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THE aim of this work is simply to present a
popular sketch of the history, customs, and symbolism of Phallic
Worship — past and present — written in plain English.

        
Most of the facts and illustrations given are
already in print. Some of them have come down by tradition from the
remote past. Many are taken from modern, and some from recent,
publications. Without using quotation marks, or announcing special
credits in detail, the author desires to say that he has quoted a
truth, culled a fact, borrowed an illustration, and adopted an
interpretation wherever found or by whomsoever before stated — and
often in nearly, or even exactly, the words of the earlier writer.
Those who are familiar with Higgins’ Anacalypsis and his Celtic
Druids, Payne Knight’s Worship of Priapus and his Symbolic
Language, Forlong’s Rivers of Life, Inman’s Ancient Faiths and his
other kindred works, Lajard’s Culte de Venus, Dulaure’s Divinites
Generatrices chez les Anciens et les Modernes, Hargrave Jennings’
Rosicrucians and his Phallicism, etc., will readily recognize the
sources from which much in this work has been culled.

        
All these works, while of the highest merit as
to scholarship and reliability, are not popular; for they are
redundant with masses of minutia which, while important and of
essential necessity to the student making an exhaustive examination
of the subject, are burdensome and confusing to the general reader.
These works, too, are plentifully interlarded with multitudinous
quotations, descriptions, and suggestions in foreign or dead
languages — thus veiling from all but the accomplished linguist
much of interest and of importance to a fair understanding of this
subject.

        
This work is intended, then, for the honorable
and intelligent general reader who desires a fairly fall outline of
this interesting and important department of religious, social, and
political knowledge — 
in English — and without the constant
veiling of socially tabooed ideas, organs, and operations in other
languages.

        
This work is not meant for the instruction of
the erudite and exhaustive student who wants a complete catalogue
of facts, dates, and names. Such readers are referred to the works
named above.

        
Nor is this book meant for the young, the
ignorant, or the evil-minded; for it necessarily treats very fully,
and in very plain English, upon topics and natural operations that
— in this day — are denied discussion in a promiscuous
assembly.

        
As to the importance and dignity of the theme,
and hence the propriety of its treatment — which some may question;
and as to its purity, which many will question — the author simply
quotes Hargrave Jennings — whose learning and purity no one who
knows him will question — and whose extensive and patient study of
this and kindred subjects renders his opinion valuable. He says:
—

        
“It may be boldly asserted that there is not a
religion that does not spring from the sexual distinction. There is
not a form, an idea, a glimpse, a sentiment, a felicity in art
which is not owing, in one form or another, to Phallicism, and its
means of indication, which, at one time, in the monuments —
statuesque or architectural — covered the whole earth. All this has
been ignored — averted from — carefully concealed (together with
the philosophy which went with it) because it was judged indecent.
As if anything seriously resting in nature, and being notoriously
everything in nature and art (everything, at least, that is grand
and beautiful), could be — apart from the mind making it so —
indecent.”
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RELIGION is man’s worship of invisible power of
powers, of an invisible being or beings — which he conceives of as
like himself, but superior to himself; and which he usually
denominates God — or the gods — or the divine.

        
Worship consists of the adoration bestowed upon
this divine; of thanks for favors received and prayers for favors
desired from this divine, and of obedience offered or rendered to
the supposed requirements of this divine power or person —
conceived of by the worshiper — as like himself, but superior to
himself.

        
One’s religion and worship will, therefore,
depend upon his conception of the attributes of the divine. One’s
conception of the divine attributes will depend upon the unfolding
and development of his conceptions of man and his attributes.

        
One cannot conceive of the divine with any
attribute, the germ at least of which he has not recognized in man,
any more than a blind man, who had never heard of light or color,
could conceive of a being endowed with sensual vision.

        
Let the reader understand here, that this is not
a statement as to anything the divine is — or may be; but simply as
to man’s conception of the divine.

        
As the ancients did not conceive of an infinite
divine being, they naturally thought of a number of gods, each
greater and more powerful than man, but still, like man — swayed by
like motives and subject to similar limitations — each endowed with
certain special powers, and with evil as well as good attributes;
and always sexed — masculine or feminine. When these evil
attributes were supposed to predominate in any god he was feared
and avoided; and they called that being a demon.

        
All ancient cults — and most modern as well —
recognize one among the good gods as being especially superior —
the god of gods; and likewise one among the evil gods as being
especially malignant — the worst of demons — a devil.

