of human merits distinctly
set forth. Thus the goddess is herself represented as addressing the hero of
his tale: “If you shall be found to DESERVE the protection of my divinity by
sedulous obedience, religious devotion and inviolable chastity, you shall be
sensible that it is possible for me, and me alone, to extend your life beyond
the limits that have been appointed to it by your destiny.” When the same
individual has received a proof of the supposed favour of the divinity, thus
do the onlookers express their congratulations: “Happy, by Hercules! and
thrice blessed he to have MERITED, by the innocence and probity of his past
life, such special patronage of heaven.” Thus was it in life. At death, also,



the grand passport into the unseen world was still through the merits of men
themselves, although the name of Osiris was, as we shall by-and-by see, given
to those who departed in the faith. “When the bodies of persons of
distinction” [in Egypt], says Wilkinson, quoting Porphyry, “were embalmed,
they took out the intestines and put them into a vessel, over which (after
some other rites had been performed for the dead) one of the embalmers
pronounced an invocation to the sun in behalf of the deceased.” The formula,
according to Euphantus, who translated it from the original into Greek, was
as follows: “O thou Sun, our sovereign lord! and all ye Deities who have
given life to man, receive me, and grant me an abode with the eternal gods.
During the whole course of my life I have scrupulously worshipped the gods my
father taught me to adore; I have ever honoured my parents, who begat this
body; I have killed no one; I have not defrauded any, nor have I done any
injury to any man.” Thus the merits, the obedience, or the innocence of man
was the grand plea. The doctrine of Rome in regard to the vital article of a
sinner’s justification is the very same. Of course this of itself would prove
little in regard to the affiliation of the two systems, the Babylonian and
the Roman; for, from the days of Cain downward, the doctrine of human merit
and of self-justification has everywhere been indigenous in the heart of
depraved humanity. But, what is worthy of notice in regard to this subject
is, that in the two systems, it was symbolised in precisely the same way. In
the Papal legends it is taught that St. Michael the Archangel has committed
to him the balance of God’s justice, and that in the two opposite scales of
that balance the merits and the demerits of the departed are put that they
may be fairly weighed, the one over against the other, and that as the scale
turns to the favourable or unfavourable side they may be justified or
condemned as the case may be.

Now, the Chaldean doctrine of justification, as we get light on it from the
monuments of Egypt, is symbolised in precisely the same way, except that in
the land of Ham the scales of justice were committed to the charge of the god
Anubis instead of St. Michael the Archangel, and that the good deeds and the
bad seem to have been weighed separately, and a distinct record made of each,
so that when both were summed up and the balance struck, judgment was
pronounced accordingly. Wilkinson states that Anubis and his scales are often
represented; and that in some cases there is some difference in the details.
But it is evident from his statements, that the principle in all is the same.
The following is the account which he gives of one of these judgment scenes,
previous to the admission of the dead to Paradise: “Cerberus is present as
the guardian of the gates, near which the scales of justice are erected; and
Anubis, the director of the weight, having placed a vase representing the
good actions of the deceased in one scale, and the figure or emblem of truth
in the other, proceeds to ascertain his claims for admission. If, on being
weighed, he is found wanting, he is rejected, and Osiris, the judge of the
dead, inclining his sceptre in token of condemnation, pronounces judgment
upon him, and condemns his soul to return to earth under the form of a pig or
some unclean animal…But if, when the SUM of his deeds are recorded by Thoth
[who stands by to mark the results of the different weighings of Anubis], his
virtues so far PREDOMINATE as to entitle him to admission to the mansions of
the blessed, Horus, taking in his hand the tablet of Thoth, introduces him to
the presence of Osiris, who, in his palace, attended by Isis and Nepthys,



sits on his throne in the midst of the waters, from which rises the lotus,
bearing upon its expanded flowers the four Genii of Amenti.”

The same mode of symbolising the justification by works had evidently been in
use in Babylon itself; and, therefore, there was great force in the Divine
handwriting on the wall, when the doom of Belshazzar went forth: “Tekel,”
“Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found wanting.” In the Parsee
system, which has largely borrowed from Chaldea, the principle of weighing
the good deeds over against the bad deeds is fully developed. “For three days
after dissolution,” says Vaux, in his Nineveh and Persepolis, giving an
account of Parsee doctrines in regard to the dead, “the soul is supposed to
flit round its tenement of clay, in hopes of reunion; on the fourth, the
Angel Seroch appears, and conducts it to the bridge of Chinevad. On this
structure, which they assert connects heaven and earth, sits the Angel of
Justice, to weigh the actions of mortals; when the good deeds prevail, the
soul is met on the bridge by a dazzling figure, which says, ‘I am thy good
angel, I was pure originally, but thy good deeds have rendered me purer’; and
passing his hand over the neck of the blessed soul, leads it to Paradise. If
iniquities preponderate, the soul is meet by a hideous spectre, which howls
out, ‘I am thy evil genius; I was impure from the first, but thy misdeeds
have made me fouler; through thee we shall remain miserable until the
resurrection’; the sinning soul is then dragged away to hell, where Ahriman
sits to taunt it with its crimes.” Such is the doctrine of Parseeism.

The same is the case in China, where Bishop Hurd, giving an account of the
Chinese descriptions of the infernal regions, and of the figures that refer
to them, says, “One of them always represents a sinner in a pair of scales,
with his iniquities in the one, and his good works in another.” “We meet with
several such representations,” he adds, “in the Grecian mythology.” Thus does
Sir J. F. Davis describe the operation of the principle in China: “In a work
of some note on morals, called Merits and Demerits Examined, a man is
directed to keep a debtor and creditor account with himself of the acts of
each day, and at the end of the year to wind it up. If the balance is in his
favour, it serves as the foundation of a stock of merits for the ensuing
year: and if against him, it must be liquidated by future good deeds. Various
lists and comparative tables are given of both good and bad actions in the
several relations of life; and benevolence is strongly inculcated in regard
first to man, and, secondly, to the brute creation. To cause another’s death
is reckoned at one hundred on the side of demerit; while a single act of
charitable relief counts as one on the other side…To save a person’s life
ranks in the above work as an exact set-off to the opposite act of taking it
away; and it is said that this deed of merit will prolong a person’s life
twelve years.”

While such a mode of justification is, on the one hand, in the very nature of
the case, utterly demoralising, there never could by means of it, on the
other, be in the bosom of any man whose conscience is aroused, any solid
feeling of comfort, or assurance as to his prospects in the eternal world.
Who could ever tell, however good he might suppose himself to be, whether the
“sum of his good actions” would or would not counterbalance the amount of
sins and transgressions that his conscience might charge against him. How



very different the Scriptural, the god-like plan of “justification by faith,”
and “faith alone, without the deeds of the law,” absolutely irrespective of
human merits, simply and solely through the “righteousness of Christ, that is
unto all and upon all them that believe,” that delivers at once and for ever
“from all condemnation,” those who accept of the offered Saviour, and by
faith are vitally united to Him. It is not the will of our Father in heaven,
that His children in this world should be ever in doubt and darkness as to
the vital point of their eternal salvation. Even a genuine saint, no doubt,
may for a season, if need be, be in heaviness through manifold temptations,
but such is not the natural, the normal state of a healthful Christian, of
one who knows the fulness and the freeness of the blessings of the Gospel of
peace. God has laid the most solid foundation for all His people to say, with
John,

“We have KNOWN and believed the love which God hath to us” (1 John 4:16); .

or with Paul,

“I am PERSUADED that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities,
nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth,
nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God,
which is in Christ Jesus” (Rom 8:38,39)

But this no man can every say, who “goes about to establish his own
righteousness” (Rom 10:3), who seeks, in any shape, to be justified by works.
Such assurance, such comfort, can come only from a simple and believing
reliance on the free, unmerited grace of God, given in and alongwith Christ,
the unspeakable gift of the Father’s love. It was this that made Luther’s
spirit to be, as he himself declared, “as free as a flower of the field,”
when, single and alone, he went up to the Diet of Worms, to confront all the
prelates and potentates there convened to condemn the doctrine which he held.
It was this that in every age made the martyrs go with such sublime heroism
not only to prison but to death. It is this that emancipates the soul,
restores the true dignity of humanity, and cuts up by the roots all the
imposing pretensions of priestcraft. It is this only that can produce a life
of loving, filial, hearty obedience to the law and commandments of God; and
that, when nature fails, and when the king of terrors is at hand, can enable
poor, guilty sons of men, with the deepest sense of unworthiness, yet to say,

“O death, where is thy sting? O grave, where is thy victory? Thanks be unto
God, who giveth us the victory through Jesus Christ our Lord” (1 Cor
15:55,57).

