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PREFACE.

THE principal reasons which have induced us to add another to
the already long list of works on Exegetical Science, will be given
in the body of the present volume. In this place it will suffice to
say that, as its title-page indicates, the publication which is now
offered to the public differs in its whole design and execution from
all that have preceded it. It purports to be, radically and essentially,
a new work, and not a remodeled edition of Ernesti, Michaelis,
Stuart, or Horne. True, it does not claim to have discovered a new
method of investigating phenomena; it merely adopts, and applies
to the Scriptures, a method which has been satisfactorily tried in
other departments of study, but which, it is believed, has never
been presented and urged as the Method of Biblical Interpretation.
On this it bases its chief if not its sole claim to the attention and
favor of the public.

That Method takes precedence and control of Rules, and cannot
be superseded by them, is a proposition which seems never to have
been considered by any of the writers on Hermeneutical Science.
Hence they have not only failed to elaborate and insist upon the
Inductive Method, but have been equally silent with reference to
all others; and their works, which have so long been held as
standard authorities in this department, are wholly destitute of any
well-defined Method of Interpretation. Whereas, unless we have
wholly misapprehended the fundamental principles of the subject
which we have presumed to discuss, it will be seen, as we advance,
that the glaring discrepancies which have marked, and which
continue to mark, the interpretations made by different individuals
of equal intellectual and moral qualifications, are to be traced
directly to this very deficiency—the absence of a well-established
and all-comprehensive Method.

The following work, it is hoped, will be found to contribute
something towards supplying this evident defect.

It will not, however, be supposed that because methods have
not formed the subject of discussion in our exegetical works, the
Bible has, therefore, been interpreted without them. What we
complain of is, not the absence of methods, but the failure to settle
which one of those in use is right, and to determine with accuracy
the principles and laws contained under it. Men have pursued now
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one and now another method, according to their fancy or the
exigencies of the case they desired to make out, while the general
rules of interpretation have been either applied or disregarded in
obedience to the requirements of whatever method happened for
the time to be in use. It has, therefore, been deemed necessary to
discuss the claims of those which have hitherto been pursued,
before entering upon the exposition and application of that which
gives the title to the present work. And, notwithstanding the space
covered by this preliminary review, it is hoped that its importance
as a preparation for what comes after will be a sufficient apology
for its introduction.

It is hardly to be expected, considering the prevalency of
religious error and the multiformity of religious prejudice, that we
have, in this part, entirely escaped giving offense. Still, we have
carefully shunned all unpleasant allusions to denominational
peculiarities, and have left the various fruits of false methods to
their own fate, confining ourselves almost exclusively to the
exposure and eradication of their common cause. On the subject of
Human Creeds— involved in the discussion of the Dogmatic
Method—we have spoken with great freedom and considerable
elaborateness. We felt justified in adopting this course, without
fear of encountering partisan prejudice or personal ill will, from
the fact that creeds were regarded as the common ground of nearly
all Protestants, how widely soever different in other particulars.
And we have no doubt that even those who may dissent from the
conclusions introduced, will cheerfully accord to us the privilege
of exercising that right which is at once the proud distinction and
impregnable defense of Protestantism—assured as they are, that it
has been exercised as temperately as our profound convictions of
duty would allow.

As to the style of the work, it is sufficient to say that
perspicuity has been the object of our chief solicitude. We have
constantly had reference to that class of readers whose studies have
not been directed into the channels from which the subject matter
of this work is derived. How far we may have succeeded in
bringing the History, Philosophy, Theology, and Science involved
in our plan within the grasp of such readers, it would be impossible
now to say; but we have constantly felt that if our arguments were
sound, they could only be effective by being understood; and if
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they were not, we had no desire to conceal their weakness by
enveloping them in, the fogs of mystical or metaphysical
obscurities. The whole arrangement of the different books, parts,
and chapters, has been made with reference to what seemed to be
their logical connection, relation, and dependence; and this, if no
mistake has been made, will itself contribute to that perspicuity
which we have sought to make characteristic of the style.

The various works which have been consulted will be referred
to as they are quoted. It may not, however, be improper for us here
to state our indebtedness to Dr. Enfield's excellent edition of
Brucker's Historia Critica Philosophi. In the historical exhibition
of Mysticism and of Scholasticism this work has been particularly
valuable to us. In the second book we have freely availed ourselves
of the lucid and able works of Sir John Herschel, John Stuart Mill,
and others, and have not scrupled to quote largely from them,
whenever by so doing we thought the object we had in view could
be best promoted.

Conscious as we are of many imperfections in the work which
is now submitted to the public, we doubt not that a discriminating
criticism will discover many more. But in view of the numerous
other duties which lie before us, we cannot hope to be able at an
early day to give it a thorough revisal, and do not feel justified in
withholding it longer from its mission. Hence, such as it is, it is
sent forth, to meet with whatever reception may be granted to. it by
an intelligent Christian community.

AUGUSTA, GEORGIA, May 18, 1859.



BOOK FIRST:
OF THE METHODS HITHERTO PURSUED.



PARTI:
PRELIMINARY.

CHAPTER I:

Characteristics Of Current Skepticism.

IN submitting to the Christian public a New Method of Biblical
Interpretation, it seems proper to begin with such preliminary
considerations as may serve to justify the course proposed, and to
prepare the way for its adoption. And foremost among these, is the
attitude of the masses to the Book whose communications are to be
investigated; because it is for them the Christian lives, and not for
himself. However well, therefore, he may be satisfied of the truth
of conclusions to which he himself has been brought. in following
the existing methods of exegesis, he cannot have discharged his
whole duty while he remains indifferent to the condition in which
those methods have left his fellow citizens.

What, then, is the relation sustained by the great body of the
people to the Holy Bible? How do they regard it? To what extent is
its authority recognized and respected? Is its influence such as
should satisfy the reasonable desires and expectations of
enlightened philanthropy? If not, what is the cause of the failure,
and how can it be removed? Such are the questions which we are
to attempt to answer in this preliminary part.

And here, in the outset, we feel constrained to pronounce the
great masses of men and women in Christendom reared and
educated though they have been under the direct and indirect
influences of the Bible—Skeptics. By this we do not mean that
they hate the Scriptures, or that they would be willing to put forth
any positive effort to destroy them, for this is true of the fewest
number. The skepticism of our age is not so coarse and dogmatic.
It is more subtle and refined; more timid and retiring; but at the
same time more insinuating and dangerous. Ours is actual, not
positive skepticism.

The nineteenth century has produced neither a Voltaire, a
Gibbon, nor a Hume. True, it has witnessed the promulgation of
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the Positive Philosophy of VI. Auguste Comte,—a philosophy
whose direct object is to prove that religious belief is the transient
state of human nature; but even this profound work furnishes
indirectly the strongest proof of the immovable stability of
revelation, in the fact that the only means which appeared to so
great a thinker and so earnest an opponent, of arresting its
influence and disproving its claims, was to annihilate the Being
who is claimed as the Author of it. And, when it is proved that
there is no God, we shall admit that ours is not a revelation from
God. But we are not prepared to give up our conviction of the
existence of a Great First Cause, in order to perceive the positive
dependence of effects upon proximate causes. Nor is it necessary.
We can believe that the universe is controlled by laws; but it only
strengthens our faith in the being and the wisdom of a Law-maker.
And we are persuaded, whatever influence the writings of M.
Comte may have had upon a few mortified metaphysicians, that his
postulates concerning God and his religion have not been, nor can
they ever be, widely embraced.’

'THE system of M. Auguste Comte is based upon the discovery of what he calls
the law of human progress, viz.: "That each of our leading conceptions, each
branch of our knowledge, passes successively through three different
theoretical conditions: the Theological, or fictitious; the Metaphysical, or
abstract; and the Scientific, or positive." The first stage he regards as the
necessary point of departure of the human understanding; the third, as its fixed
and definite state; while the second, which is bat a modification of the first, is
only necessary as a bridge over which the understanding passes from the first
to the third. He looks upon theology, therefore, as only fit to occupy the
attention of children, while men, fullgrown in understanding, are to be
concerned alone with positive science.

Without pretending to give, in this place, the results of a somewhat careful
examination of this system, we may be permitted to say that, to our mind, it
appears to be a continual, though perhaps unconscious, perversion of history
to the establishment of a foregone conclusion. Even if we should admit that
human progress is regulated by the law we have mentioned, would it follow
that the last stage must necessarily be free from all the elements which
distinguish the first? What does the history to which appeal is made really
prove? This, is our judgment, namely:



In addition to the above monstrous attempt, which would
sacrifice the living Creator as an offering to His own laws, a few
smaller stars have made feeble efforts to cover the face of the sun;
but their transit was only known to philosophers, and they have
passed on into merited oblivion.

We may therefore conclude, almost without qualification, that
the skepticism of the nineteenth century has not developed itself in
that absolute and positive form which distinguished it in the
eighteenth. And we may further remark, that the violence and force
of the attacks made upon the truth in the preceding age resulted, in
the providence of God, in ultimate good. Men were raised up to
meet the emergency, who were enabled not only to sustain
triumphantly the claims of the Bible against the most powerful
opposition that can, perhaps, ever be brought against it, but also to
disarm their adversaries of all their weapons of offensive warfare.
Thus the Scriptures have been transmitted to our age, securely

1. That men, in the infancy of the world, or the beginning of their
advancement, account for phenomena by referring them immediately
to God, without the intervention of law.

2. That, in the next stage, they abstract phenomena from the control of a
superintending deity, and deify the forces supposed to be inherent in
them.