        
The earliest worshipers probably made or adopted
some physical entities which they regarded as gods. As their ideas
unfolded, these images were retained as representing the conceived
of, but invisible, powers or persons which they came to think upon
as divine. Then symbols were introduced to represent the images, as
well as the unseen, but believed in, gods; and the gods were more
fully defined. That is, images were replaced by definitions of the
gods, and the statements of the divines’ attributes were formulated
in dogmas; and these definitions and dogmas were taught and
impressed in ceremonies.

        
The religious world of to-day — even the
Christian world — has not outgrown these conditions. The attributes
of the divine are still defined as those of a good, wise, and
powerful man — only complete in aggregate and infinite in degree.
God is defined as one, but there is a polytheistic personalization
of his attributes as Father, Son and Spirit — each of whom have
special and clearly defined characteristics, which are essentially
distinct, as ruler, advocate, witness — the offended king,
unyieldingly exacting justice — the merciful martyr, by works of
supererogation, securing the criminal’s pardon — the enlightener,
making this fact and its conditions known to man. Each of these
persons is in a way considered supreme in his own domain; but when,
regarded as compared with each other, the Father is the head — Lord
of Lords — God over all. God is defined as infinite (as if infinity
could be defined), still his powers are clearly and definitely
limited — not only in each of the three personalized attributes,
but as to the aggregate. God is defined as masculine, and all his
names — Father, Son and Spirit — are of that gender. Material
images representing God are generally discarded, and by most
denominations denounced; but dogmatic definitions — man-made,
verbal, or intellectual images — of God are held as sacred and
defended as valiantly as ever pagans protected their idols. As it
is clearly illogical to define a perfectly good, wise, and powerful
God as having any evil or weak attributes, these latter — which
again are only those recognized in man — we recognized as
aggregated in evil spirits — more wicked than men — or, as they are
generally called, demons, and among whom the chief and ruler is —
the Devil.

        
This is not written in a spirit of adverse
criticism; but simply to illustrate that — the peculiarities of
man’s mind, which in early days multiplied gods — of comparative
rank — giving them each human characteristics, good and bad —
allotting to each one of them special powers and performances in
the creation of man and matter — and striving, by imagery, material
or verbal, to describe them and their attributes — is still man’s
peculiarity of mind in the foremost religion and civilization.

        
By phallic religion in this book is meant any
cult in which the human generative organs (male or female), their
use, realistic images representing them, or symbols indicating
them, form an essential or important factor in the dogmas or
ceremonies.

        
Phallic worship, in its origin and early use,
was as pure in its intent and as reverent in its ceremonies, as far
removed from any thing then looked upon as trivial or unclean in
its symbolism, as is the worship and symbolism of to-day. No
people, however ignorant and savage, would deliberately allow —
much less designedly introduce — any ceremony in their worship
which appeared in their eyes as degrading.

        
The dogmas entertained by the “poor heathen” of
primitive ages — which, to our enlightened minds, seem absurd, and
the ceremonies by them practiced - which, in this day, would be
immoral and indecent, were — to those who believed in and practiced
them — as dear and necessary as are now the modern creeds and
ceremonies to the more enlightened worshipers of to-day. They could
not then, as they cannot now, be dislodged by denunciations.

        
The only way to rectify the creeds and purify
the conduct and ceremonies of worship is by the enlightened and
earnest teacher leading the ignorant sectarian to a higher
development, so he can see the truth in a clearer and broader
light; and, therefore, enabling him to interpret his old dogmas
anew or to form newer and holier creeds — and hence modify and
purify his worship accordingly.

        
Divine truth, as man sees and interprets it, is
the soul of all worship — past, present, and future. As the
conception enlarges and clears, the forms change, but 
divine love and 
truth, as man conceives of it, is the
everlasting spirit of all religion. Rites which, in our eyes, are
indecent, were doubtless practiced by a primitive people with the
greatest purity of intent.

        
Indeed, it probably never occurred to the minds
of these simple people that any work of nature — much less its
highest and holiest activity — producing its crowning work of
creation — man — could be indelicate — much less offensive or
obscene.

        
Even the cynical and sarcastic philosopher,
Voltaire, says, speaking of Priapic worship: “It is impossible to
believe that depravity of manners would ever have led among any
people to the establishment of religious ceremonies. On the
contrary, it is probable that this custom was first introduced in
times of simplicity, and the first thought was to honor the deity
in the symbol of life which it has given us.”

        
And Mrs. Child — whose intelligence, purity, and
modesty needs no one’s endorsement — in speaking of ancient
Egyptian and Hindu religions and their symbolism, says: “The sexual
emblems every where conspicuous in the sculptures of their temples
would seem impure in description, but no clean and thoughtful mind
could so regard them while witnessing the obvious simplicity and
solemnity with which the subject is treated.”