Now, to all such confidence in God, such assurance of salvation, spiritual
despotism in every age, both Pagan and Papal, has ever shown itself
unfriendly. Its grand object has always been to keep the souls of its
votaries away from direct and immediate intercourse with a living and
merciful Saviour, and consequently from assurance of His favour, to inspire a
sense of the necessity of human mediation, and so to establish itself on the
ruins of the hopes and the happiness of the world. Considering the
pretensions which the Papacy makes to absolute infallibility, and the
supernatural powers which it attributes to the functions of its priests, in



regard to regeneration and the forgiveness of sins, it might have been
supposed, as a matter of course, that all its adherents would have been
encouraged to rejoice in the continual assurance of their personal salvation.
But the very contrary is the fact. After all its boastings and high
pretensions, perpetual doubt on the subject of a man’s salvation, to his
life’s end, is inculcated as a duty; it being peremptorily decreed as an
article of faith by the Council of Trent, “That no man can know with
infallible assurance of faith that he HAS OBTAINED the grace of God.” This
very decree of Rome, while directly opposed to the Word of God, stamps its
own lofty claims with the brand of imposture; for if no man who has been
regenerated by its baptism, and who has received its absolution from sin, can
yet have any certain assurance after all that “the grace of God” has been
conferred upon him, what can be the worth of its opus operatum? Yet, in
seeking to keep its devotees in continual doubt and uncertainty as to their
final state, it is “wise after its generation.”

In the Pagan system, it was the priest alone who could at all pretend to
anticipate the operation of the scales of Anubis; and, in the confessional,
there was from time to time, after a sort, a mimic rehearsal of the dread
weighing that was to take place at last in the judgment scene before the
tribunal of Osiris. There the priest sat in judgment on the good deeds and
bad deeds of his penitents; and, as his power and influence were founded to a
large extent on the mere principle of slavish dread, he took care that the
scale should generally turn in the wrong direction, that they might be more
subservient to his will in casting in a due amount of good works into the
opposite scale. As he was the grand judge of what these works should be, it
was his interest to appoint what should be most for the selfish
aggrandisement of himself, or the glory of his order; and yet so to weigh and
counterweigh merits and demerits, that there should always be left a large
balance to be settled, not only by the man himself, but by his heirs. If any
man had been allowed to believe himself beforehand absolutely sure of glory,
the priests might have been in danger of being robbed of their dues after
death–an issue by all means to be guarded against. Now, the priests of Rome
have in every respect copied after the priests of Anubis, the god of the
scales. In the confessional, when they have an object to gain, they make the
sins and transgressions good weight; and then, when they have a man of
influence, or power, or wealth to deal with, they will not give him the
slightest hope till round sums of money, or the founding of an abbey, or some
other object on which they have set their heart, be cast into the other
scale. In the famous letter of Pere La Chaise, the confessor of Louis XIV of
France, giving an account of the method which he adopted to gain the consent
of that licentious monarch to the revocation of the Edict of Nantes, by which
such cruelties were inflicted on his innocent Huguenot subjects, we see how
the fear of the scales of St. Michael operated in bringing about the desired
result: “Many a time since,” says the accomplished Jesuit, referring to an
atrocious sin of which the king had been guilty, “many a time since, when I
have had him at confession, I have shook hell about his ears, and made him
sigh, fear and tremble, before I would give him absolution. By this I saw
that he had still an inclination to me, and was willing to be under my
government; so I set the baseness of the action before him by telling the
whole story, and how wicked it was, and that it could not be forgiven till he



had done some good action to BALANCE that, and expiate the crime. Whereupon
he at last asked me what he must do. I told him that he must root out all
heretics from his kingdom.” This was the “good action” to be cast into the
scale of St. Michael the Archangel, to “BALANCE” his crime. The king, wicked
as he was–sore against his will-consented; the “good action” was cast in, the
“heretics” were extirpated; and the king was absolved. But yet the absolution
was not such but that, when he went the way of all the earth, there was still
much to be cast in before the scales could be fairly adjusted. Thus Paganism
and Popery alike

” make merchandise of the souls of men” (Rev 18:13).

Thus the one with the scales of Anubis, the other with the scales of St.
Michael, exactly answer to the Divine description of Ephraim in his apostacy:

“Ephraim is a merchant, the balances of deceit are in his hand” (Hosea 12:7).

The Anubis of the Egyptians was precisely the same as the Mercury of the
Greeks–the “god of thieves.” St. Michael, in the hands of Rome, answers
exactly to the same character. By means of him and his scales, and their
doctrine of human merits, they have made what they call the house of God to
be nothing else than a “den of thieves.” To rob men of their money is bad,
but infinitely worse to cheat them also of their souls.

Into the scales of Anubis, the ancient Pagans, by way of securing their
justification, were required to put not merely good deeds, properly so
called, but deeds of austerity and self-mortification inflicted on their own
persons, for averting the wrath of the gods. The scales of St. Michael
inflexibly required to be balanced in the very same way. The priests of Rome
teach that when sin is forgiven, the punishment is not thereby fully taken
away. However perfect may be the pardon that God, through the priests, may
bestow, yet punishment, greater or less, still remains behind, which men must
endure, and that to “satisfy the justice of God.” Again and again has it been
shown that man cannot do anything to satisfy the justice of God, that to that
justice he is hopelessly indebted, that he “has” absolutely “nothing to pay”;
and more than that, that there is no need that he should attempt to pay one
farthing; for that, in behalf of all who believe, Christ has finished
transgression, made an end of sin, and made all the satisfaction to the
broken law that that law could possibly demand. Still Rome insists that every
man must be punished for his own sins, and that God cannot be satisfied *
without groans and sighs, lacerations of the flesh, tortures of the body, and
penances without number, on the part of the offender, however broken in
heart, however contrite that offender may be.

* Bishop HAY’S Sincere Christian. The words of Bishop Hay are: “But He
absolutely demands that, by penitential works, we PUNISH ourselves for our
shocking ingratitude, and satisfy the Divine justice for the abuse of His
mercy.” The established modes of “punishment,” as is well known, are just
such as are described in the text.

Now, looking simply at the Scripture, this perverse demand for self-torture
on the part of those for whom Christ has made a complete and perfect



atonement, might seem exceedingly strange; but, looking at the real character
of the god whom the Papacy has set up for the worship of its deluded
devotees, there is nothing in the least strange about it. That god is Moloch,
the god of barbarity and blood. Moloch signifies “king”; and Nimrod was the
first after the flood that violated the patriarchal system, and set up as
“king” over his fellows. At first he was worshipped as the “revealer of
goodness and truth,” but by-and-by his worship was made to correspond with
his dark and forbidding countenance and complexion. The name Moloch
originally suggested nothing of cruelty or terror; but now the well known
rites associated with that name have made it for ages a synonym for all that
is most revolting to the heart of humanity, and amply justify the description
of Milton (Paradise Lost):

“First Moloch, horrid king, besmeared with blood
Of human sacrifice, and parents’ tears,
Though, for the noise of drums and timbrels loud,
Their children’s cries unheard, that passed through fire
To his grim idol.”