3. That they finally perceive that God governs and controls all things
through the intervention and instrumentality of law. This law they
recognize as positive, because they believe that its author is wise and
unchangeable, and not, like M. Comte, because they believe it has no
author. We, therefore, regard him as standing upon the same ground
with the metaphysicians whom he ridicules, in that he virtually deifies
law, while they virtually deified a capricious force.

History, then, teaches us that the theological or first stage, reappears in the
scientific or last, which is built, and necessarily built upon it. Admitting, then,
the law of M. Comte, which is true under certain important limitations, he has
erred, as we think, from his inability to connect things which are naturally and
positively associated. He seems determined to believe in the existence of active
forces and unchanging laws, without admitting their only possible cause.
Hence, he speaks of "the illusion of an illimitable power residing above;" "the
positive philosophy, as free from monotheistic as from polytheistic or fetich
belief;" of "fetichism as no theological aberration, but the source of theology
itself," etc. etc.—See Cours de Philosophie Positive, passim.
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entrenched, as it were, behind bulwarks of impregnable strength,
and free from all danger of successful assault from any possible
quarter.

Hence it were ridiculous for us to stand behind our parapets
and hurl shafts against a foe that has retired from the contest. We
have a different work to perform. It is the enemy that now acts on
the defensive; and he will never be routed while the friends of the
Bible continue merely to walk over the old battle-fields, recounting
the deeds of glory and triumphs of skill which were there achieved
by our fathers. In other words, we do not deem it necessary or wise
to be perpetually repeating the masterly arguments of our ancestors
against a species of infidelity that no longer exists—or, if it exist,
is no longer formidable; while a living enemy, as destructive and
deadly, is permitted to lurk unrebuked in our families, and to sit
unassailed in our churches. When the old enemy ventures forth in
hostile attitude, it will then be time enough to draw out from our
armory those weapons which repelled him before; but certain are
we that this is not now the daily and appropriate work of the
church.

What [ have denominated actual skepticism, is not a
determined opposition to the faith, but rather a simple want of it. It
is ignorant of the truth, and distrustful of its ability to find it. It is a
skepticism which terminates upon the Church rather than the Bible.
It admits that the Bible contains the truth, but thinks that the
Church is not able to determine what is that truth. It says: "We
concede that the argument for the Divine inspiration of the Bible is
unanswerable; hence we do not oppose it—we say not a word
against it: but what does it mean? What is it that it would have us
believe, and what does it require us to do?" These questions it asks
the Church, and the Church returns all manner of conflicting and
contradictory answers. Christ has made his people the light of the
world; they have invited and urged the world to come to them for
light—to look to them as the exponents of Scripture truth; but
when the direction is heeded, the very answer that one Christian
returns is stoutly contradicted by another, while both are opposed
by a third, and all pronounced false by a fourth; until, discouraged
and hopeless, men have settled down in actual skepticism to wait
for some other manifestation. They are hence ready (for men will
seek to satisfy their religious cravings) to embrace any new thing
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that promises satisfaction. Thus Mormonism, with all its
absurdities, is greedily swallowed; Spirit-Rapping finds its
thousands and tens of thousands of deluded votaries; and all
manner of frauds and impositions gain credence and support, in
consequence of the absence of a fixed and positive faith in
Christianity.

But that this want of faith, this actual skepticism, differs from
positive infidelity, is evident from the fact that nearly all these
deluded people seek to exhibit an agreement between their
schemes and the Bible. They are not prepared wholly to give up
that book. They are not willing to abandon altogether its doctrine
and its hopes; but they must have satisfaction as to its meaning.
This they have tried to find in the existing churches, and have
failed; and now, as a last resort, they have taken hold of
"Spiritualism," or some other ism, which, though it cannot and
does not fill the vacuum in their hearts, can at least withdraw
attention from it for a time, while it gives promise that when the
system, now in its infancy, shall be perfected, their highest hopes
shall be realized.

This, however, is but a single development of the skepticism of
our age; and its magnitude will be very imperfectly estimated if we
suppose it to be confined to the comparatively few who are drawn
off into these absurd schemes. It pervades the great mass of
society. Its baneful influence is insinuated into the hearts of the
high and the low, the wise and the unwise alike. It fills our chapels
every first day of the week with crowds of its respectful and
respected votaries. In all sections of the country, among all classes,
conditions, professions, and occupations, there is exhibited this
quiet, unobtrusive, inactive want of faith; a skepticism of the most
hopeless kind, which places men in that state in which "it is
impossible to please God," but which is likely to be altogether
pleasing to the flesh. The dangers of skepticism, and the arguments
against it, are not appreciated by our actual skeptic, for he is not
conscious of being such. He feels that he is not averse to the truth;
he even takes pleasure, it may be, in witnessing its success. His
difficulty is, that he is waiting for something. He is not yet fully
satisfied. In the conflict of opposing creeds and contradictory
doctrines, he has not been able to make up his mind. He is in doubt
as to which of a number of proposed systems is. true, not as to
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whether there be truth; and hence he lives, not opposed to faith, but
destitute of it.

The great voice which rises up from this mass of doubting,
hesitating, unbelieving mind is, "Point out the truth, and we will
receive it; tell us what the Scriptures mean, and we will follow
them; but amid the thousand discords and clamorous strifes, the
antagonistic doctrines and discrepant interpretations, we cannot
determine what to believe or what to do." And thus infidelity—
routed from the ground it once so proudly and defiantly occupied,
and compelled to relinquish into the hands of the Church its hold
upon science, criticism, and history, with which at one time it
threatened the overthrow of the truth—has taken refuge in a
fortress built by the Church. Our divisions, contentions, and
differences have given birth to, and builded the stronghold of, a
skepticism the most pernicious and insinuating, which prevails as
widely as Christendom; which is giving life and support to all
manner of false religions; a skepticism which often sits at the
communion table of the Lord; which grows up with our religious
education, and is confirmed by the weekly preaching from our
pulpits; and which the Church can never reach till she becomes
able to destroy her own work.

For it must be evident that the evil cannot be eradicated by the
arguments used by the opponents of a different skepticism. No
reasoning against the result can avail so long as the cause which
produces it is present and active. Former skepticism was based
upon imaginary facts, and was routed when they were shown to be
imaginary. But the skepticism of our age is based upon actual
facts, and can only be overcome when those facts are destroyed.
The infidelity which founded its opposition to the Bible upon the
contradictions it was supposed to contain, or upon the opposition
of its communications to the truths of established science, or upon
the unreasonableness and insufficiency of its evidences, was
disarmed and silenced when it was shown that no such
contradiction or opposition existed, and that the evidences upon
which it commanded our faith were accordant with the demands of
right reason and common sense, and were stronger, clearer, and
more numerous than those which were held to establish any
analogous proposition. And so the skepticism which is based upon
the uncertainty of biblical interpretation, as manifested in the
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contrariety of faith and practice exhibited in the Church, admits of
but one conclusive answer, and demands but one argument,—the
removal of the foundation upon which it rests.

This brings us to the consideration of the present state of
hermeneutical science; for we attribute our disagreements not to
the Bible, nor yet to the depravity or incompetency of those who
have studied it, but to the imperfections and perverting influences
of the methods which have been followed.

CHAPTER II:

The Present State Of Hermeneutical Science.

THE science of Biblical Interpretation may be superficially
judged of, either by the amount and variety of labor and learning
which have been devoted in bringing it to perfection, or by the
effects it has produced. In the one case we should probably
conclude that nothing, in the other that everything, remained to be
done. But if we look into the science itself, and carefully weigh the
principles it has brought to light, and compare them with the
results that have followed their application, we shall arrive at a
conclusion neither altogether favorable nor wholly unfavorable to
its merits. We shall conclude that the science contains many
excellent Principles, and has laid down many valuable laws, but
that it is wholly wanting in the establishment of an all-
comprehensive and pervading method which alone can properly
apply those principles, and determine where and when to enforce
those laws; and hence, that good rules have been improperly used,
neglected, or violated, for want of a presiding and predominant
power to direct and govern their employment. Every interpreter has
pursued his own method, and has called in the aid of such
hermeneutical principles only as that method required. Hence, if
those labors were multiplied a thousand-fold, and were all to be
confined, as they have hitherto been, to the axioms and rules of
exegesis, the same results would continue to follow.

The distinction between the province of method and that of
rules we deem of sufficient importance to have a separate chapter
devoted to its illustration; in this place, therefore, we can be better
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occupied in showing that the discrepancies which exist are really
traceable to the perversity of the methods which obtain.

And in the first place, let us inquire, what aids do we now
possess in coming to a consistent and true understanding of the
sense of Scripture? Let us cast in our minds the number and
transcendent ability of the Commentaries, Notes, Scholia,
Paraphrases, Rules of Interpretation, Keys to the Bible,
Introductions, to the Scriptures, Sacred Hermeneutics, Principles of
Exegesis, Sacred Geographies, Bible Dictionaries, Biblical
Antiquities, et cetera ad infinitum,—and we pause and ask
ourselves whether anything of value can be added to labors so
abundant and learning so various and profound? The question is
pertinent and forcible. And certainly it were the height of
immodesty to attempt to rival, to undervalue, or to set aside such
able and invaluable productions. The author has no such chimerical
purpose, and no such unworthy desire. But he cannot conceal from
himself the fact that these works have failed to render
Hermeneutics what it ought to be—a science, in the true
acceptation of the word. He cannot ignore the fact that they have
failed to accomplish what should have been, and what doubtless
was, the ultimate object of their production, and that, consequently,
our interpretations are characterized by as much discrepancy and
uncertainty now as before their publication.