        
In another place she says: “Let us not smile at
their mode of tracing the Infinite and Incomprehensible Cause
throughout all the mysteries of nature, lest, by so doing, we cast
the shadow of our own grossness on their patriarchal
simplicity.”

        
When Abraham’s servant laid his hand upon the
master’s generative organs, in taking an oath, he was simply
following the custom of the times in taking a solemn obligation.
The intent was as pure, and the appeal to their recognized creator
as honest, and with as little thought of indecency as in modern
times we have in swearing on the uplifted hand or kissing the
Bible. Jacob, just before his death, swore his son — Joseph — in
the same solemn manner; and the same custom is still used among
some modern Asiatic and African tribes.

        
The ancient matron who wore a phallic amulet, or
made a votive offering to the image of an erect lingam, praying for
children, was as earnest and as modest as the Jewish Sarah, Rachel,
or Hannah who appealed to Jehovah; and she was as pure-minded as
the modern Christian who prays to the Holy Virgin or to the Father,
for Christ’s sake, to give her the blessing of children. The
Babylonian woman, who, in obedience to the requirements of her
creed, gave herself to the embraces of the stranger who first
offered her money for the temple treasury, was as earnest as any
modern worshiper, and will certainly compare favorably, in purity
and delicacy — to say nothing of morality — with modern wives, who
would be shocked at such ornaments and procedure, and who, while
enjoying all the sensual felicities of sexual congress, seek every
known means to prevent conception — or to abort it even — after
their preventative endeavors have failed.

        
Some people of our day profess religion in order
to gain social standing, enlarge their acquaintance, or even
increase their business; many follow Jesus for the “loaves and
fishes;” and no doubt many in ancient times were pious for the sake
of the sensualities; but the mass of worshipers then — as now —
must be credited with pure and honest intent.

        
Then, as now, it was the pretenders — not those
who had faith in the dogmas and god worshiped — that desecrated the
rites, making them the excuse for selfish and revolting
practices.

        
The ancients, in their worship, were not only
honest in their convictions and pure in their intent, but they were
careful and extended in their observations, and deliberate, as well
as wonderfully discriminating in their conclusions. The foundations
of essential principles which they laid and the superstructure of
dogma which they erected thereon still remain in the greater
part.

        
Only the vitality of essential truth would give
such enduring life. The foundations have been deepened, broadened,
and in every way improved; the superstructure has been enlarged and
beautified; but the grand and eternal essentials of their cults
were the germs from which have been unfolded all that we have
superior to them in religion. The worship of one’s creator, and the
ruler of his destinies, was with them, as with us, and as it must
ever be, the life of all religion.
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THE masses of mankind, especially in religious
dogmas, have always looked, as they now look, to their recognized
leaders for instruction and example. These leaders have always
been, as they are now, either conservative or radical. The
conservative and the radical are the natural developments of two
fundamentally different orders of mind, and neither class is
capable of fully understanding or fairly appreciating the other
class. They are opposed in purposes, plans, and methods of
procedure; and are, hence, always antagonists in religion,
philosophy, and politics.

        
Notwithstanding this continual conflict — nay,
to speak correctly — in consequence of this antagonism, they are
the essential and effective factors in the development of the race.
They are, as it were, the centripetal and centrifugal forces in
humanity. The centripetal force alone would carry the earth
directly to the sun, and thus to immediate destruction by instant
conflagration; while the centrifugal force alone would scatter the
earth into impalpable dust, and it would be lost in the
immeasurable frigidity of infinite space. So, if minds were all
conservative, there would be unchanging stagnation — but no
progress; and the race would wither and die out from lack of mental
nourishment and needed exercise. If minds were all radical there
would be incessant and grinding agitation — but no stability; and
the race would destroy itself by constant and consuming friction.
Yet both these parties are essential to the existence, continuance
and betterment of the race; for just as the coordinate operations
of the centripetal and centrifugal forces in nature causes the
planets to revolve and circle in their courses around the central
sun, so it is only by the constant activity of the conservative and
radical minds, in their opposite tendencies, and in their
apparently mutually destructive — but really cooperative — forces,
that humanity is developed in affection, intellect, and power.