In almost every land the bloody worship prevailed; “horrid cruelty,” hand in
hand with abject superstition, filled not only “the dark places of the
earth,” but also regions that boasted of their enlightenment. Greece, Rome,
Egypt, Phoenicia, Assyria, and our own land under the savage Druids, at one
period or other in their history, worshipped the same god and in the same
way. Human victims were his most acceptable offerings; human groans and
wailings were the sweetest music in his ears; human tortures were believed to
delight his heart. His image bore, as the symbol of “majesty,” a whip, and
with whips his worshippers, at some of his festivals, were required
unmercifully to scourge themselves. “After the ceremonies of sacrifice,” says
Herodotus, speaking of the feast of Isis at Busiris, “the whole assembly, to
the amount of many thousands, scourge themselves; but in whose honour they do
this I am not at liberty to disclose.” This reserve Herodotus generally uses,
out of respect to his oath as an initiated man; but subsequent researches
leave no doubt as to the god “in whose honour” the scourgings took place. In
Pagan Rome the worshippers of Isis observed the same practice in honour of
Osiris. In Greece, Apollo, the Delian god, who was identical with Osiris, *
was propitiated with similar penances by the sailors who visited his shrine,
as we learn from the following lines of Callimachus in his hymn to Delos:

“Soon as they reach thy soundings, down at once
They drop slack sails and all the naval gear.
The ship is moored; nor do the crew presume
To quit thy sacred limits, till they’ve passed
A fearful penance; with the galling whip
Lashed thrice around thine altar.”

* We have seen already, that the Egyptian Horus was just a new incarnation of
Osiris or Nimrod. Now, Herodotus calls Horus by the name of Apollo. Diodorus
Siculus, also, says that “Horus, the son of Isis, is interpreted to be
Apollo.” Wilkinson seems, on one occasion, to call this identity of Horus and
Apollo in question; but he elsewhere admits that the story of Apollo’s
“combat with the serpent Pytho is evidently derived from the Egyptian



mythology,” where the allusion is to the representation of Horus piercing the
snake with a spear. From divers considerations, it may be shown that this
conclusion is correct: 1. Horus, or Osiris, was the sun-god, so was Apollo.
2. Osiris, whom Horus represented, was the great Revealer; the Pythian Apollo
was the god of oracles. 3. Osiris, in the character of Horus, was born when
his mother was said to be persecuted by the malice of her enemies. Latona,
the mother of Apollo, was a fugitive for a similar reason when Apollo was
born. 4. Horus, according to one version of the myth, was said, like Osiris,
to have been cut in pieces (PLUTARCH, De Iside). In the classic story of
Greece, this part of the myth of Apollo was generally kept in the background;
and he was represented as victor in the conflict with the serpent; but even
there it was sometimes admitted that he had suffered a violent death, for by
Porphyry he is said to have been slain by the serpent, and Pythagoras
affirmed that he had seen his tomb at Tripos in Delphi (BRYANT). 5. Horus was
the war-god. Apollo was represented in the same way as the great god
represented in Layard, with the bow and arrow, who was evidently the
Babylonian war-god, Apollo’s well known title of “Arcitenens,”–“the bearer of
the bow,” having evidently been borrowed from that source. Fuss tells us that
Apollo was regarded as the inventor of the art of shooting with the bow,
which identifies him with Sagittarius, whose origin we have already seen. 6.
Lastly, from Ovid (Metam.) we learn that, before engaging with Python, Apollo
had used his arrows only on fallow-deer, stags, &c. All which sufficiently
proves his substantial identification with the mighty Hunter of Babel.

Over and above the scourgings, there were also slashings and cuttings of the
flesh required as propitiatory rites on the part of his worshippers. “In the
solemn celebration of the Mysteries,” says Julius Firmicus, “all things in
order had to be done, which the youth either did or suffered at his death.”
Osiris was cut in pieces; therefore, to imitate his fate, so far as living
men might do so, they were required to cut and wound their own bodies.
Therefore, when the priests of Baal contended with Elijah, to gain the favour
of their god, and induce him to work the desired miracle in their behalf,
“they cried aloud and cut themselves, after their manner, with knives and
with lancets, till the blood gushed out upon them” (1 Kings 18:28). In Egypt,
the natives in general, though liberal in the use of the whip, seem to have
been sparing of the knife; but even there, there were men also who mimicked
on their own persons the dismemberment of Osiris. “The Carians of Egypt,”
says Herodotus, in the place already quoted, “treat themselves at this
solemnity with still more severity, for they cut themselves in the face with
swords” (HERODOTUS). To this practice, there can be no doubt, there is a
direct allusion in the command in the Mosaic law, “Ye shall make no cuttings
in your flesh for the dead” (Lev 19:28). * These cuttings in the flesh are
largely practised in the worship of the Hindoo divinities, as propitiatory
rites or meritorious penances. They are well known to have been practised in
the rites of Bellona, ** the “sister” or “wife of the Roman war-god Mars,”
whose name, “The lamenter of Bel,” clearly proves the original of her husband
to whom the Romans were so fond of tracing back their pedigree.

* Every person who died in the faith was believed to be identified with
Osiris, and called by his name. (WILKINSON)



** “The priests of Bellona,” says Lactantius, “sacrificed not with any other
men’s blood but their own, their shoulders being lanced, and with both hands
brandishing naked swords, they ran and leaped up and down like mad men.”

They were practised also in the most savage form in the gladiatorial shows,
in which the Roman people, with all their boasted civilisation, so much
delighted. The miserable men who were doomed to engage in these bloody
exhibitions did not do so generally of their own free will. But yet, the
principle on which these shows were conducted was the very same as that which
influenced the priests of Baal. They were celebrated as propitiatory
sacrifices. From Fuss we learn that “gladiatorial shows were sacred” to
Saturn; and in Ausonius we read that “the amphitheatre claims its gladiators
for itself, when at the end of December they PROPITIATE with their blood the
sickle-bearing Son of Heaven.” On this passage, Justus Lipsius, who quotes
it, thus comments: “Where you will observe two things, both, that the
gladiators fought on the Saturnalia, and that they did so for the purpose of
appeasing and PROPITIATING Saturn.” “The reason of this,” he adds, “I should
suppose to be, that Saturn is not among the celestial but the infernal gods.
Plutarch, in his book of ‘Summaries,’ says that ‘the Romans looked upon
Kronos as a subterranean and infernal God.'” There can be no doubt that this
is so far true, for the name of Pluto is only a synonym for Saturn, “The
Hidden One.” *

* The name Pluto is evidently from “Lut,” to hide, which with the Egyptian
definite article prefixed, becomes “P’Lut.” The Greek “wealth,” “the hidden
thing,” is obviously formed in the same way. Hades is just another synonym of
the same name.

But yet, in the light of the real history of the historical Saturn, we find a
more satisfactory reason for the barbarous custom that so much disgraced the
escutcheon of Rome in all its glory, when mistress of the world, when such
multitudes of men were “Butchered to make a Roman holiday.”

When it is remembered that Saturn himself was cut in pieces, it is easy to
see how the idea would arise of offering a welcome sacrifice to him by
setting men to cut one another in pieces on his birthday, by way of
propitiating his favour.

The practice of such penances, then, on the part of those of the Pagans who
cut and slashed themselves, was intended to propitiate and please their god,
and so to lay up a stock of merit that might tell in their behalf in the
scales of Anubis. In the Papacy, the penances are not only intended to answer
the same end, but, to a large extent,they are identical. I do not know,
indeed, that they use the knife as the priests of Baal did; but it is certain
that they look upon the shedding of their own blood as a most meritorious
penance, that gains them high favour with God, and wipes away many sins. Let
the reader look at the pilgrims at Lough Dergh, in Ireland, crawling on their
bare knees over the sharp rocks, and leaving the bloody tracks behind them,
and say what substantial difference there is between that and cutting
themselves with knives. In the matter of scourging themselves, however, the
adherents of the Papacy have literally borrowed the lash of Osiris. Everyone
has heard of the Flagellants, who publicly scourge themselves on the



festivals of the Roman Church, and who are regarded as saints of the first
water. In the early ages of Christianity such flagellations were regarded as
purely and entirely Pagan. Athenagoras, one of the early Christian
Apologists, holds up the Pagans to ridicule for thinking that sin could be
atoned for, or God propitiated, by any such means. But now, in the high
places of the Papal Church, such practices are regarded as the grand means of
gaining the favour of God. On Good Friday, at Rome and Madrid, and other
chief seats of Roman idolatry, multitudes flock together to witness the
performances of the saintly whippers, who lash themselves till the blood
gushes in streams from every part of their body. They pretend to do this in
honour of Christ, on the festival set apart professedly to commemorate His
death, just as the worshippers of Osiris did the same on the festival when
they lamented for his loss. *

* The priests of Cybele at Rome observed the same practice.