Subjects of the highest practical moment, are still in
controversy. Earnest and studious Christians are still arrayed in
opposition to each other. The membership of one church are
conscientiously debarred from the communion-table of another;
while the serious preaching from one pulpit is seriously
contradicted by that from another. Men equally distinguished for
learning and piety take opposite views of the same passage, and are
taught irreconcilable doctrines from the same page. But we shall be
told by someone who is satisfied and even pleased with this state
of things, that the points concerning which differences exist are all
of secondary importance—the mere drapery of Christianity; and
that our exegetical science has proved abundantly equal to the
settlement of all the weightier matters. But does he reflect that, in
this statement, he charges the whole Protestant world with the guilt
of making or perpetuating divisions in the body of Christ upon
trifling considerations? Whereas, if his statement be false, a large
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majority of Protestants must be in error on subjects that are of vital
moment. But it must be either true or false; and, therefore, divided
Protestants must be either guilty of schism, or a majority of them
have mistaken falsehood for truth. They are either involved in a
malignant sin, or they are in imminent danger. For one, we believe
that the points of disagreement are, many of them, of the greatest
importance. All Divine truth is important, and all radical
misapprehension of it to be deprecated; but when the subject of it
pertains directly to the matter of our salvation—to the divinity or
non-divinity of the Author of it; to the terms of accepting and
enjoying it; and to the daily and weekly worship and service
superinduced by it,—we can hardly think a Christian man serious
who calls this the "drapery of Christianity." Does not the
earnestness and pertinacity with which the dispute is carried on
demonstrate the importance that is attached to it? Does not every
man feel that his position cannot be yielded without his suffering
the loss of valuable truth? He may regret the condition in which he
finds the Church, and may labor to correct it; but we are slow to
learn that our divisions are not healed by singing hosannas to union
once a year in our Tract Societies, or by laying aside for a week
our peculiarities in order to have a union revival. Nor will the evil
ever be corrected by the dignified assemblies and powerless
resolves of Evangelical Alliances, or Young Men's Christian
Associations. Sincere convictions cannot be corrected by a vote,
nor made to yield to a resolution, nor be sacrificed to a love of
union. The cause of our differences must be ascertained and
removed, and then the evil will correct itself.

This cause we have attributed to the insufficiency of our
exegetical science.

But is our science alone at fault? May not the discrepancies in
our interpretations be accounted for by reference to the peculiar
character of the Bible itself, or the moral obliquity of those who
consult it? In reply, we submit, that when different interpretations
exist, as they now do, respecting the practical details of
Christianity,—its laws, ordinances, membership, officers, and
order, together with the great Foundation upon which all profess to
stand, they can only be accounted for upon one of the following
hypotheses:—
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Those who profess to draw their conclusions from the Bible are
dishonest; or

The Bible itself is unintelligible; or

It teaches the contradictions which are professedly drawn from
it; or

It is not interpreted according to the proper Method.

We will glance at each of these suppositions:—

First. That those who consult the Bible are dishonest, or
insincere, considered as a whole, is the last assumption that reason
could admit or charity approve. The hypothesis, indeed, is clearly
incompatible with well-known facts. Those who differ on the
above subjects are, for the most part, men whose whole lives have
been but a series of noble and generous deeds and self-sacrificing
devotion; men characterized by the strongest faith, the most ardent
love, and unaffected piety. Certainly, if any satisfactory evidence
can be given of honesty and sincerity, it is furnished by those who
suspend their own eternal interests, and those of their families and
friends, upon the correctness of their faith and practice. Exceptions
there may be, and doubtless are—men pervaded by that wide-
spread skepticism we have pointed out, who, having no faith in any
system, profess that one which is most pregnant with worldly
promise; but these only prove the correctness of the general rule.
The first hypothesis, therefore, will not serve to account for the
disagreements complained of.

Second, The second is, that the Bible itself is unintelligible.
But, then, why study it at all? Why ever contend for its meaning?
Why ever feel confident in a position? According to this
supposition it is all a transparent farce. It is neither a revelation,
nor a safe directory. Its meaning, if it have a meaning, is placed
upon a par with the ambiguous oracles of Delphi, and we are never
less profitably or less wisely employed than when seeking to
understand it.—But it is a revelation. Its very nature and design is
to unfold and make known. It is declared to be able to make us
"wise unto salvation," which it can only do by being understood.
We should expect that a Being of infinite wisdom and goodness
would, in giving directions to his creatures how safely to prosecute
the journey of life, make those directions what they are declared to
be, so plain that the wayfaring man, though a simpleton, need not
err in them. The Bible, then, at least in so far as its practical parts
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are concerned—those upon which we all so widely differ—admits
of being understood, and if it is not, the reason must be sought in
some other quarter than its native obscurities.

Third. That it teaches those contradictory and irreconcilable
doctrines that are greeting our ears and our eyes from all the
pulpits and presses in Christendom, is what no Christian believes
and no infidel can prove. But if it cannot and does not feach
contradictory doctrines, it follows that those which obtain in
religious society cannot be drawn from it by any sound principles
of exegesis.

It is admitted, then, we may now safely conclude, that men of
great mental capacity and power do honestly and sincerely differ in
their interpretation of the Bible, and take opposite ground
respecting its teaching; on subjects, too, which are eminently
practical and transcendently important; and this, when every
consideration of reason, its own express declarations, and the
character of Him who is revealed as its author, concur in bearing
testimony that there is no contradiction in its doctrine, and that no
one need mistake its meaning. There remains, therefore, but one
other hypothesis, viz..:—

Fourth. 1t is not interpreted according to the proper Method.

The language a living writer' applies to Lord Bacon is
singularly applicable here: "He attacked the ancient philosophy
without having thoroughly understood it; he attacked it, because he
saw that a method which conducted great intelligences to such
absurd conclusions as those then in vogue, must necessarily be
false." And the distinguished author of the Organum himself
asks:—

"Whence can arise such vagueness and sterility in all the
physical systems which have hitherto existed in the world? It is not
certainly from anything in nature itself; for the steadiness and
regularity of the laws by which it is governed clearly mark them
out as objects of precise and certain knowledge. Neither can it
arise from any want of ability in those who have pursued such
inquiries, many of whom have been men of the highest talent and
genius of the ages in which they lived; it can, therefore, arise from

! Lewes's Biog. His. Phil., vol. 2: p. 418.
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nothing else but the perverseness and insufficiency of the
METHODS which have been pursued!"

This language, mutatis mutandis, we repeat as our own
conclusion from the premises and arguments which have gone
before.

Whence can arise such vagueness and sterility in the religious
systems which have hitherto existed in the world? It is not certainly
from anything in the Book of Scripture itself, the very nature of
which indicates that its laws must be objects of precise and certain
knowledge. Neither can it arise from any want of ability in those
who have pursued such inquiries, many of whom have been men of
the highest talent and genius of the ages in which they lived; it can,
therefore, arise from nothing else but the perverseness and
insufficiency of the METHODS which have been pursued.

Protestantism expressly recognizes the Bible as the only rule of
faith and directory of conduct. Thus far it leaped in the beginning;
but here it paused, and transmitted to the Protestants of our age the
responsible duty of determining the means of its successful
investigation; of ascertaining that method of interpretation which
will enable individuals, not to choose their own faith, and mark out
their own course of conduct—(for we have a Rule of faith and
lifey—nor yet to bind themselves to the dogmas or fetter
themselves by the rules of a self-styled orthodoxy, but to ascertain
with certainty what is the faith and what the requirements taught in
the Bible. Hitherto this important work has not been accomplished.
And, until it be, it is most evident that the formidable evils existing
in, and growing out of, disunion and partyism—evils which have
never perhaps been appreciated in all their magnitude and
influence—cannot be removed. Until then, skepticism must revel
and destroy, beyond the reach of argument or the hope of
correction. Until then, church will be arrayed against church, and
Christian against Christian; doubt will be mingled with faith, and a
hesitating uncertainty exert its congealing influence upon both
individual and associated effort.

From the whole premises we conclude that, notwithstanding
the time, labor, and learning which have been devoted to it, the
science of Biblical Interpretation is still wanting in some powerful
and essential element; or else, that it embraces in itself
incongruous and countervailing principles of sufficient potency to
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neutralize its influence. In either case we feel justified in making
an attempt, however humble, to discover and remove the cause of
its inefficiency; while we seek to find a Method that will furnish
the diligent and earnest student with more satisfactory assurances
that he has acquired the real sense of the Holy Bible—which sense
alone is Divine Truth.

CHAPTER III:
The Dependence Of Rules Upon Method.

WE have promised to devote a chapter to the distinction which
we conceive to exist between the province of Rules and that of
Method in Biblical Interpretation. And the consideration of this
subject alone, unless we have wholly misapprehended it, will
justify us before the reader in writing a treatise on Methods,
notwithstanding the number and value of the works which have
been given to the public on Rules.

Webster's definition of method is: "l. A suitable and
convenient arrangement of things, proceedings, or ideas; the
natural or regular disposition of separate things or parts;
convenient order for transacting business, or for comprehending
any difficult subject. Method is essential to science, and gives to
knowledge its scientific character. 2. Way; manner. 3.
Classification; arrangement of natural bodies according to their
common characteristics." Perhaps the following definition,
expressed in general terms, will serve to show the sense in which
the word is used in this work. The way or manner of proceeding in
the investigation of the causes or explanations of phenomena.

This definition permits us to use the term false, (which we may
frequently have occasion to do,) as descriptive of method; which
could only be allowed in strictness of the second of Webster's
definitions. For, though we might speak of false classifications, or
false arrangements, it is evident that they could not be at the same
time "false," and, as the definition says, "suitable and convenient,"
"natural and regular,” made "according to their common
characteristics," i.e. upon their #rue principle.