        
The conservatives, in religion, in their
teachings, appeal to authority, precedent, and the pronunciamentoes
of that lamented past, when God — or the gods — they say — walked
the earth ; and, standing face to face with the wise and holy men
of old, delivered their celestial messages — which embodied all the
truth necessary, best, or possible for man to know. They naturally
formulate exact creeds, and reiterate in the same formula of words
the traditional revelations. They insist that the time-honored
ceremonies were instituted by the wise and holy fathers as a means
of pleasing God — or the gods; and thereby securing the divine
favor upon those who punctiliously and reverently observe and
perform these ceremonies. They cling tenaciously to all the old
symbols. They build monuments to the Holy Prophets of olden time —
whom their predecessors in conservatism persecuted as innovators
and blasphemers — but who are, now that their teachings are
accepted, canonized as inspired saints. They appeal for instruction
and guidance to that lamented past, from which, they say, mankind
has degenerated. Their great object is, by constant reiteration of
the accepted revelation, and of the established dogmas, by never
flagging insistence upon the full and frequent performance and
observation of all the traditional ceremonies, and by the careful
and effectual suppression of all false teachings (and teachers) —
as they denominate all that tends in the least degree to modify the
official worship — to retard the terrible and generally inevitable
retrogression from the holiness and wisdom of man’s first estate;
and gradually, though, of course, slowly, regain, for the faithful
and obedient few, a return to paradisiacal peace. In short, they
look back, they say, to the glorious sunrise of the past for
enlightenment. By an unquestioning acceptance of the dogmas then
formulated, by a strict obedience of the duties then enjoined, and
by a full and constant observance of all the ceremonies then
established, they seek to gain the special but uncertain favor of
God — or the gods — they worship. They thus seek to secure, for a
favorite — because obedient — few, release from the ills of this
life, as well as desirable advantages in the life to come. They
oppose all change of creed, lament every modification of ceremony
as a degeneracy; and leave it for their children and successors to
adapt themselves to the new order of things by accepting the
inevitable in progress.

        
The radicals may, to some extent, acknowledge
the truth and the authority of former revelations — for the time
when it was given. They may also recognize, more or less, the
time-honored traditions, as well as engage reverently in the
observance of the established ceremonies. They will, however, claim
that the truth was not fully revealed to the prophets of old — wise
and holy though they were. At least they will claim that even if
these ancient prophets were fully instructed, still we do not, from
their revelations, fully understand all truth. They will assert
that revelation has not entirely ceased; and will maintain that God
— or the gods — will no more retire from the world as teachers than
as creators and preservers. They profess to acknowledge the
teachings of traditions and phenomena, but claim to look upward
onward for fuller light through intuition and new revelations.
Their almost constant argument is that the asserted new revelation
is in perfect harmony with the older — with all that is understood
to be true and useful in the established cult. Their claim usually
is, that the new light restores a lost — or brings into prominence
a neglected meaning; that it unfolds an internal or spiritual
interpretation — higher and fuller than the mere literal statement,
or that it adds to it a new, but still harmonious, unfoldment of
truth. In either case they will generally claim that there is no
attempt — and no desire — to substitute a new worship in the place
of the old one. On the contrary, they aim simply to develop the
already accepted dogmas and practices into a clearer light and a
broader usefulness.

        
The radicals, when wise, honest, and
enthusiastic, are the real “reformers.” They do not seek to
substitute an entirely new authority, creed, or ceremony, but to
improvingly modify — “reform” — those already accepted and in
use.

        
True reformers, by the very constitution of
their mental make-up, necessarily value more the truth than the
special method of its expression; and they hold in higher
estimation the spirit of the doctrines than the formal ceremonies
and conventional symbols which illustrate, impress, and represent
those doctrines. Their policy is, therefore, to unfold and enlarge
dogmas, to re-interpret ceremonies and symbols. They seek to excise
only that which the newer and clearer light shows to be false in
creed, and misleading in ceremony and symbol. They aim to add only
such new statements of doctrine as will express more clearly the
larger truth of the new revelation. They profess to introduce only
such modifications of ceremony and symbol as are absolutely
necessary to more fully and more distinctly represent and impress
this broader and clearer truth. The typical conservative and
radical is here drawn with sufficient distinctness for the purpose
in hand. It must, however, be remembered that mankind as they are —
and were — range in all possible gradations of mental idiosyncrasy
from the bigot — who says no change is desirable, to the fanatic —
who wants everything changed — and at once.

        
Kings and priests — those who are in possession
of inherited. rested, or permanent position. influence, or income —
are, naturally, both from education and selfish interest,
conservative in all things. The masses — that is, s majority of
them — are not only naturally conservative, but lack the
development to readily understand enlarged statements of truths.
The vast majority of mankind are religious after the definition of
religion, which is given elsewhere. All religion is based upon what
is, according to some definitions. divine revelation. “There is no
God but God : Mohammed is the prophet of God,” says the follower of
the faith founded upon the Koran as the only inspired and perfect
revelation of Allah, the Most High. And the Mohammedan is as
earnest and pious in his devotions, and as well convinced that he
is a professor of the only true religion as is the Christian who
accepts his Jewish Bible and the Gospel as the only revelation of
God to man: and who declares there is no God but Jehovah, and no
Savior of man but Jesus the Christ — the only-begotten Son of the
Father. The Brahmin, the Buddhist and the Parsee, are each equally
well assured that his is the only true religion. his object of
worship the only real God, and his sacred books the only truth man
has received from the creator, preserver, and savior of the
race.