But can any man of the least Christian enlightenment believe that the exalted
Saviour can look on such rites as doing honour to Him, which pour contempt on
His all-perfect atonement, and represent His most “precious blood” as needing
to have its virtue supplemented by that of blood drawn from the backs of
wretched and misguided sinners? Such offerings were altogether fit for the
worship of Moloch; but they are the very opposite of being fit for the
service of Christ.

It is not in one point only, but in manifold respects, that the ceremonies of
“Holy Week” at Rome, as it is termed, recall to memory the rites of the great
Babylonian god. The more we look at these rites, the more we shall be struck
with the wonderful resemblance that subsists between them and those observed
at the Egyptian festival of burning lamps and the other ceremonies of the
fire-worshippers in different countries. In Egypt the grand illumination took
place beside the sepulchre of Osiris at Sais. In Rome in “Holy Week,” a
sepulchre of Christ also figures in connection with a brilliant illumination
of burning tapers. In Crete, where the tomb of Jupiter was exhibited, that
tomb was an object of worship to the Cretans. In Rome, if the devotees do not
worship the so-called sepulchre of Christ, they worship what is entombed
within it. As there is reason to believe that the Pagan festival of burning
lamps was observed in commemoration of the ancient fire-worship, so there is
a ceremony at Rome in the Easter week, which is an unmistakable act of fire-
worship, when a cross of fire is the grand object of worship. This ceremony
is thus graphically described by the authoress of Rome in the 19th Century:
“The effect of the blazing cross of fire suspended from the dome above the
confession or tomb of St. Peter’s, was strikingly brilliant at night. It is
covered with innumerable lamps, which have the effect of one blaze of
fire…The whole church was thronged with a vast multitude of all classes and
countries, from royalty to the meanest beggar, all gazing upon this one
object. In a few minutes the Pope and all his Cardinals descended into St.
Peter’s, and room being kept for them by the Swiss guards, the aged
Pontiff…prostrated himself in silent adoration before the CROSS OF FIRE. A
long train of Cardinals knelt before him, whose splendid robes and attendant
train-bearers, formed a striking contrast to the humility of their attitude.”
What could be a more clear and unequivocal act of fire-worship than this?



Now, view this in connection with the fact stated in the following extract
from the same work, and how does the one cast light on the other: “With Holy
Thursday our miseries began [that is, from crowding]. On this disastrous day
we went before nine to the Sistine chapel…and beheld a procession led by the
inferior orders of clergy, followed up by the Cardinals in superb dresses,
bearing long wax tapers in their hands, and ending with the Pope himself, who
walked beneath a crimson canopy, with his head uncovered, bearing the Host in
a box; and this being, as you know, the real flesh and blood of Christ, was
carried from the Sistine chapel through the intermediate hall to the Paulina
chapel, where it was deposited in the sepulchre prepared to receive it
beneath the altar…I never could learn why Christ was to be buried before He
was dead, for, as the crucifixion did not take place till Good Friday, it
seems odd to inter Him on Thursday. His body, however, is laid in the
sepulchre, in all the churches of Rome, where this rite is practised, on
Thursday forenoon, and it remains there till Saturday at mid-day, when, for
some reason best known to themselves, He is supposed to rise from the grave
amidst the firing of cannon, and blowing of trumpets, and jingling of bells,
which have been carefully tied up ever since the dawn of Holy Thursday, lest
the devil should get into them.”

The worship of the cross of fire on Good Friday explains at once the anomaly
otherwise so perplexing, that Christ should be buried on Thursday, and rise
from the dead on Saturday. If the festival of Holy Week be really, as its
rites declare, one of the old festivals of Saturn, the Babylonian fire-god,
who, though an infernal god, was yet Phoroneus, the great “Deliverer,” it is
altogether natural that the god of the Papal idolatry, though called by
Christ’s name, should rise from the dead on his own day–the Dies Saturni, or
“Saturn’s day.” *

* The above account referred to the ceremonies as witnessed by the authoress
in 1817 and 1818. It would seem that some change has taken place since then,
caused probably by the very attention called by her to the gross anomaly
mentioned above; for Count Vlodaisky, formerly a Roman Catholic priest, who
visited Rome in 1845, has informed me that in that year the resurrection took
place, not at mid-day, but at nine o’clock on the evening of Saturday. This
may have been intended to make the inconsistency between Roman practice and
Scriptural fact appear somewhat less glaring. Still the fact remains, that
the resurrection of Christ, as celebrated at Rome, takes place, not on His
own day–“The Lord’s day”–but–on the day of Saturn, the god of fire!

On the day before the Miserere is sung with such overwhelming pathos, that
few can listen to it unmoved, and many even swoon with the emotions that are
excited. What if this be at bottom only the old song of Linus, of whose very
touching and melancholy character Herodotus speaks so strikingly? Certain it
is, that much of the pathos of that Miserere depends on the part borne in
singing it by the sopranos; and equally certain it is that Semiramis, the
wife of him who, historically, was the original of that god whose tragic
death was so pathetically celebrated in many countries, enjoys the fame, such
as it is, of having been the inventress of the practice from which soprano
singing took its rise.

Now, the flagellations which form an important part of the penances that take



place at Rome on the evening of Good Friday, formed an equally important part
in the rites of that fire-god, from which, as we have seen, the Papacy has
borrowed so much. These flagellations, then, of “Passion Week,” taken in
connection with the other ceremonies of that period, bear their additional
testimony to the real character of that god whose death and resurrection Rome
then celebrates. Wonderful it is to consider that, in the very high place of
what is called Catholic Christendom, the essential rites at this day are seen
to be the very rites of the old Chaldean fire-worshippers.

Section III — The Sacrifice of the Mass

If baptismal regeneration, the initiating ordinance of Rome, and
justification by works, be both Chaldean, the principle embodied in the
“unbloody sacrifice” of the mass is not less so. We have evidence that goes
to show the Babylonian origin of the idea of that “unbloody sacrifice” very
distinctly. From Tacitus we learn that no blood was allowed to be offered on
the altars of Paphian Venus. Victims were used for the purposes of the
Haruspex, that presages of the issues of events might be drawn from the
inspection of the entrails of these victims; but the altars of the Paphian
goddess were required to be kept pure from blood. Tacitus shows that the
Haruspex of the temple of the Paphian Venus was brought from Cilicia, for his
knowledge of her rites, that they might be duly performed according to the
supposed will of the goddess, the Cilicians having peculiar knowledge of her
rites. Now, Tarsus, the capital of Cilicia, was built by Sennacerib, the
Assyrian king, in express imitation of Babylon. Its religion would naturally
correspond; and when we find “unbloody sacrifice” in Cyprus, whose priest
came from Cilicia, that, in the circumstances, is itself a strong presumption
that the “unbloody sacrifice” came to it through Cilicia from Babylon. This
presumption is greatly strengthened when we find from Herodotus that the
peculiar and abominable institution of Babylon in prostituting virgins in
honour of Mylitta, was observed also in Cyprus in honour of Venus. But the
positive testimony of Pausanias brings this presumption to a certainty. “Near
this,” says that historian, speaking of the temple of Vulcan at Athens, “is
the temple of Celestial Venus, who was first worshipped by the Assyrians, and
after these by the Paphians in Cyprus, and the Phoenicians who inhabited the
city of Ascalon in Palestine. But the Cythereans venerated this goddess in
consequence of learning her sacred rites from the Phoenicians.” The Assyrian
Venus, then–that is, the great goddess of Babylon–and the Cyprian Venus were
one and the same, and consequently the “bloodless” altars of the Paphian
goddess show the character of the worship peculiar to the Babylonian goddess,
from whom she was derived. In this respect the goddess-queen of Chaldea
differed from her son, who was worshipped in her arms. He was, as we have
seen, represented as delighting in blood. But she, as the mother of grace and
mercy, as the celestial “Dove,” as “the hope of the whole world,” (BRYANT)
was averse to blood, and was represented in a benign and gentle character.
Accordingly, in Babylon she bore the name of Mylitta–that is, “The
Mediatrix.” *

* Mylitta is the same as Melitta, the feminine of Melitz, “a
mediator,” which in Chaldee becomes Melitt. Melitz is the word used



in Job 33:23, 24: “If there be a messenger with him, an interpreter
(Heb. Melitz, “a mediator“), one among a thousand, to show unto man
his uprightness, then he is gracious unto him, and saith, Deliver
him from going down to the pit; I have found a ransom.”