By a rule is meant, " That which is established as a principle,
standard, or directory; that by which anything is to be adjusted or
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regulated, or to which it is to be conformed; that which is settled
by authority or custom for guidance and direction." And by rules
or canons of Biblical Interpretation, we mean those principles or
standards which are established for our government in determining
the sense of Scripture. These also may be true or false—general or
special.

With these definitions laid down, we proceed to consider the
relation existing between method and rules. And this may be
expressed in the proposition, that method exerts a controlling
influence over rules; determines when, where, and to what extent,
they are to be employed; and modifies the results obtained by them
to suit its own purposes. While, therefore, the immediate result is
obtained by the instrumentality of rules, the ultimate conclusion—
that which is the object of the whole proceeding—is dependent
upon the method which presides over them. Hence, whatever be
the nature of the rules employed, as is the method so the final
conclusion. If different persons pursue different methods they will
require the use of different rules in the interpretation of the same
passage. They may perfectly agree as to the correctness and
importance of each one of the whole system of rules contained in
the standard works on hermeneutics, while every man proves by
established and recognized principles of exegesis that his
interpretation is right; and this he can continue to do, so long as the
application of those principles is left to chance. Correct rules,
therefore, without the concurrence of a correct method, or, what is
the same thing, with the predominance of a false method, so far
from leading to truth, do but give plausibility and confirmation to
falsehood.

Hence, in all scientific inquiries, the ascertainment and pursuit
of the true method of investigation, is justly regarded as the first
consideration; for, this being settled, all the rules and principles
necessary to aid in carrying it out will spring up spontaneously, as
it were, while each one occupies its natural place, and exerts its
legitimate force. Thus a sort of governmental system is formed,
comparable to that of the military, in which method is the General,
and the various special laws and canons the subordinate officers,
which, in obedience to the General, govern the individual facts,
while all concur in carrying out the same plan and accomplishing
the same object.
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Being thus, in practice, uniformly associated and co-operant, it
may be difficult, without improperly anticipating our subject, aptly
to illustrate their separate influence and distinct office. We shall,
perhaps, however, be understood if we say that, in the collection
and observation of individual facts, their classification and
arrangement, though it is all done in obedience to the direction of
method, rules are the immediate agents. These being servants, act
only in harmony with the requirements of the master. And hence
we look finally to this all-pervading and predominant method, as
the genius that determines where facts are to be sought, what
particulars are to be collected, and what order and arrangement are
to be given to them. If this be false, it places individual facts in
false relations, destroys or disregards their natural connections,
forces them to unite by artificial ones, and all this by the aid, it
may be, of correct rules falsely applied. But if the method be the
true and natural one, drawn from a careful study and comparison of
the facts themselves, it not only leaves them to speak their own
clear and unbiased language, but points out kindred facts which
support their testimony, until, having weighed with accuracy and
fairness their several communications, it conducts us to general
truth and scientific knowledge.

Rules, then, are immediate and special, methods ultimate and
general in their application. According to the rules of cutting,
sawing, hewing, and splitting, we provide ourselves with the
materials for a building. Method, which has been directing all the
while, now takes these and constructs the edifice. It may form
them into a barn, a kitchen, or a residence; a house of one story or
two; with few windows or many; adapted to this purpose or that
and, in any case, we use the same rules of measurement and
mechanics; place the posts perpendicularly, the sleepers
horizontally, the boards and shingles in a certain established
order—and all is done regularly and according to rule. But it is the
method which controls the rules, determines when and where this
or that one shall be employed, directs the shape and arrangement of
the materials, and, in short, constructs the building.

We are now prepared to account for the fact previously alluded
to, that, notwithstanding the valuable contributions which have
been made to hermenecutical science, but little has been done
toward the ultimate object of that science. It is because those
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contributions have been made in the form of rules alone,—which,
as we have seen, are subservient to method; and hence the results
of their employment, even allowing them all to be correct, must be
as diverse as the methods which apply them. They resemble a
treatise on book-keeping, in which the author, with much learned
amplification, lays down and illustrates rules for judging the
quality of paper, pens, and ink; introduces a chapter on the
importance of accuracy in keeping accounts, to aid in which he
gives a clear statement, with numerous examples, of the rules of
addition, multiplication, subtraction, and division; then some
important observations on acquiring the habit of neatness, and of
being strictly honest and faithful, brings him, by a graceful
peroration, to the end of the work. Such a work would be filled, we
may suppose, with nothing but truth; and all its rules and
observations would be pertinent and valuable. It would be deficient
in but one thing—the method of book-keeping! And a thousand
such works, brought to the utmost perfection of their plan, would
leave the subject just where they found it; that is, every man would
observe the rules given, and keep books according to his own
method.

I have no serious objections to the exegetical canons that the
wisdom and piety of Christendom have handed down to us. Most
of them are but the obvious conclusions of ordinary intelligence. [
think they have been needlessly multiplied, and that many of them
could be improved in their phraseology, while not a few have been
called into existence by some false method, or laid down to serve a
partisan purpose. Still, in the main, they are obviously correct.
Through their influence much has been done in determining the
meaning of words, the sense of particular texts, the signification of
parables and figures; in short, in supplying all men with the
materials or individual facts of revelation. And on these, as
individual facts, most earnest students are agreed. It is only when
we come to adjust these materials to their place in the great temple
of truth that we are made painfully sensible of the utter
insufficiency and incompleteness of our science. Then every
builder has his own method, and immediately there springs up an
interminable controversy about the design of this, the location of
that; the use of one thing, and the non-essentiality of another.
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Every one uses the Scripture materials, and honestly believes
that he is building the veritable temple of God. And, by rejecting
what he cannot use, as non-essentials, and supplying what the
Scriptures do not furnish, under the warrant of expediency, every
one succeeds in giving to his edifice an air of perfection and finish,
and in fitting into it a large number of the most excellent of the
divine materials. These serve to support and beautify the structure,
while they furnish to its friends the standing proofs that it is indeed
the house of the Lord. And in this, mark you, he has applied
correct rules to the texts he has employed. He has been careful in
this matter. True, he has not needed all the rules that one might
suppose belonged to the subject—and why? Because there was a
method above, that controlled him in the selection of them. Thus a
second, a third, and a fourth—thus, in fact., a hundred different
structures might be reared out of the Scripture materials, and each
one claim to be supported by the best-established principles known
to our hermeneutics!

What we need, therefore, is not rules of interpretation, nor yet
more laborious study or profounder intelligence, but the discovery
and establishment of the true method indicated by the nature of the
Scriptures themselves.

At the risk of being thought tedious, I must introduce one more
illustration, as well to show the point we have previously been
considering, as to indicate Zow this method is to be drawn from the
Bible itself.

Solomon's temple, we are told, was "built of stone made ready
before it was brought thither; so that there was neither hammer nor
ax nor any tool of iron heard in the house, while it was in
building." If now, while those stones or blocks were all spread out
upon the ground, before the building was commenced, as, for the
sake of the illustration we may suppose them to have been, a
skillful architect had gone with rule in hand, and carefully
measured and compared every several piece, he could have
determined with accuracy the place of every stone in the future
building.And if he had been employed to superintend its erection,
he could have had the work carried on according to the method or
plan which was indicated by the stones themselves. Every piece
had an appropriate place, and the marks upon it showed what was
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that place; and when they were all arranged agreeably to those
indications, the structure was Solomon's Temple.

But suppose it does not occur to this architect who is to
superintend the building, that its plan can be ascertained from the
materials themselves, but must be gathered from the various
rumors and traditions which are in circulation on the subject; or, if
you please, we may imagine that, as he stands looking at and
admiring those stones, he frames in his mind the plan of a building
which he thinks equal or superior to that they are now fitted to
produce; in either case, having decided upon his method of
proceeding, i.e. the arrangement he will give to the materials, he
begins operations. Everything goes on bravely for a time, for he is
engaged on a part of the work which must be the same in any
method. But after awhile, when the proportions of the building
begin to come out, he finds places that not a stone on the ground
will fit; and now commences an infinite series of changes. He cuts
off a tenon here, fills up a mortise there, leaves out this block,
places that on the side opposite to its intention, turns this one over,
changes the ends of that one, and after all his powers of change and
adaptation have been exhausted, he sees whole piles of marble
lying around which he cannot use, while his building is still
unfinished. Hence, he must send to the quarry and procure other
materials to supply places that nothing in the original design can be
made to fit; and so, at length, he finishes the edifice; and,
doubtless, it is a very fine and beautiful one, but—it is not
Solomon's Temple!

It is thus in the Scriptures. The materials of the Temple of
Truth are accurately fitted, marked, and numbered, and spread out
before the reader, it may be in some confusion, enough to arouse
him from indifference to careful examination; and now if he will
earnestly consider and carefully compare these materials, it is next
to impossible for him to mistake their method, or to fail to arrange
them in the precise order designed by their Author and Giver. And
simple as it may seem, this just and natural arrangement of the
facts or materials of the New Testament, without adding to or
subtracting from their number—assigning to every fact, precept,
promise, doctrine, blessing, and privilege its own exact place in the
collection of the whole—will conduct us in the most direct manner
to the clear, full, and correct understanding of Christianity. For the
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entire business of interpretation consists properly in the careful
observation and comparison of the phenomena of revelation,
preparatory to the determination of their respective places and
relative bearings in the grand synthesis of the whole. The rules,
therefore, by which we come to a just understanding of individual
facts, and the method which controls the operation of those rules,
and arranges those facts into the true Christian system, must be
drawn from the nature of the subject as presented in the Bible
itself.

If there be any soundness in the reasonings which have gone
before, it is now established—1. That actual or practical skepticism
everywhere prevails. 2. That the principal cause, and certainly the
main obstacle to the removal of this skepticism, is found in the
differences of Christians respecting the practical requirements of
the gospel. 3. That these differences are not the result of deficient
intelligence or vitiated morals, nor yet of causes inherent in the
word of God, but alone of the perverseness and insufficiency of the
methods pursued. 4. That these methods must produce such results
in spite of correct and well-established rules of exegesis.