        
This truth concerning the dominant cults of the
present day is also true of all the minor faiths. In short, every
religious teacher — from the one purest in affection and clearest
in intelligence, who patiently and persistently seeks to lead his
followers to worship in spirit and in truth, to the one who
ignorantly and fanatically insists upon the grossest and baldest
fetichism — is in our day presenting to his listeners what he
believes — or assumes to believe — the truth, the whole truth,
nothing but the truth, as attested by what he claims is a special
divine revelation to him or his teachers.

        
The Christian says the Mohammedan is an ignorant
bigot, accepting the teaching of a false prophet, and following the
practices of a fanatical and profligate impostor. The believer in
the Koran returns the compliment by calling the follower of Jesus a
Christian dog, worshiping a bastard, who is admitted to be only
one-third of a man. Similar insulting designations are used by each
great cult for those who accept and teach a different revelation
and consequently a different God.

        
This state of affairs in the religious world of
the present time is no new, or even modern, condition of feeling
and belief — of doctrine and practice. Authentic history,
mythology, and the dimmest traditions of the remotest past reveal
to us that man is a worshiping being; that he has always worshiped
a being, or beings, which he supposed like himself, but whom he
exalted as above himself in wisdom and power; that by whatsoever
name or names this being, or beings, may have been known, the
central idea was a superhuman wisdom and power who created the
world and supervised humanity and human affairs; that the good will
of this power was to be propitiated, and hence man’s welfare
secured by the worship and obedience of this being, while the
ill-will, and hence misfortune to man, resulted from denial and
disobedience.

        
Every cult has taught that it worshiped the only
true god — or gods — and that hence its followers were the favorite
or chosen people — the rightful lords of creation. Every sect
claimed that all others were worshiping false gods (or worshiping
the true god — or gods — in an imperfect and unholy manner); that
hence they were enemies of the true divine — aliens, heathens, and
barbarians, who had no rights that the true believers were bound
respect.

        
As a result of this belief, dominant and strong
religious nations and sects have always persecuted the weaker
“worshipers of false gods.” These persecutions were graded in
severity. This severity depended upon many circumstances, such as
the development of philanthropy and intelligence, the comparative
power of the opposing sects, and the co-operation or opposition of
the civil authority. Sometimes these persecutions went as far as
the extermination of the weaker “heretics,” and the confiscation or
even the total destruction of their property. Sometimes only the
males were killed — or castrated and held as slaves — the women
carried off as concubines or servants, while their property
enriched the stronger worshipers of the “true god.”

        
The faggot pile, or the headsman’s axe, the
confiscation of estates, and the abrogation of civil and religious
rights are matters of a more recent history.

        
All this will illustrate why mankind are
conservative from policy as well as from the natural constitution
of mind.

        
But the mind of man is so constituted that he
naturally perceives, and, therefore, must (whether he will or no,
and whether or not he acknowledges the fact to 
himself and his fellows), recognize and
accept the highest truth he is capable of comprehending whenever it
is clearly presented. The uniform result of this eternal harmony
between mind and truth is, that however conservative one may be in
avowedly changing his creed, still the clear presentation of truth,
to a mind capable of recognizing it as truth, forces its mental
acceptance.

        
Again, man, in all stages of his development
naturally loves the marvelous. To all classes mystery is
fascinating. The presentation of a new interpretation, the pointing
out of new idea as embodied in an old saying, the elucidation of a
transcendental meaning in a time-worn proverb — in a word the
mystic unfolding of a holier purpose, a clearer enlightenment, and
a greater use, in a recognized dogma or symbol, is always charming,
instructive, and potential.

        
Different classes of conservative may designate
this unfolding as “esoteric teaching,” “merely poetical,”
“fanciful,” “impractical transcendentalism,” or “nonsense.”

        
It is, nevertheless, fascinating and effective;
for even if unwarranted — nay, if it be even nonsensical and absurd
— still it provokes thought, arouses the imagination, stimulates
inquiry, and must result, therefore, in new and broader perception
of truth.