Every one who reads the Bible, and sees how expressly it declares that, as
there is only “one God,” so there is only “one Mediator between God and man”
(1 Tim 2:5), must marvel how it could ever have entered the mind of any one
to bestow on Mary, as is done by the Church of Rome, the character of the
“Mediatrix.” But the character ascribed to the Babylonian goddess as Mylitta
sufficiently accounts for this. In accordance with this character of
Mediatrix, she was called Aphrodite–that is, “the wrath-subduer” *–who by her
charms could soothe the breast of angry Jove, and soften the most rugged
spirits of gods or mortal-men. In Athens she was called Amarusia
(PAUSANIAS)–that is, “The Mother of gracious acceptance.” **

* From Chaldee “aph,” “wrath,” and “radah,” “to subdue”; “radite”
is the feminine emphatic.

** From “Ama,” “mother,” and “Retza,” “to accept graciously,” which
in the participle active is “Rutza.” Pausanias expresses his
perplexity as to the meaning of the name Amarusia as applied to
Diana, saying, “Concerning which appellation I never could find any
one able to give a satisfactory account.” The sacred tongue plainly
shows the meaning of it.

In Rome she was called “Bona Dea,” “the good goddess,” the mysteries of this
goddess being celebrated by women with peculiar secrecy. In India the goddess
Lakshmi, “the Mother of the Universe,” the consort of Vishnu, is represented
also as possessing the most gracious and genial disposition; and that
disposition is indicated in the same way as in the case of the Babylonian
goddess. “In the festivals of Lakshmi,” says Coleman, “no sanguinary
sacrifices are offered.” In China, the great gods, on whom the final
destinies of mankind depend, are held up to the popular mind as objects of
dread; but the goddess Kuanyin, “the goddess of mercy,” whom the Chinese of
Canton recognise as bearing an analogy to the Virgin or Rome, is described as
looking with an eye of compassion on the guilty, and interposing to save
miserable souls even from torments to which in the world of spirits they have
been doomed. Therefore she is regarded with peculiar favour by the Chinese.
This character of the goddess-mother has evidently radiated in all directions
from Chaldea. Now, thus we see how it comes that Rome represents Christ, the
“Lamb of God,” meek and lowly in heart, who never brake the bruised reed, nor
quenched the smoking flax–who spake words of sweetest encouragement to every
mourning penitent–who wept over Jerusalem–who prayed for His murderers–as a
stern and inexorable judge, before whom the sinner “might grovel in the dust,
and still never be sure that his prayers would be heard,” while Mary is set
off in the most winning and engaging light, as the hope of the guilty, as the
grand refuge of sinners; how it is that the former is said to have “reserved
justice and judgment to Himself,” but to have committed the exercise of all



mercy to His Mother! The most standard devotional works of Rome are pervaded
by this very principle, exalting the compassion and gentleness of the mother
at the expense of the loving character of the Son. Thus, St. Alphonsus
Liguori tells his readers that the sinner that ventures to come directly to
Christ may come with dread and apprehension of His wrath; but let him only
employ the mediation of the Virgin with her Son, and she has only to “show”
that Son “the breasts that gave him suck,” (Catholic Layman, July, 1856) and
His wrath will immediately be appeased. But where in the Word of God could
such an idea have been found? Not surely in the answer of the Lord Jesus to
the woman who exclaimed,

“Blessed is the womb that bare thee, and the paps that thou hast
sucked!“

Jesus answered and said unto her,

“Yea, rather, blessed are they that hear the Word of God and keep
it” (Luke 11:27,28).

There cannot be a doubt that this answer was given by the prescient Saviour,
to check in the very bud every idea akin to that expressed by Liguori. Yet
this idea, which is not to be found in Scripture, which the Scripture
expressly repudiates, was widely diffused in the realms of Paganism. Thus we
find an exactly parallel representation in the Hindoo mythology in regard to
the god Siva and his wife Kali, when that god appeared as a little child.
“Siva,” says the Lainga Puran, “appeared as an infant in a cemetery,
surrounded by ghosts, and on beholding him, Kali (his wife) took him up, and,
caressing him, gave him her breast. He sucked the nectareous fluid; but
becoming ANGRY, in order to divert and PACIFY him, Kali clasping him to her
bosom, danced with her attendant goblins and demons amongst the dead, until
he was pleased and delighted; while Vishnu, Brahma, Indra, and all the gods,
bowing themselves, praised with laudatory strains the god of gods, Kal and
Parvati.” Kali, in India, is the goddess of destruction; but even into the
myth that concerns this goddess of destruction, the power of the goddess
mother, in appeasing an offended god, by means only suited to PACIFY a
peevish child, has found an introduction. If the Hindoo story exhibits its
“god of gods” in such a degrading light, how much more honouring is the Papal
story to the Son of the Blessed, when it represents Him as needing to be
pacified by His mother exposing to Him “the breasts that He has sucked.” All
this is done only to exalt the Mother, as more gracious and more
compassionate than her glorious Son. Now, this was the very case in Babylon:
and to this character of the goddess queen her favourite offerings exactly
corresponded. Therefore, we find the women of Judah represented as simply

“burning incense, pouring out drink-offerings, and offering cakes
to the queen of heaven” (Jer 44:19).



The cakes were “the unbloody sacrifice” she required. That “unbloody
sacrifice” her votaries not only offered, but when admitted to the higher
mysteries, they partook of, swearing anew fidelity to her. In the fourth
century, when the queen of heaven, under the name of Mary, was beginning to
be worshipped in the Christian Church, this “unbloody sacrifice” also was
brought in. Epiphanius states that the practice of offering and eating it
began among the women of Arabia; and at that time it was well known to have
been adopted from the Pagans. The very shape of the unbloody sacrifice of
Rome may indicate whence it came. It is a small thin, round wafer; and on its
roundness the Church of Rome lays so much stress, to use the pithy language
of John Knox in regard to the wafer-god, “If, in making the roundness the
ring be broken, then must another of his fellow-cakes receive that honour to
be made a god, and the crazed or cracked miserable cake, that once was in
hope to be made a god, must be given to a baby to play withal.” What could
have induced the Papacy to insist so much on the “roundness” of its “unbloody
sacrifice”? Clearly not any reference to the Divine institution of the Supper
of our Lord; for in all the accounts that are given of it, no reference
whatever is made to the form of the bread which our Lord took, when He
blessed and break it, and gave it to His disciples, saying, “Take, eat; this
is My body: this do in remembrance of Me.” As little can it be taken from any
regard to injunctions about the form of the Jewish Paschal bread; for no
injunctions on that subject are given in the books of Moses. The importance,
however, which Rome attaches to the roundness of the wafer, must have a
reason; and that reason will be found, if we look at the altars of Egypt.
“The thin, round cake,” says Wilkinson, “occurs on all altars.” Almost every
jot or tittle in the Egyptian worship had a symbolical meaning. The round
disk, so frequent in the sacred emblems of Egypt, symbolised the sun. Now,
when Osiris, the sun-divinity, became incarnate, and was born, it was not
merely that he should give his life as a sacrifice for men, but that he might
also be the life and nourishment of the souls of men. It is universally
admitted that Isis was the original of the Greek and Roman Ceres. But Ceres,
be it observed, was worshipped not simply as the discoverer of corn; she was
worshipped as “the MOTHER of Corn.” The child she brought forth was He-Siri,
“the Seed,” or, as he was most frequently called in Assyria, “Bar,” which
signifies at once “the Son” and “the Corn.” (see figure 37). The uninitiated
might reverence Ceres for the gift of material corn to nourish their bodies,
but the initiated adored her for a higher gift–for food to nourish their
souls–for giving them that bread of God that cometh down from heaven–for the
life of the world, of which, “if a man eat, he shall never die.” Does any one
imagine that it is a mere New Testament doctrine, that Christ is the “bread
of life”? There never was, there never could be, spiritual life in any soul,
since the world began, at least since the expulsion from Eden, that was not
nourished and supported by a continual feeding by faith on the Son of God,