Our future course is, therefore, plain. We must examine and
expose in the clearest light those methods which have hitherto been
pursued, and show, from their own nature as well as from their
history, their necessary tendency to perversion and deception. This
will occupy a large part of the present work. But as the evil is
deep-seated and formidable, and as the results to be anticipated
from the general adoption of the one true method are of the
happiest and most important kind, it is hoped that the reader will
not rush impatiently over what is deemed necessary as a
preparation for it—the exposure of the germ and radix of all our
mistakes. It should not, however, be supposed that the methods to
be examined are as numerous as the errors that have grown out of
them, for in that case we should indeed have before us a
wearisome and hopeless task. Fortunately, we know that one initial
error may be the parent of a thousand, and one or two false
methods give birth to any number of untrue systems. And,
excepting the perversion of the Inductive Method, which will be
considered in its proper place, we think the thoughtful reader will
find that all false methods of interpretation, however numerously
they may have been developed, are resolvable into these two—the
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Mystic, and the Dogmatic Method." Dwelling upon these sources
of error, we shall be relieved of the otherwise ungracious necessity
of exposing denominational peculiarities, as these, in so far as they
may be false, will all be included in the original error which
underlies and supports them.

In order that the reader may have a clear appreciation of these
methods, I shall deem it expedient to conduct him back to their
origin, far beyond present influences and prevailing prejudices,
that he may there first gaze upon them as they exert their
pernicious and unqualified influence. After viewing them thus in
their pristine vigor when they rule without a rival, we shall trace
their history in a rapid sketch through the intervening periods down
to our own times; and then attempt to show to what extent they are
now employed by Protestants, with the various modifications and
qualifying influences which accompany them. Having thus
thoroughly examined and exposed them, and having shown their
utter insufficiency, and their inevitable tendency to error and
delusion, the way will be prepared for considering the only
remaining and true method, to which we shall devote the second
book of the present work.

PART II:
OF THE MYSTIC METHOD.

CHAPTER I:
Origin Of The Mystic Theology.
IN entering upon an inquiry into the origin, nature, and

influence of Mysticism, as an element in Hermeneutics, it is first of
all necessary to fix clearly the sense we attach to the word. And

! Rationalism is the counterpart of Dogmatism. The latter seeks to enlarge the
domain of Scripture till it covers some artificial system; the former would lop
off everything that goes beyond the narrow confines of reason. On this subject
the reader will find some judicious remarks in a work which has been issued
since my manuscript was finished: Mansel's Bampton Lectures—"The Limits of
Religious Thought," lec. 1
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this is the more needful from its being a term very loosely
employed, and somewhat vague in its signification.

Our standard lexicographer defines it to be: "1. Obscurity of
doctrine. 2. The doctrine of the Mystics, who profess a pure,
sublime, and perfect devotion, wholly disinterested, and maintain
that in calm and holy contemplation they have direct intercourse
with the Divine Spirit, and acquire a knowledge in Divine things
which is unattainable by the reasoning faculty." This definition
admirably describes the Mystics, but seems to leave us in the dark
as to mysticism, unless some ray of light can be drawn from the
phrase "obscurity of doctrine!" We resort, therefore, to Mr. Mill's
definition, which appears to be both philosophical and complete.
He says: "Whether in the Vedas, in the Platonists, or in the
Hegelians, mysticism is neither more nor less than ascribing
objective existence to the subjective creations of the mind's own
faculties, to mere ideas of the intellect; and believing that by
watching and contemplating these ideas of its own making, it can
read in them what takes place in the world without."!

It proceeds, therefore, upon the principle, that whatever can be
clearly and separately conceived in the mind, must have a separate
and substantive existence. And as the mind not only forms distinct
ideas of general laws, but as these are truly the objects of scientific
research, there must be general objects in existence corresponding
to such conceptions or ideas. Hence truth is not to be acquired
from the observation of individual facts, but by absorbing all the
faculties into contemplation—the one great purpose of life. Thus
when the mind, removed as far as possible from the influence of all
individual facts, and shut up within itself, forms conceptions or
ideas, these are the images of a reality, of which individuals may
be a modification, but never more than a modification. In other
words, the Mystic who clearly perceives the idea generated in his
contemplations, may be able to trace it, grossly and imperfectly
presented, in facts; but as these are in perpetual flux and
transmutation, while the idea with its corresponding object is
permanent, that becomes the standard to which they must be
adjusted. That is, before facts can express the actual truth, they

! System of Logic, p. 464.
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must be made to conform to the ideal—and this is the work of the
Mystic Method.

If, after this brief explanation, any obscurity still lingers around
the subject in the apprehension of the general reader, we trust it
will be dissipated by considering the historical development which
we shall presently proceed to exhibit. But lest the philosophic
terms employed by Mr. Mill should embarrass those not familiar
with such language, we may add this to what is said above,
namely, that we shall use the term mysticism to signify any system
which professes to see more in natural or revealed phenomena than
is cognizable by common sense, whether this enlargement of
mental vision be the result of the transference of ideas arising from
contemplation, or of those drawn from any other source; while the
course pursued to make the facts appear to justify such increase or
change in their natural meaning will be recognized as the mystic
method.

In tracing theological mysticism to its origin, we may be
surprised for a moment to find ourselves wandering in the gloom
and darkness of the ancient philosophy of Chaldea, or attempting
to explore the cryptic learning of the Persian Magi. This, however,
is its true source, and we can but congratulate ourselves that a
correct analysis of the stream is not dependent upon an intimate
acquaintance with the fountain. For, owing to the meagre accounts
which have come down to us from the remote antiquity in which it
flourished, as well as to the cabalistic symbols in which it was
often communicated, the philosophy, or, what is much the same,
the theology of the East, is very imperfectly known.

The sum of what may be collected from the accounts of
Berosas, Diogenes Laertius, Herodotus, Xenophon, and Strabo, as
given by Brucker, is, that the Chaldeans believed that in the
beginning all things consisted of darkness and water; that Belus, or
a divine power, dividing this humid mass, formed the world; and
that the human mind is an emanation from the divine nature. The
Persians conceived light (or those spiritual substances which
partake of the nature of fire) and darkness, or the impenetrable,
opake, and passive mass of matter, to be emanations from one
eternal source. These active and passive principles they conceived
to be perpetually at variance; the former tending to produce good,
the latter evil; but that, through the mediation or intervention of the
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Supreme Being, the contest would at last terminate in favor of the
good principle. They also believed that various orders of spiritual
beings, gods, or demons, proceeded from the Deity, among which
the human soul is a particle of divine light, and will return to its
source and partake of its immortality.'

This is regarded, with good reason, as the source of the
philosophy of several other countries, particularly of India and of
Egypt; and it is not improbable that an influence so extensively
active, affected all the speculations of ancient time. It is not,
therefore, surprising that in process of time attempts should have
been made to reform other systems by adjusting them to this
ancient standard. How often this might have been done it does not
concern us now to inquire; suffice it to say that, before the close of
the second century of our era, Ammonius Saccas had formed the
stupendous design of harmonizing all the learning and philosophy
of the world upon this basis—believing it to be the root whence all
else had sprung. " He maintained," says Mosheim, "that all the
different religions which prevailed in the world, were, in their
original integrity, conformable to the genius of this ancient
philosophy; but that it unfortunately happened that the symbols
and fictions, under which the ancients delivered their precepts and
doctrines, were, in process of time, erroneously understood both
by priests and people in a literal sense; that, in consequence of
this, the invisible beings and demons, whom the Supreme Deity
had placed in different parts of the universe as ministers of his
providence, were, by the suggestions of superstition, converted
into gods, and worshiped with a multiplicity of vain ceremonies.
He therefore insisted, that the religions of all nations should be
restored to their original purity, and reduced to their primitive
standard, viz., 'The ancient philosophy of the East;' and he affirmed
that his project was agreeable to the intentions of Jesus Christ,
whose sole view, in descending upon earth, was to set bounds to
the reigning superstition, and to remove the errors that had crept
into all religions, but not to abolish the ancient theology from
which they were derived."

! Enfield's Hist. of Phil. book 1: chapters 3: and 4
? Ecclesiastical History, Cent. ii, par. 2:, chap. 1
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Collecting thus a mass of heterogeneous tenets, speculations,
and principles gathered indiscriminately in the aggregate from
enlightened philosophers, heathen priests, and inspired Apostles
and Prophets, he forced all, by the "violent succors of art,
invention, and allegory," to bear some resemblance to the primitive
model. And as Plato was thought most nearly to resemble the
original, or rather most clearly to express its cardinal doctrines,
which he was supposed to have rescued from the corruptions of the
Greeks, and as his name was in itself a tower of strength and a
guarantee of soundness, the amalgamated philosophy was called
Platonism—better known and distinguished as the New or Neo-
Platonism.

The impetus thus given to "investigations," if such they may be
called, will be readily imagined. Here was the whole world of
mind, embalmed in a thousand voluminous. works, and exhibited
in ten thousand different manifestations and developments, all to
be studied and interpreted in the light of an obscure theology, the
very language of which was confessedly symbolic and mystical.
What a field for the exercise of genius! A universe of facts
pregnant with a new significance, discoverable without
examination, and confirmable without. Proof! The rhapsodies of
Hindoo priests became visible in Plato's Dialogues; the mysteries
of Persian Pytheri were the foundation of Pythagoras' numbers; the
Ethics of the Stagirite squared with the wisdom of Chaldean
soothsayers; while the sublime principles of the Gospel could be
read from the Hieroglyphics of Alexandria! But with eyes to see
the invisible, and ears to hear the inaudible, and a mind to
understand the incomprehensible, what wondrous things may not
be seen, and heard, and known!