        
While man cannot avoid believing the presented
truth, which he recognizes as truth, still there are many reasons
why he may not avow, the acceptance of truth. The modest man may
fear being mistaken, and honestly doubt the validity of his
perceptions — especially when his acknowledged teachers refuse to
accept, or denounce as false, what appears to him as true. Even if
convinced he may dislike the undesirable prominence that an avowal
of his yet unpopular convictions would give him. The pride of being
consistent — or the vanity of being thought consistent — will
prevent many an avowal. The fear of being fickle — or of being
thought so — will deter many others. But, above all the fear —
always well grounded — of losing favor, position, or caste among
his fellows, keeps many a one from freely avowing the truth he
mentally accepts.

        
Even some of the rulers, who were convinced by
the gracious and lucid teachings of Jesus, did not openly admit the
fact, because they feared the Pharisees would exclude them from the
synagogue. The fear of being looked upon as unworthy in conduct on
account of a change in religious connections, and especially the
fear in past times -and in some places even now — of a more
sanguinary and even deadly persecution, has kept — and still keeps
— many a tongue from speaking a truth clear to the brain and dear
to the heart. The long line of religious martyrs attest the truth
of this, and those who are persecuted for “heresy” know how severe
are the penalties inflicted, even now, upon all “schismatics.”

        
The great Galileean strove assiduously to
enlighten his chosen and especially intimate disciples. It is of
record that he gave them esoteric instruction, which the less
enlightened could not comprehend. Among his last sayings to these
specially instructed followers was the assertion, “I have yet many
things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear them now.” But for the
consolation and instruction of all his followers — (for he promised
to the humblest of his followers all that he promised to his
immediate disciples )— he immediately added this wonderful
statement: “But the Spirit of Truth will come unto you ; and when
he is come he shall guide you into all truth.” He identifies
himself with this Spirit of Truth, and promises, that for the
enlightenment and assistance of those who believe, “Lo, I am with
you always, even unto the end of the world.”

        
The professed followers (and there is no
question of their integrity) of this great teacher — whom they
recognize as Divine — constantly pray for the enlightening presence
of this Spirit of Truth. unquestionably religious toleration finds
its highest development in the Christianity of this age and nation.
Yet Christians (at least a great majority of its official teachers
and prominent members — who are recognized as “pillars” in the
church and strong on the faith), even in this advanced
civilization, and in this age of unprecedented religious freedom,
denounce with anathemas and persecute with vigor all “heretics and
schismatics.”

        
The simple truth is now — as it has always been
— the great majority of official religious teachers, and their lay
adherents, persecute relentlessly all “sohismatics” and “heretics,”
punishing them with all the denunciations, pains, and penalties
that their sectarian prejudices prompt, and that civil law and
public opinion will allow them to inflict.

        
Modern religious persecution is still justified
by those who practice it, just as it was in former times, by the
specious, but false, plea, that the revealed will of God demands
that “heathen” should be — not converted to the truth — but
punished for their errors.

        
The crucifix, the faggot pile, and the
thumb-screw cannot in this age, and in western civilization, be
used to punish religious innovators; but there remains — and they
are in constant use — anathemas (that is God-damnings),
denunciation from the pulpit, denial of church privileges and
social ostracism.

        
The outcome of all this is that, in nearly every
community — certainly in every civilization — past and present,
there were, and are, those who repeat the same creed, perform the
same ceremonies, and use the same symbology, and yet give to nearly
every sentence, act, and sign an almost totally different
interpretation from that given by another of the same cult.

        
There may be in the same association — there
surely is in every nation — those who, in their worship, regard the
symbol merely, looking upon it as a fetich, which they fear or
invoke for its intrinsic power merely.

        
The writer became convinced of the truth of this
statement by careful and extensive investigation in the principal
cities of the United States.

  
    1
  
 

        
On the other hand there are those who entirely
lose sight — or at least cognizance — of the symbol, and looking
beyond all creeds and forms, “worship in spirit and in truth” that
which they think of as “the ineffable love, wisdom, and power,” and
which they do not assume to name — much less define.

        
Such worshipers are numerous in modern times,
and include many who are honored for their exceptional purity,
admired for their superior intelligence, and revered for their
philanthropic lives. That they had representatives in the olden
time might be shown by innumerable citations from ancient writings.
Homer says: “Hear me, oh King, whoever thou art.” Plato and
Socrates are abundant in sayings which show they did not attempt to
define the great first cause. Philomon writes: “Revere and worship
God; seek not to 
know more; you need seek nothing
further.” Meander says: “Seek not to learn who God is; they who are
anxious to know what may not be known are impious.”