“in whom it hath pleased the Father that all fulness should dwell”
(Col 1:19),

“that out of His fulness we might receive, and grace for grace”
(John 1:16).
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 Figure 37

Paul tells us that the manna of which the Israelites ate in the wilderness
was to them a type and lively symbol of “the bread of life“; (1 Cor 10:3),
“They did all eat the same spiritual meat“–i.e., meat which was intended not
only to support their natural lives, but to point them to Him who was the
life of their souls.

Now, Clement of Alexandria, to whom we are largely indebted for all the
discoveries that, in modern times, have been made in Egypt, expressly assures
us that, “in their hidden character, the enigmas of the Egyptians were VERY
SIMILAR TO THOSE OF THE JEWS.” That the initiated Pagans actually believed
that the “Corn” which Ceres bestowed on the world was not the “Corn” of this
earth, but the Divine “Son,” through whom alone spiritual and eternal life
could be enjoyed, we have clear and decisive proof. The Druids were devoted
worshippers of Ceres, and as such they were celebrated in their mystic poems
as “bearers of the ears of corn.” Now, the following is the account which the
Druids give of their great divinity, under the form of “Corn.” That divinity
was represented as having, in the first instance, incurred, for some reason
or other, the displeasure of Ceres, and was fleeing in terror from her. In
his terror, “he took the form of a bird, and mounted into the air. That
element afforded him no refuge: for The Lady, in the form of a sparrow-hawk,
was gaining upon him–she was just in the act of pouncing upon him. Shuddering
with dread, he perceived a heap of clean wheat upon a floor, dropped into the
midst of it, and assumed the form of a single grain. Ceridwen [i.e., the
British Ceres] took the form of a black high-crested hen, descended into the
wheat, scratched him out, distinguished, and swallowed him. And, as the
history relates, she was pregnant of him nine months, and when delivered of
him, she found him so lovely a babe, that she had not resolution to put him
to death” (“Song of Taliesin,” DAVIES’S British Druids). Here it is evident
that the grain of corn, is expressly identified with “the lovely babe“; from
which it is still further evident that Ceres, who, to the profane vulgar was
known only as the Mother of “Bar,” “the Corn,” was known to the initiated as
the Mother of “Bar,” “the Son.” And now, the reader will be prepared to
understand the full significance of the representation in the Celestial
sphere of “the Virgin with the ear of wheat in her hand.” That ear of wheat
in the Virgin’s hand is just another symbol for the child in the arms of the
Virgin Mother.

Now, this Son, who was symbolised as “Corn,” was the SUN-divinity incarnate,
according to the sacred oracle of the great goddess of Egypt: “No mortal hath
lifted my veil. The fruit which I have brought forth is the SUN” (BUNSEN’S
Egypt). What more natural then, if this incarnate divinity is symbolised as



the “bread of God,” than that he should be represented as a “round wafer,” to
identify him with the Sun? Is this a mere fancy? Let the reader peruse the
following extract from Hurd, in which he describes the embellishments of the
Romish altar, on which the sacrament or consecrated wafer is deposited, and
then he will be able to judge: “A plate of silver, in the form of a SUN, is
fixed opposite to the SACRAMENT on the altar; which, with the light of the
tapers, makes a most brilliant appearance.” What has that “brilliant” “Sun”
to do there, on the altar, over against the “sacrament,” or round wafer? In
Egypt, the disk of the Sun was represented in the temples, and the sovereign
and his wife and children were represented as adoring it.

Near the small town of Babain, in Upper Egypt,
there still exists in a grotto, a representation of
a sacrifice to the sun, where two priests are seen
worshipping the sun’s image, as in the accompanying
woodcut (see figure 38). In the great temple of
Babylon, the golden image of the Sun was exhibited
for the worship of the Babylonians. In the temple
of Cuzco, in Peru, the disk of the sun was fixed up
in flaming gold upon the wall, that all who entered
might bow down before it. The Paeonians of Thrace
were sun-worshippers; and in their worship they
adored an image of the sun in the form of a disk at
the top of a long pole. In the worship of Baal, as
practised by the idolatrous Israelites in the days
of their apostacy, the worship of the sun’s image
was equally observed; and it is striking to find
that the image of the sun, which apostate Israel
worshipped, was erected above the altar. When the
good king Josiah set about the work of reformation,
we read that his servants in carrying out the work,
proceeded thus (2 Chron 34:4): “And they brake down
the altars of Baalim in his presence, and the
images (margin, SUN-IMAGES) that were on high above them, he cut down.”
Benjamin of Tudela, the great Jewish traveller, gives a striking account of
sun-worship even in comparatively modern times, as subsisting among the
Cushites of the East, from which we find that the image of the sun was, even
in his day, worshipped on the altar. “There is a temple,” says he, “of the
posterity of Chus, addicted to the contemplation of the stars. They worship
the sun as a god, and the whole country, for half-a-mile round their town, is
filled with great altars dedicated to him. By the dawn of morn they get up
and run out of town, to wait the rising sun, to whom, on every altar, there
is a consecrated image, not in the likeness of a man, but of the solar orb,
framed by magic art. These orbs, as soon as the sun rises, take fire, and
resound with a great noise, while everybody there, men and women, hold
censers in their hands, and all burn incense to the sun.” From all this, it
is manifest that the image of the sun above, or on the altar, was one of the
recognised symbols of those who worshipped Baal or the sun. And here, in a
so-called Christian Church, a brilliant plate of silver, “in the form of a
SUN,” is so placed on the altar, that every one who adores at that altar must
bow down in lowly reverence before that image of the “Sun.” Whence, I ask,
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could that have come, but from the ancient sun-worship, or the worship of
Baal? And when the wafer is so placed that the silver “SUN” is fronting the
“round” wafer, whose “roundness” is so important an element in the Romish
Mystery, what can be the meaning of it, but just to show to those who have
eyes to see, that the “Wafer” itself is only another symbol of Baal, or the
Sun.

If the sun-divinity was worshipped in Egypt as “the Seed,” or in Babylon as
the “Corn,” precisely so is the wafer adored in Rome. “Bread-corn of the
elect, have mercy upon us,” is one of the appointed prayers of the Roman
Litany, addressed to the wafer, in the celebration of the mass. And one at
least of the imperative requirements as to the way in which that wafer is to
be partaken of, is the very same as was enforced in the old worship of the
Babylonian divinity. Those who partake of it are required to partake
absolutely fasting. This is very stringently laid down. Bishop Hay, laying
down the law on the subject, says that it is indispensable, “that we be
fasting from midnight, so as to have taken nothing into our stomach from
twelve o’clock at night before we receive, neither food, nor drink, nor
medicine.” Considering that our Lord Jesus Christ instituted the Holy
Communion immediately after His disciples had partaken of the paschal feast,
such a strict requirement of fasting might seem very unaccountable. But look
at this provision in regard to the “unbloody sacrifice” of the mass in the
light of the Eleusinian Mysteries, and it is accounted for at once; for there
the first question put to those who sought initiation was, “Are you fasting?”
(POTTER, Eleusiania) and unless that question was answered in the
affirmative, no initiation could take place. There is no question that
fasting is in certain circumstances a Christian duty; but while neither the
letter nor the spirit of the Divine institution requires any such stringent
regulation as the above, the regulations in regard to the Babylonian
Mysteries make it evident whence this requirement has really come.