After all, however, the original movers in this scheme imposed
upon themselves and the world by a fallacy. They began with the
assumption that the ancient philosophy of the East was not to be
understood literally—that its real meaning was something
altogether different from the obvious sense of the words in which it
had been taught. Whence, then, was this meaning to be derived, if
not from the philosophy itself? Where was the instrument that
could disclose a sense in it contrary to that of its language
Evidently in the mind of the founder himself. This, by means of
mere contemplation, without basis or standard, generated the ideas
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which were transferred, first to that philosophy, and afterwards to
all philosophy and all religion. But this is precisely the definition
of mysticism—"ascribing objective existence to the subjective
creations of the mind's own faculties, to mere ideas of the
intellect." And if Ammonius did not believe, in the first instance,
that "by watching and contemplating his ideas, he could learn what
existed in the world without," he did that which was equivalent to
it—embalmed those ideas in one system, and then read in that the
contents of all others.

Here, then, we begin our survey of mysticism, not because it is
the first manifestation of it, but because all the streams of truth and
falsehood were here first brought by its fell influence to mingle
into a current whose pestilential miasmata has been diffused over
all Christendom; because here first the limpid stream of Christian
doctrine was forced into the channel of its turbid waters, and made
to receive a pollution from which it has not even yet been wholly
purified.

Although the reader may have anticipated, from the remarks
which have gone before, the influence which such a system as that
we have been considering would be likely to exert upon Christian
doctrine, it will still be profitable to observe it more minutely, and
to dwell upon it with some specification and detail. For this
purpose let us contemplate it as it gradually enlarges its sphere and
discloses its true character.

Very soon after the establishment of the New Platonism,
towards the conclusion of the second century, a considerable
number of its adherents were converted to the Christian faith,
among whom were Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, Clemens
Alexandrinus,' and Origen. But although, as we have said, they
were converted, in some sense, fo the Christian faith, they were not
converted from their Platonism. This they still retained and loved.
True, their faith in it might not have been as implicit as in the
Bible, but they were, nevertheless, as fully persuaded of its general
verity, and its essential importance in the perfection of a system of

! Clemens Alexandrinus held that it was a meretricious practice for a woman to
look at herself in a mirror; "because," says he, "by making an image of herself
she violates the commandment, which prohibits the making of the likeness of
anything in heaven above, or on earth beneath!"—Paedagogus, 1. 3: 100: 2
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truth, as they were of the truth and value of the Canonical
Scriptures. They were delighted with the divine assurance of the
Scripture doctrine, but they also saw in Platonism, as they
imagined, many divine truths, which might be legitimately
transferred to the Church. They were strengthened in this view by
an opinion which had gained currency, but which, it is hardly
necessary to say, was wholly without foundation, that Plato had
acquired the elements of his philosophy from the Old Testament—
either from the Alexandrians, who were informed to some extent
of the contents of the Hebrew Scriptures, or from a Greek
translation made at an earlier date than the Septuagint. In their
eyes, therefore, his whole system was but an elaboration of
revealed truth, a full development of principles of divine verity.
His inferences and reasonings might sometimes be erroneous, and
upon these they felt some little freedom in pronouncing a
judgment; but the essential and fundamental doctrines he
inculcated they looked upon as very high, if not the highest
authority.

But it is not only true that they cherished a decided predilection
for the sage whose name they revered; it is also to be remembered
that the great mass of unbelievers were Platonists. His doctrines—
remodeled and unjustly represented, it is true, but still held under
the sanction of his name—formed the staple of every conversation,
and the perpetual topic of every discourse. The whole circle of
learning and speculation revolved round this centre. It was the
point of departure in every investigation, and the established test of
every new proposition.

It was but natural, under such circumstances, for those learned
Christians who believed both the Bible and Plato, to attempt to
show a "harmony and coincidence in their capital doctrines." And
as the philosopher was already the accredited standard, it is by no
means surprising that those attempts should have been made rather
with the design of proving that the Bible agreed with Plato, than
that he agreed with the Bible. "This coalition," says Brucker, "was
attempted to be made in the second century by Justin Martyr,
Athenagoras, and Clemens; and the corruption of faith which led to
this formal effort doubtless existed still earlier."

"The New Philosophy," says Mosheim, "was imprudently
adopted by Origen and many other Christians, to the prejudice of
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the cause of the gospel and the beautiful simplicity of its celestial
doctrines. For hence it was that the Christian doctors began to
introduce their perplexed and obscure erudition into the religion of
Jesus; and to involve in the darkness of a vain philosophy some of
the principal truths of Christianity, that had been revealed with the
utmost plainness, ad were, indeed, obvious to the meanest
capacity; and to add to the divine precepts of our Lord many of
their own, which had no sort of foundation in any part of the sacred
writings."!

This was mysticism in contact with the Bible. Every one who
looked upon its sacred pages converted them into a mirror that
should reflect his own ideas, or those which he had accepted from
the philosophers around him. For, we repeat, it was not Platonism,
nor yet the ancient philosophy of the East, that constituted the real
standard of truth—for they were as flexible and mutable as
anything else—but it consisted alone in the baseless ideas of the
philosophers themselves; ideas whose objective existence they
saw, as they supposed, in the Bible, in Plato, and in every other
system.

But how, it may be asked, could such wonderful
phantasmagoria be generated out of the plain and simple truths of
revelation? What magical art could be employed that would enable
them to exhibit to others the marvelous visions of their own
imaginations? The process was simple—a mere method of
interpretation.

They reasoned about in this way: "There can be no opposition
in truth; the Bible and what we call Platonism is truth; therefore the
Bible must agree with Platonism. If this agreement does not appear
in the plain letter, it is because the plain letter does not
communicate the true sense; then it must have a mystical meaning,
which does agree with the standard." What that meaning was,
whether reached by allegorizing the passage, or by any other
process, we can be at no loss to determine—it was one that
coincided precisely with the ideas they carried with them to the
investigation. And the same argument which justified them in
turning the truth of the letter into a heterogeneous myth, proved the
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truth of the myth by a process of ratiocination whose premises
none in that day would have dared to question.

But let us do those fathers the justice to believe that, in addition
to the motive already mentioned, they were, in many cases,
actuated by a genuine but misguided philanthropy; a mistake from
which Christian philanthropists might even yet draw warning—
that, namely, of accommodating the truth to the prejudices of the
age. They doubtless believed that the Church would gain an
immense accession of strength, and greatly enlarge the sphere of
her usefulness and the area of her blessings, if the great body of
philosophers at Alexandria and elsewhere could be propitiated to
Christianity; and to effect this, the surest and most direct road
seemed to be to prove that the doctrine of the New Testament did
not differ, in its true sense, from what they had already received
from Plato. It seemed, indeed, but the dictate of common sense for
them to hold that if what the Alexandrians believed and cherished
upon the authority of Plato could be shown to have been inculcated
also upon the authority of Jesus, Ais authority would be elevated at
least to an equality with that of the philosopher; and this would be
placing it very high, if not, in their judgment, high enough.

The prosperity of the Church, therefore, the interests of
humanity, and their own convictions of truth, might all have
concurred in directing them to pursue the course they did, and to
adopt as their golden rule of interpretation, "That wherever the
literal sense was not obvious, or not clearly consistent with their
philosophical views, the words were to be understood in a spiritual
or mystical sense."'

According to Mosheim, "They all attributed a double sense to
the words of Scripture; the one obvious and literal, the other
hidden and mysterious, which lay concealed, as it were, under the
veil of the outward letter. The former they treated with the utmost
neglect, and turned the whole force of their genius and application
to unfold the latter; or, in other words, they were more studious to
darken the Scriptures with their idle fictions than to investigate
their true and natural sense." Again, he says, "Origen was at the
head of this speculative tribe. This great man, enchanted by the
charms of the Platonic philosophy, set it up as the test of all

! Brucker, book 6: chap. 3
33



religion, and imagined that the reasons of each doctrine were to be
found in that favorite philosophy, and their nature and extent to be
determined by it.""

Upon a general survey of all the facts, Dr. Enfield concludes,
"That the seeds of the Scholastic Theology® were sown when the
dialectics of Aristotle were first introduced into the controversies
of the Church; and the Mystic Theology took its rise when the
enthusiastic notion of union with God, and other fanatical
principles taught by the Alexandrian philosophers, were embraced
among Christians; and was established when the spurious writings
of Dionysius® obtained credit and authority in the Christian world.
From the Peripatetic school, Christians learned to perplex the truth
by subtle disputations; and from that of the later Platonists, they
received a powerful bias toward enthusiasm. Hence, with the
professed design of exploring truth, they involved it in a cloud of
obscure notions and subtle distinctions; and under the pretence of
sublime piety, enfeebled and enslaved the human mind by the
extravagancies of mysticism; in both ways opposing the true spirit,
and obstructing the natural operation of Christianity."*

CHAPTER II:
Sketch Of The Mystic Theology.

IF a volume were filled with the history of the Mystic theology,
as a system, it would be but a volume of absurdities—a perpetual
recurrence of human abortions, exciting the ridicule of the
thoughtless and the pity of the wise. The only good which could be
anticipated from such a work, would be the warning it would give,
on every page, of the danger of slighting common sense; and this,
we hope, will be as effectually accomplished by the facts exhibited
in this brief chapter, and in that which has preceded it.