        
Every change in dogma — and consequent
modification of ceremony and interpretation of symbol — is, of
necessity, based. upon a real or supposed larger and clearer
perception of truth. It is always easier, as well as safer, for one
who has this new enlightenment, to secretly read into the official
creed a new meaning, and to give the established ceremonies and
symbols a new interpretation, than to meet the opposition of the
powers that be by any open advocacy or practice of an innovation.
Many motives, commendable, permissible, and selfish, prompt—nay,
almost, in many instances, force— such a course of procedure. Then,
again, the order and development of mind which discovers or readily
recognizes the larger truth when presented is also the order of
mind which values forms as relatively of less importance than
truths. It is usual, too, for those of advanced views to claim that
the recognition of the larger light requires a preparation and
expansion of mind which they profess to think the multitude do not
possess; and this consideration will also keep many wise and
prudent men from freely stating or discussing newly perceived
truths.

        
But men, in their religious and intellectual
pursuits, desire and require — as in other avocations in life
—associates of similar character and taste, as well as of
harmonious attainments, though those attainments may be — as they
naturally will be — of differing degrees. Such men soon discover
each other. They are prone to meet together; and when confidence in
each other is established, they gladly compare views, imparting and
receiving mutual suggestion and instruction. These meetings and
discussions in past ages, when free expression of innovating views
were dangerous, were at first, doubtless, attended only by those
personally known to each other, and, of course, not in the presence
of any not known to sympathize with them. When their numbers
increased, so that the time and place of their meetings would
become noticeable, they found it necessary, for reasons already
stated, as well as for others peculiar to their age and
surroundings, to organize a more formal association. This
association sought to increase the light they already possessed, as
well as to instruct all others who were capable of receiving their
higher interpretations and purer doctrines. The association,
however, was composed of men who were wise and prudent, as well as
enthusiastic and benevolent. They, therefore, ought to increase
their numbers by the admission of those only who were of such
advanced intelligence as to be able to teach or appreciate (and
therefore accept) the unfolding truth; of such discretion that they
would not “profane” the sacred interpretations by stating, much
less discussing, them before those who were unable to recognize
their worth and beauty — and, therefore, “unworthy” to receive
them; and of such fidelity that they would not betray the
association, or any of its members or teachings.

        
The founder of Christianity selected and
instructed his disciples on principles similar to those upon which
this society was organized. He taught the multitudes by allegory
and parable, as they were able to hear — that is, understand. When
he was alone with his disciples he expounded all things unto them,
“because,” he said to them, “unto you it is given to know the
mysteries of the kingdom of God, but unto them that are without,
all these things are done in parables.”

        
The prime object of this association was not, as
has been plausibly maintained by some, to veil the truth from the
masses, retaining it as the means of personal gratification, and
for profitable use, in the close corporation of a select and
selfish few. The grand purpose was to develop the truth to broader
dimensions and a clearer light; to unveil it to all who could
appreciate and receive it — and, therefore, be benefited by its
possession; to insure that those who entered upon its study would,
so far as they were capable, continue and complete their labors;
and to prevent the profanation of the truth by its misuse. These
associations gradually developed into secret societies, composed of
members whose fitness as to intelligence, fidelity, discretion, and
courage was not only vouched for by members of the society who knew
them, but who were tested by examination and trial, and who were
solemnly sworn to secrecy, under painful penalties for any
unfaithfulness.

        
This was the origin of the Ancient “Mysteries;”
and, in fact, of all subsequent secret societies. Whether there was
only one original organization, and the others were all or mainly
descended from it; or whether there were independent orders
originating in different places under similar circumstances, cannot
now be definitely decided. Each view is advocated by intelligent
students who have given the subject patient and seemingly
exhaustive study.

        
Alexander Wilder, whose natural bent of mind and
scholarly attainments peculiarly fit him for the patient and
exhaustive study he has given this matter, says:—

        
“It is not practicable to ascertain with
certainty when or by whom the Ancient Mysteries were instituted.
Their forms appear to have been as diversified as the genius of the
worship that celebrated them, while the esoteric idea was so
universally similar as to indicate identity of origin. In some were
performed the rites of the Bona Dea, the Saturnalia, and Liberalia,
which seem to have been perpetuated in our festivals of Christmas,
the Blessed Virgin, and St. Patrick; in Greece were the Eleusinia,
or rites of the Coming One, which were probably derived from the
Phrygian and Chaldean rites; also, the Dionysia, which Herodotus
asserts were introduced there by Melampus, a 
mantis, or prophet, who got his knowledge
of them by the way of the Tyrians, in Egypt. The same great
historian, treating of the Orphic and Bacchic rites, declares that
they ‘are in reality Egyptian and Pythagorean.’ The Mysteries of
Isis in Egypt and of the Cabeirian divinities in Asia and
Samothrace, are probably anterior and the origin of the others. The
Thesmophoria, or assemblages of the women in honor of the Great
Mother, as the instituter of the social state, were celebrated in
Egypt, Asia Minor, Greece, and Sicily; and we notice expressions in
Exodus (xxxviii: 8), Samuel (I—ii : 22), and Ezekiel (viii: 14);
which indicate that they were observed by the Israelites in Arabia
and Palestine. The rites of Serapis were introduced into Egypt by
Ptolemy, the Savior, and superseded the worship of Osiris; and
after the Conquest of Pontus, where the Persian religion prevailed,
the mysteries of Mithras were carried thence into the countries of
the West, and existed among the Gnostic sects many centuries after
the general dissemination of Christianity. The Albigenses, it is
supposed, were Manicheans or Mithracising Christians. The Mithraic
doctrines appear to have comprised all the prominent features of
the Magian or Chaldean system. The Alexandrian Platonists evidently
regarded them favorably as being older than the western systems,
and probably more genuine.”