Although the god whom Isis or Ceres brought forth, and who was offered to her
under the symbol of the wafer or thin round cake, as “the bread of life,” was
in reality the fierce, scorching Sun, or terrible Moloch, yet in that
offering all his terror was veiled, and everything repulsive was cast into
the shade. In the appointed symbol he is offered up to the benignant Mother,
who tempers judgment with mercy, and to whom all spiritual blessings are
ultimately referred; and blessed by that mother, he is given back to be
feasted upon, as the staff of life, as the nourishment of her worshippers’
souls. Thus the Mother was held up as the favourite divinity. And thus, also,
and for an entirely similar reason, does the Madonna of Rome entirely eclipse
her son as the “Mother of grace and mercy.”

In regard to the Pagan character of the “unbloody sacrifice” of the mass, we
have seen not little already. But there is something yet to be considered, in
which the working of the mystery of iniquity will still further appear. There
are letters on the wafer that are worth reading. These letters are I. H. S.
What mean these mystical letters? To a Christian these letters are
represented as signifying, “Iesus Hominum Salvator,” “Jesus the Saviour of
men.” But let a Roman worshipper of Isis (for in the age of the emperors
there were innumerable worshippers of Isis in Rome) cast his eyes upon them,



and how will he read them? He will read them, of course, according to his own
well known system of idolatry: “Isis, Horus, Seb,” that is, “The Mother, the
Child, and the Father of the gods,”–in other words, “The Egyptian Trinity.”
Can the reader imagine that this double sense is accidental? Surely not. The
very same spirit that converted the festival of the Pagan Oannes into the
feast of the Christian Joannes, retaining at the same time all its ancient
Paganism, has skilfully planned the initials I. H. S. to pay the semblance of
a tribute to Christianity, while Paganism in reality has all the substance of
the homage bestowed upon it.

When the women of Arabia began to adopt this wafer and offer the “unbloody
sacrifice,” all genuine Christians saw at once the real character of their
sacrifice. They were treated as heretics, and branded with the name of
Collyridians, from the Greek name for the cake which they employed. But Rome
saw that the heresy might be turned to account; and therefore, though
condemned by the sound portion of the Church, the practice of offering and
eating this “unbloody sacrifice” was patronised by the Papacy; and now,
throughout the whole bounds of the Romish communion, it has superseded the
simple but most precious sacrament of the Supper instituted by our Lord
Himself.

Intimately connected with the sacrifice of the mass is the subject of
transubstantiation; but the consideration of it will come more conveniently
at a subsequent stage of this inquiry. 

Section IV — Extreme Unction

The last office which Popery performs for living men is to give them “extreme
unction,” to anoint them in the name of the Lord, after they have been
shriven and absolved, and thus to prepare them for their last and unseen
journey. The pretence for this “unction” of dying men is professedly taken
from a command of James in regard to the visitation of the sick; but when the
passage in question is fairly quoted it will be seen that such a practice
could never have arisen from the apostolic direction–that it must have come
from an entirely different source.

“Is any sick among you?” says James (v 14,15), “let him call for
the elders of the church; and let them pray over him, anointing him
with oil in the name of the Lord: and the prayer of faith shall
save the sick, and the Lord shall RAISE HIM UP.“

Now, it is evident that this prayer and anointing were intended for the
recovery of the sick. Apostolic men, for the laying of the foundations of the
Christian Church, were, by their great King and Head, invested with
miraculous powers–powers which were intended only for a time, and were
destined, as the apostles themselves declared, while exercising them, to
“vanish away” (1 Cor 13:8). These powers were every day exercised by the
“elders of the Church,” when James wrote his epistle, and that for healing
the bodies of men, even as our Lord Himself did. The “extreme unction” of
Rome, as the very expression itself declares, is not intended for any such



purpose. It is not intended for healing the sick, or “raising them up“; for
it is not on any account to be administered till all hope of recovery is
gone, and death is visibly at the very doors. As the object of this anointing
is the very opposite of the Scriptural anointing, it must have come from a
quite different quarter. That quarter is the very same from which the Papacy
has imported so much heathenism, as we have seen already, into its own foul
bosom. From the Chaldean Mysteries, extreme unction has obviously come. Among
the many names of the Babylonian god was the name “Beel-samen,” “Lord of
Heaven,” which is the name of the sun, but also of course of the sun-god. But
Beel-samen also properly signifies “Lord of Oil,” and was evidently intended
as a synonym of the Divine name, “The Messiah.” In Herodotus we find a
statement made which this name alone can fully explain. There an individual
is represented as having dreamt that the sun had anointed her father. That
the sun should anoint any one is certainly not an idea that could naturally
have presented itself; but when the name “Beel-samen,” “Lord of Heaven,” is
seen also to signify “Lord of Oil,” it is easy to see how that idea would be
suggested. This also accounts for the fact that the body of the Babylonian
Belus was represented as having been preserved in his sepulchre in Babylon
till the time of Xerxes, floating in oil (CLERICUS, Philosoph. Orient.). And
for the same reason, no doubt, it was that at Rome the “statue of Saturn” was
“made hollow, and filled with oil” (SMITH’S Classical Dictionary).

The olive branch, which we have already seen to have been one of the symbols
of the Chaldean god, had evidently the same hieroglyphical meaning; for, as
the olive was the oil-tree, so an olive branch emblematically signified a
“son of oil,” or an “anointed one” (Zech 4:12-14). Hence the reason that the
Greeks, in coming before their gods in the attitude of suppliants deprecating
their wrath and entreating their favour, came to the temple on many occasions
bearing an olive branch in their hands. As the olive branch was one of the
recognised symbols of their Messiah, whose great mission it was to make peace
between God and man, so, in bearing this branch of the anointed one, they
thereby testified that in the name of that anointed one they came seeking
peace. Now, the worshippers of this Beel-samen, “Lord of Heaven,” and “Lord
of Oil,” were anointed in the name of their god. It was not enough that they
were anointed with “spittle”; they were also anointed with “magical
ointments” of the most powerful kind; and these ointments were the means of
introducing into their bodily systems such drugs as tended to excite their
imaginations and add to the power of the magical drinks they received, that
they might be prepared for the visions and revelations that were to be made
to them in the Mysteries.

These “unctions,” says Salverte, “were exceedingly frequent in the ancient
ceremonies…Before consulting the oracle of Trophonius, they were rubbed with
oil over the whole body. This preparation certainly concurred to produce the
desired vision. Before being admitted to the Mysteries of the Indian sages,
Apollonius and his companion were rubbed with an oil so powerful that they
felt as if bathed with fire.” This was professedly an unction in the name of
the “Lord of Heaven,” to fit and prepare them for being admitted in vision
into his awful presence. The very same reason that suggested such an unction
before initiation on this present scene of things, would naturally plead more
powerfully still for a special “unction” when the individual was called, not



in vision, but in reality, to face the “Mystery of mysteries,” his personal
introduction into the world unseen and eternal. Thus the Pagan system
naturally developed itself into “extreme unction” (Quarterly Journal of
Prophecy, January, 1853). Its votaries were anointed for their last journey,
that by the double influence of superstition and powerful stimulants
introduced into the frame by the only way in which it might then be possible,
their minds might be fortified at once against the sense of guilt and the
assaults of the king of terrors. From this source, and this alone, there can
be no doubt came the “extreme unction” of the Papacy, which was entirely
unknown among Christians till corruption was far advanced in the Church. *

* Bishop GIBSON says that it was not known in the Church for a
thousand years. (Preservative against Popery)