It has been said above, that though the Mystic Theology
originated with Origen and his contemporaries, it was established
through the influence of the reputed works of Dionysius. It will be

! Ecclesiastical History, Cent. 2: par. 2: chap. 1.
? See par. 3: chap. 1;, infra
* See next chapter
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remembered that about A. D. 54, through the instrumentality of
Paul's preaching in Athens, one of the judges of the Areopagus,
bearing the above name, was converted to Christianity, (Acts, 17:
34.) Some four hundred years afterwards a number of works made
their appearance, on "The Heavenly Hierarchy," "The Names of
God," "The Mystic Theology," and "The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy,"
which, owing to the credulity of the age, were palmed off as the
productions of this early Christian convert. "Though it is certain,"
says the Encyclopedia Americana, "from internal evidences, that
these writings could not have been written earlier than about the
beginning of the fifth century, they contained such fantastic
descriptions of the Deity, and of the orders of angels and blessed
spirits, borrowed from the New Platonic philosophy—such
brilliant representations of the Catholic ceremonies, exaltations of
the hierarchy, praises of the monastic life, and mystic
interpretations of the doctrines of the church—as gave them the
highest charm in the eyes of the ignorant clergy, who had no doubt
of their genuineness."' Thus the wildest vagaries of an unknown
and unscrupulous fanatic were clothed with the sanction of a
supposed apostolical name; and now, to evaporate, as it were, the
reason in fumes of murky mysticism, was esteemed the duty, as it
had been the delight, of almost the entire Church.

The sacred charm which those wonderful writings threw over
the naive and the person of Dionysius can with difficulty be
appreciated by a Protestant of the nineteenth century. Canonized
with the apostles and early martyrs, he became the patron saint of
France, whose convents quarreled about his bones, and ended by
proving him a monster. For, too churches, in the heat of their
controversy concerning the possession of his genuine skull,
referred the important matter to the pope—the highest recognized
authority—who, with characteristic infallibility, sustained the
claims of each!”

It will not surprise us to read, that the works of a saint so
highly venerated, and which were so serviceable to the hierarchy,

! Art. Dionysius
2 Ency. Amer.—Another church, in the fourteenth century; claimed a third
head; but for want of authoritative sanction the matter must still be considered
as involved in some doubt!
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were translated in Paris in the ninth century. This was done by the
celebrated Joannes Scotus, under the patronage of Charles the
Bald. And thus the stream whose origin we traced to the darkness
and mists of ancient Chaldea. and Persia, and which became strong
and bold in the days of Origen and Ammonius, poured the whole
of its accumulated tide of waters into the Western world; while
every drop was thought to have been consecrated by one who was
religiously venerated as a, saint, and heard as a prophet of the Most
High. Popes and cardinals, bishops and priests, monks and laymen,
all vied with each other in the fanatical attempt to smother reason
with enthusiasm, and to cover the inscriptions of sense with the
incoherent rhapsodies of dreamy contemplation. They not only set
limits to the pretensions of reason, but "excluded it entirely from
religion and morality, as they considered that true knowledge,
being unattainable by study or reasoning, was the fruit of mere
contemplation, inward feeling, and passive acquiescence in divine
influences." We need scarcely inquire how the Bible fared in the
hands of such interpreters. "° They pretended," says Mosheim, "to
draw from the depths of truth (or rather of their imaginations) what
they called the internal sense and marrow of the Scriptures, i.e.
their hidden and mysterious sense; and this they did with so little
dexterity, so little plausibility and invention, that the greater part of
their explications must appear insipid and nauseous to such as are
not entirely destitute of judgment and taste. The Mystic doctors
carried this visionary method of interpreting Scripture to the
greatest height, and displayed the most laborious industry, or rather
the most egregious folly, in searching for mysteries where reason
and common-sense could find nothing but plain and evident truths.
They were too penetrating and quick-sighted not to perceive in the
holy Scriptures all those doctrines that were agreeable to their idle
and fantastic system."’

In an age when the learning of the world was confined to the
Church, and when its most reverend dignitaries could barely read;
when men regarded their fanatical dreams and extravagant reveries
as the depth of wisdom and the certain index of divine truth; when
the chief requisite in a good priest, apart from his ability to dream
dreams and see visions, was familiarity with the principles and
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practice of music, we cannot be surprised at any absurdities, nor
marvel at any exhibitions of folly. It must not, however, be
supposed, because mysticism reigned over reason, and fancy took
the place of revealed truth, that there were no common bonds of
union, and no general agreement in their sentiments; for, as Mr.
Hallam judiciously remarks, "Though the number of those who
professed themselves to be under the influence of supernatural
illumination was very great—with the exception of a few founders
of sects, and lawgivers to the rest—the Mystics fell into the beaten
track, and grew mechanical even in their enthusiasm."' The great
multitude were more prone to follow the "inward light" of others
than to cultivate the dubious flickerings of their own. They looked
for some authority upon which to repose, "and instead of builder,
became, as it were, occupants of mansions prepared for them by
more active minds."

Hence, when at length the scholastic system had filled all
Europe with puerile controversies and profitless logomachies, until
many persons, disgusted and almost disheartened, perceived that,
in committing themselves to such a guide, they were sacrificing
things for names and substances for shadows, the rebound into
mysticism which followed was not characterized by any great
individual and independent "meditations." Bold and daring
originality was not then so common as it has since become. Men
felt safer if they could have some great name of antiquity to lead
them. And as those disaffected scholastics were seeking to free
themselves from the subtleties of Aristotle, it was the most natural
thing in the world for them to call in the aid of Plato. Of him,
however, they knew little or nothing except what they could learn
through the school of Alexandria, which, as we have seen,
transmitted—not Platonism—but a forced and incongruous
agglomeration of all isms, both human and divine, which were held
together by the cohesive power of allegorized mysticism.

To this system, as if not satisfied with mere
incomprehensibility, they added the mysteries of Pythagoras and
the occult learning of the Jewish Cabala. This latter consisted in a
very specific and complex system concerning the nature of the
Supreme Being, the emanation of various orders of spirits in

! Introduction to Literature, vol. 1: p. 118.
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successive links from his essence, their properties and characters.
It is evidently one modification of the Oriental philosophy,
borrowing little from the Scriptures, at least through any natural
interpretation of them, and the offspring of the Alexandrian Jews
not far from the beginning of the Christian Era.' Thus Neo
Platonism, Pythagoreanism, and Cabalism, each mysterious
enough, one would think, to satisfy a taste only ordinarily
perverted, were compounded into a sort of system paradoxical and
esoteric in the highest degree, but which was religiously held as the
embodiment of all ancient wisdom.

Such was the Mystic Theology which was revived and
invigorated as a refuge from scholasticism. And can any two
systems be found, in the whole history of the Church, so perfectly
contrasted and yet so equally worthless? The one deprived religion
of its spirit, the other destroyed its body. The one quarreled over
forms without substance, and postulated dogmata without meaning
or importance; the other, with a sublime contempt for the vulgar
inlets and sources of knowledge, transported itself beyond the
precincts of reason, and mistook the phantoms of imagination for
the images of spiritual truth.

But let us do justice, even to "man's miraculous mistakes."
Abortive as was this attempted reformation, in itself considered,
and wild and deluded as were the votaries of this system, they,
nevertheless, exerted a sort of conservative influence upon the
religious society of their times. It was something, in that age, to tell
men there was a spiritual religion, even if they were unable to
point it out. I cannot despise the man who has a heart to expose the
errors of the world, though he may not have an intellect that can
grasp the whole truth. It was thus with the Mystics at the period
immediately preceding the Protestant Reformation. For, to quote
from an eminent historian, "while superstition reigned supreme,
while empty and gorgeous ceremonials had supplanted the spirit of
worship, and while every germ of truth and holiness seemed to be
ignored by the clergy or blasted by the wranglings of the Realists
and Nominalists, this sect, renouncing the subtleties of the schools,
the vain contentions of the learned, and all the acts and ceremonies
of external worship, exhorted their followers to aim at nothing but
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internal sanctity of heart, and communion with God, the centre and
source of all holiness and perfection."' We may, therefore, admit
that they approximated more nearly to piety than any others in that
dark and licentious age, if we remember that it was but an
approximation. For their piety, if such it must be called, was by no
means an intelligent and reverent communion with God, and
appreciation of his word, but merely the extreme of contemplative
enthusiasm, or, in one word, fanaticism.

After the great battle for reform had been fought by Luther and
his compeers—and notwithstanding the light which the rough
conflict struck from the Scriptures—George Fox, in the
seventeenth century, and, after him, William Law and Emanuel
Swedenborg, in the eighteenth, bring down the developments of
the Mystic Theology to a very recent period, and, indeed, transmit
them to our day.

That both the "Friends" and the Swedenborgians have all the
essential characteristics of that mysticism whose history we have
rapidly sketched, will not, I presume, be denied by the intelligent
members of those two societies. "The former, in their notions
concerning the Holy Scriptures, the internal word, the divine light
within and its operations and effects, so perfectly agree," says
Mosheim, "with those Mystics who lived before George Fox, as to
leave but little question that he was indebted to their writings,
directly or indirectly, for all the capital articles in his theology."*
Nay more, the Friends took "the famous Mystic Theology which
arose so early as the second century," and "set off the motley form
with their own inventions." And Mr. Bancroft says, "The faith of
the people called Quakers is, that every heart contains an
incorruptible seed, capable of springing up and producing all that
man can know of God, and duty, and the soul. An inward voice,
uncreated by schools, independent of refinement, opens to the
unlettered hind, not less than to the polished scholar, a sure
pathway into the enfranchisements of immortal truth." Again, "The
inner light is to the Quaker not only the revelation of truth, but the
guide of life and the oracle of duty."® I am unable to perceive any
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essential difference between this and the mysticism of earlier
times.