        
From the very nature of the case we can have but
little direct information as to the special dogmas taught, the
ceremonies practiced. or the higher interpretations of the symbols
used in the secret proceedings of the “Mysteries.”

        
THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES were the most
celebrated, and are the better understood. What we can learn
concerning them may, therefore, serve as a general type of all the
others. Although position, influence, and wealth, no doubt, had
their influence in recommending a candidate. they were certainly
not all-sufficient; for Nero could not, by persuasion or threats,
secure admission. Persons of all ages and both sexes were
admitted.

        
One must have had much to recommend him before
he was even thought of as a possible member. If searching inquiry
concerning him resulted satisfactorily he was formally announced as
a “candidate.” If he was chosen, he was, under the most solemn vows
of obedience, study, and secrecy inducted by a purification —
including much fasting — into the Lesser Mysteries. As a concluding
part of the ceremony the candidate was instructed, by the
Hierophant, to look within the chest or ark which contained the
mystic serpent, the phallus, the egg, and grains sacred to Demeter.
The epopt then, as he was reverent or otherwise, “knew himself” by
the sentiments aroused.

        
The real seer beheld in these emblems the
symbols of divine and infinite generators — towards whose nature he
aspired; the sensual and unregenerate natural man saw the
representations of that which his lust hungered for. Plato and
Alcibiades were aroused by very different emotions. He thus became
a Neophyte — new- born, or mystic — a veiled one. He then passed a
probation of from one to five years in study and purification.
During this period he was subjected to various and frequent severe
trials of his obedience, fidelity, courage, and discretion. When he
had proven himself every way worthy as to character, and his mind
was properly prepared for the reception of the higher truths, the
Neophyte was conducted into the inmost secret recesses of the
temple, and initiated into the Greater Mysteries, becoming a “Seer”
or “Initiate.” Into some of the interior mysteries, however, only a
select few were ever admitted.

        
He was then instructed in the essential
principles of religion — “the knowledge of the God of nature — the
first, the supreme, the intellectual — by which men had been
reclaimed from rudeness and barbarism to elegance and refinement,
and been taught, not only to live in more comfort, but to die with
better hopes.”

        
This shows that the Initiates were acquainted
with a higher and clearer view of the Creator, and of the present
and future life, than the masses could probably comprehend.

        
These truths were taught, in part at least, and
illustrated by “allegories — the exposition of old opinions and
fables” — and by symbols. The last offering made by one initiated
into the Greater Mysteries was a cock to Aesculapius.

        
From among the initiates some were selected who
were “crowned” as an indication that they were authorized to
communicate to others the sacred rites in which they had been
instructed. That is, they were made, as it were, priests or
teachers for those initiated — but who did not remember or
understand all they had seen or heard in the ceremonies.

        
The Hierophant who presided was bound to a life
of celibacy, and also required to devote his entire life to his
sacred office. To reveal any of the secrets of the Mysteries was
adjudged as the basest wickedness; and in Athens was punished by
death. Uninitiated persons found unlawfully witnessing the
ceremonies were also put to death.

        
“The intention of all mystic ceremonies is to
conjoin us with the world and with the gods.” The grand
consummation sought for in these initiations was, 
“Friendship and interior communion with God,
and the enjoyment of that felicity which arises from intimate
converse with divine beings.”

        
A most interesting study to one who can
appreciate without prejudice that two good and intelligent men can
honestly differ most radically on the meaning of a simple myth, and
the ceremonies illustrating that myth, would be to carefully follow
Alexander Wilder and Thomas Taylor in their essays upon Eleusinian
and Bacchic Mysteries; and then turn to the denunciation and bitter
abuse of these same ideas and proceedings by celebrated and honest
writers, who find in them only incarnated folly, ignorance, and
worse than beastly sexual abominations.
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