Section V — Purgatory and Prayers for the Dead

“Extreme unction,” however, to a burdened soul, was but a miserable resource,
after all, in the prospect of death. No wonder, therefore, that something
else was found to be needed by those who had received all that priestly
assumption could pretend to confer, to comfort them in the prospect of
eternity. In every system, therefore, except that of the Bible, the doctrine
of a purgatory after death, and prayers for the dead, has always been found
to occupy a place. Go wherever we may, in ancient or modern times, we shall
find that Paganism leaves hope after death for sinners, who, at the time of
their departure, were consciously unfit for the abodes of the blest. For this
purpose a middle state has been feigned, in which, by means of purgatorial
pains, guilt unremoved in time may in a future world be purged away, and the
soul be made meet for final beatitude. In Greece the doctrine of a purgatory
was inculcated by the very chief of the philosophers. Thus Plato, speaking of
the future judgment of the dead, holds out the hope of final deliverance for
all, but maintains that, of “those who are judged,” “some” must first
“proceed to a subterranean place of judgment, where they shall sustain the
punishment they have deserved“; while others, in consequence of a favourable
judgment, being elevated at once into a certain celestial place, “shall pass
their time in a manner becoming the life they have lived in a human shape.”
In Pagan Rome, purgatory was equally held up before the minds of men; but
there, there seems to have been no hope held out to any of exemption from its
pains. Therefore, Virgil, describing its different tortures, thus speaks:

“Nor can the grovelling mind,
In the dark dungeon of the limbs confined,
Assert the native skies, or own its heavenly kind.
Nor death itself can wholly wash their stains;
But long-contracted filth, even in the soul, remains
The relics of inveterate vice they wear,
And spots of sin obscene in every face appear.
For this are various penances enjoined;
And some are hung to bleach upon the wind,
Some plunged in water, others purged in fires,
Till all the dregs are drained, and all the rust expires.



All have their Manes, and those Manes bear.
The few so cleansed to these abodes repair,
And breathe in ample fields the soft Elysian air,
Then are they happy, when by length of time
The scurf is worn away of each committed crime.
No speck is left of their habitual stains,
But the pure ether of the soul remains.”

In Egypt, substantially the same doctrine of purgatory was inculcated. But
when once this doctrine of purgatory was admitted into the popular mind, then
the door was opened for all manner of priestly extortions. Prayers for the
dead ever go hand in hand with purgatory; but no prayers can be completely
efficacious without the interposition of the priests; and no priestly
functions can be rendered unless there be special pay for them. Therefore, in
every land we find the Pagan priesthood “devouring widows’ houses,” and
making merchandise of the tender feelings of sorrowing relatives, sensitively
alive to the immortal happiness of the beloved dead. From all quarters there
is one universal testimony as to the burdensome character and the expense of
these posthumous devotions. One of the oppressions under which the poor
Romanists in Ireland groan, is the periodical special devotions, for which
they are required to pay, when death has carried away one of the inmates of
their dwelling. Not only are there funeral services and funeral dues for the
repose of the departed, at the time of burial, but the priest pays repeated
visits to the family for the same purpose, which entail heavy expense,
beginning with what is called “the month’s mind,” that is, a service in
behalf of the deceased when a month after death has elapsed. Something
entirely similar to this had evidently been the case in ancient Greece; for,
says Muller in his History of the Dorians, “the Argives sacrificed on the
thirtieth day [after death] to Mercury as the conductor of the dead.” In
India many and burdensome are the services of the Sradd’ha, or funeral
obsequies for the repose of the dead; and for securing the due efficacy of
these, it is inculcated that “donations of cattle, land, gold, silver, and
other things,” should be made by the man himself at the approach of death;
or, “if he be too weak, by another in his name” (Asiatic Researches).
Wherever we look, the case is nearly the same.

In Tartary, “The Gurjumi, or prayers for the dead,” says the Asiatic Journal,
“are very expensive.” In Greece, says Suidas, “the greatest and most
expensive sacrifice was the mysterious sacrifice called the Telete,” a
sacrifice which, according to Plato, “was offered for the living and the
dead, and was supposed to free them from all the evils to which the wicked
are liable when they have left this world.” In Egypt the exactions of the
priests for funeral dues and masses for the dead were far from being
trifling. “The priests,” says Wilkinson, “induced the people to expend large
sums on the celebration of funeral rites; and many who had barely sufficient
to obtain the necessaries of life were anxious to save something for the
expenses of their death. For, beside the embalming process, which sometimes
cost a talent of silver, or about 250 pounds English money, the tomb itself
was purchased at an immense expense; and numerous demands were made upon the
estate of the deceased, for the celebration of prayer and other services for
the soul.” “The ceremonies,” we find him elsewhere saying, “consisted of a



sacrifice similar to those offered in the temples, vowed for the deceased to
one or more gods (as Osisris, Anubis, and others connected with Amenti);
incense and libation were also presented; and a prayer was sometimes read,
the relations and friends being present as mourners. They even joined their
prayers to those of the priest. The priest who officiated at the burial
service was selected from the grade of Pontiffs, who wore the leopard skin;
but various other rites were performed by one of the minor priests to the
mummies, previous to their being lowered into the pit of the tomb after that
ceremony. Indeed, they continued to be administered at intervals, as long as
the family paid for their performance.” Such was the operation of the
doctrine of purgatory and prayers for the dead among avowed and acknowledged
Pagans; and in what essential respect does it differ from the operation of
the same doctrine in Papal Rome? There are the same extortions in the one as
there were in the other. The doctrine of purgatory is purely Pagan, and
cannot for a moment stand in the light of Scripture. For those who die in
Christ no purgatory is, or can be, needed; for

“the blood of Jesus Christ, God’s Son, cleanseth from ALL sin.“

If this be true, where can there be the need for any other cleansing? On the
other hand, for those who die without personal union to Christ, and
consequently unwashed, unjustified, unsaved, there can be no other cleansing;
for, while “he that hath the son hath life, he that hath not the Son hath not
life,” and never can have it. Search the Scripture through, and it will be
found that, in regard to all who “die in their sins,” the decree of God is
irreversible: “Let him that is unjust be unjust still, and let him that is
filthy be filthy still.” Thus the whole doctrine of purgatory is a system of
pure bare-faced Pagan imposture, dishonouring to God, deluding men who live
in sin with the hope of atoning for it after death, and cheating them at once
out of their property and their salvation. In the Pagan purgatory, fire,
water, wind, were represented (as may be seen from the lines of Virgil) as
combining to purge away the stain of sin. In the purgatory of the Papacy,
ever since the days of Pope Gregory, FIRE itself has been the grand means of
purgation (Catechismus Romanus). Thus, while the purgatorial fires of the
future world are just the carrying out of the principle embodied in the
blazing and purifying Baal-fires of the eve of St. John, they form another
link in identifying the system of Rome with the system of Tammuz or
Zoroaster, the great God of the ancient fire-worshippers.

Now, if baptismal regeneration, justification by works, penance as a
satisfaction to God’s justice, the unbloody sacrifice of the mass, extreme
unction, purgatory, and prayers for the dead, were all derived from Babylon,
how justly may the general system of Rome be styled Babylonian? And if the
account already given be true, what thanks ought we to render to God, that,
from a system such as this, we were set free at the blessed Reformation! How
great a boon is it to be delivered from trusting in such refuges of lies as
could no more take away sin than the blood of bulls or of goats! How blessed
to feel that the blood of the Lamb, applied by the Spirit of God to the most
defiled conscience, completely purges it from dead works and from sin! How
fervent ought our gratitude to be, when we know that, in all our trials and



distresses, we may come boldly unto the throne of grace, in the name of no
creature, but of God’s eternal and well-beloved Son; and that that Son is
exhibited as a most tender and compassionate high priest, who is TOUCHED with
a feeling of our infirmities, having been in all points tempted like as we
are, yet without sin. Surely the thought of all this, while inspiring tender
compassion for the deluded slaves of Papal tyranny, ought to make us
ourselves stand fast in the liberty wherewith Christ has made us free, and
quit ourselves like men, that neither we nor our children may ever again be
entangled in the yoke of bondage.

Continued in The Two Babylons Chapter V. Section I — Idol Processions
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