The Swedenborgians, also, or members of the New Church, in
their fundamental postulate, that the Scriptures are to be interpreted
according to the doctrine of "correspondences"—from which, as a
matter of course, the whole system must spring—seem to me to set
aside the rational understanding as an incompetent judge of the
sense of Scripture, and refer us for the true meaning to what we
must regard as questionable—the inspiration of Swedenborg
himself, their founder and leader. Origen and his co-laborers, as we
saw above, ascribed a "double sense" to the words of Scripture—
the one natural, the other spiritual; Swedenborgians simply go one
step farther, and give us a triple sense—the "natural," the
"spiritual," and the "celestial." It would seem, then, that whatever
may be predicated of the first mystics, may, with even stronger
reason, be affirmed of these.!

Swedenborg himself was a man of learning, and has
transmitted an unblemished reputation. In his works there are many
excellent remarks, and some just representations of Scripture
doctrine. They contain many things which all approve, and to the
knowledge of which intelligent and independent Protestants have
been conducted, without reading a line of his voluminous
productions, or laying the least claim to any "inner light," or
angelic association. It is unfortunate that he should have handed
down to posterity the only qualification of an otherwise illustrious
fame—his lofty and unsupported pretensions to inspiration, with
the errors to which those pretensions necessarily gave birth. As it
is, he must be classed among the most extravagant of mystics,
whose early instruction and accurate learning, while they could not
save him from the vortex of error into which the whole tribe before

'our opinion of Swedenborg and his system is drawn from a patient
examination of his Vera Religio Christians, which embraces the sum of his
theological system—"continens universam theologiam Novee Ecclesize." We
have also consulted his "Heaven and Hell," "Apocalypse Revealed," and "Arcana
Ceelestia." It is not pretended that the text exhibits his position in any other
light than as it is presented to the subject of hermeneutics; and, although it
may be difficult to comprehend his system of theology, we feel sure that we
have not misrepresented him as an interpreter, nor his system in its bearings
upon exegesis.
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him had been drawn, were sufficient to add dignity to a system that
might else have fallen, long since, into merited contempt.

If Swedenborg was really inspired, then it follows that his own
works should be classed with those of the apostles and prophets; in
which  case, they themselves must be interpreted
"correspondentially." But as this has not hitherto been done, we
may suppose that the true sense of his writings has not yet been
ascertained, and that it must remain locked up until some future
Swedenborg shall furnish the key that will open all their secrets.
Till then we must stand, therefore, with respect to biblical
interpretation, just where we would have stood if he had not
written. Or, if the interpretation of his writings, according to the
ordinary laws of language, supplies us with their true sense, we
may conclude that the same is true of all other inspired
productions. But if his writings are not inspired, then they are
without authority, and we are left where we were before—alone
with the Bible and common-sense.

Thus mysticism increases in mystery the more it is examined.
Its devotees must believe it at the expense of truth, and follow it at
the cost of safety. They must hush the voice of God without, in
order to distinguish the confused noises that are within. T will,
however, leave the reader to make his own reflections, and will
conclude this brief notice of the New Jerusalem Church and its
founder by a quotation from an eminent French philosopher of the
Eclectic school:—

"In the midst of the eighteenth century, has not Swedenborg
united in his own person an exalted mysticism and a sort of magic,
opening thus the way to those senseless persons who contest with
me in the morning the solidest and best-established proofs of the
existence of the soul and God; who propose to me in the evening to
make me see otherwise than with my eyes, and to make me hear
otherwise than with my ears; to make me use all my faculties
otherwise than by their natural organs, promising me a superhuman
science on the condition of first losing consciousness, thought,
liberty, memory, all that constitutes me an intelligent and moral
being? I should know all, then, but at the cost of knowing nothing
that I should know. I should elevate myself to a marvelous world,
which, awakened and in a natural state, I am not even able to
suspect, of which no remembrance will remain to me—a
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mysticism at once gross and chimerical, which perverts both
psychology and physiology; an imbecile ecstasy, renewed without
genius from the Alexandrian ecstasy; an extravagance which has
not even the merit of a little novelty, and which history has seen
reappearing at all epochs of ambition and impotence."'

Such is a faint outline of the rise and progress of the Mystic
Theology; a system which began with Origen in the absurd attempt
to adjust the infinite to the finite—the word of God to the varying
philosophies of men; which was established by the fraud of a
pretended Dionysius, made honorable by the patronage of the
Medici, and influential by the support of Paracelsus and the
learning of Boehmen, Van Helmont, and Poiret; a system which
was modified at one time by the pseudo-science of the Scholastics,
and super-excited at another into the frenzied ravings of
Theosophism; which was rendered sacred by Fox, and respectable
by Law and Penn; which Emanuel Swedenborg garnished with the
drapery of learning, and commended by the power and prestige of
distinguished talents and a blameless life; and which, in one form
or another, has ever been, and is now, a controlling element in the
most important of all undertakings—that of arriving at the true
sense of the revealed word of God. Modern "Spiritualists," with the
undignified designation of "spirit rappers," have capped the climax
of unblushing pretension. Like the Theosophists of the sixteenth
century, their converse with angels, their rapport with departed
spirits, and their brilliant internal light, will hardly bear being
treated in a grave discussion; it is transcendental fanaticism,
mysticism carried out; the frenzy of the Rosacrusians, coupled with
vanities and puerilities that would make even a Scholastic blush!
Let us hope that this monstrous departure from reason will be the
last of the numerous schemes of systematized mysticism, for the
construction of a religion which, while it professes attachment to
the word of God, is really infidel and destructive.

As a system, the Mystic Theology will not again attract
attention in these pages. We have deemed it advisable to exhibit it
first in this light, to enable the reader better to understand its real
nature and tendency. Henceforth we are to consider it as a
concomitant power, secretly present and insidiously active, which

! Cousin's Lectures on the Truly Beautiful and Good, lec. 5
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negatives but partially the conclusions of common-sense, and
counteracts, only to a limited extent, the influence of reason and of
Scripture.

CHAPTER III:

Mysticism Among Protestants.

IS it possible that any intelligent Protestant of our days has the
least confidence either in the theology or the method of the
Mystics? Are we to believe that that system which we have seen
springing up among the earliest corruptions of the Church, and
culminating in the age of its grossest darkness—a system whose
uniform tendency has been to supplant the plain truths of the Bible
by the speculations of philosophy or the fancies of a morbid
imagination—is still cherished and respected in the midst of the
effulgent light of this nineteenth century? No. As a system it is
distinctly repudiated. Its postulates are rejected, and its conclusions
laughed at. It is not to be supposed that we could have seen the
hundreds of eminent philosophers and theologians it has wrecked
upon the hidden rocks of a specious infidelity, and have taken no
warning from their fate and learned no wisdom from their
example. On the contrary, an open avowal of confidence in the
system would excite the mingled commiseration and ridicule of
every man whose judgment would be worth regarding.

Why, then, have I introduced it as one of the existing
impediments to the acquisition of truth? Why have I occupied so
much space in tracing its origin and progress? what practical value
can there be in anything I have yet written on the subject? My
answer is, that notwithstanding the distinct repudiation of the
Mystic Theology as a system, and the emphatic condemnation of
its method as the sole and exclusive guide to truth, that method is
still employed to an extent varying with the necessities of every
several sect. But being commingled with other methods, and being
kept as much as possible out of sight, it would have been difficult
to have shown its presence, its influence, and its dangerousness,
without having first pointed to its portrait as it stands out in bold
relief upon the canvas of history. Now I hope to be able to identify
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it, even in its present form and surroundings, with a known and
recognized enemy.

The change has been one of degree, not of kind. Protestants
would be indignant at the idea of interpreting all Scripture upon
Mystic principles; they think that only a part of revelation is to be
thus construed. They have in this taken one step, and a very
important one too, in the right direction. We now believe—and let
us keep this in mind, and be thankful that we do believe it—that
the "internal sense and marrow" of only a part of Scripture is
concealed "under the vail of the outward letter;" and let us show all
becoming contempt for the absurd Origen, who so ridiculously
presumed to extract this "marrow" from every passage! How
monstrous, for him to think that all Scripture had a double
meaning, when it is so evident that this is true of only a part! Ay,
but what part? What chapters, what verses, what particular forms
of expression, are we to look upon as containing this deep and
hidden sense? And what is that sense? How is it to be known?
How are we to reach it? How prove it? Here, it seems to me, we
are all adrift, without chart or compass.

Still, I grant you, the Mystic Theology is walled out, if we may
so express it, by Protestantism. And let us give thanks that our
fathers, and our cotemporaries, with ourselves, have had the ability
and the manliness to complete so herculean a work. For it is indeed
a great work. And now, as we stand upon this mighty wall, and
gaze upon the slimy and pestilential waters with which our
ancestors sought to purify the healthful stream of truth, let us drop
a tear for the weakness of poor human nature, and then come down
and examine the stream on our side of the wall. Why seems it so
dark and turbid? What mean those particles of filthy green that we
see floating on its surface? Why is it not clear and sparkling as
when it gushed at first from the fountain-head? It is because our
fathers left a flood-gate in the wall, which we have never had the
courage to close. In fact, we find it very useful as a means of
communication between the present and the past; and there are,
besides, many other important uses connected with it, which we
will try to make you understand.

Just observe, if you please, while I shut down this floodgate.
The water very soon, you perceive, becomes clear as crystal, and
seems to be fresh and living. But do you not see that it has retired
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into a narrower channel? To this your attention is particularly
directed; because, although it is a very small matter in itself, "our
church," as you must have noticed, is built upon such high ground,
that the water is beyond our reach when it gets so low. And look
all along down the stream at the various denominational
establishments—some upon higher and some upon lower ground—
but none of them in reach of the water when the whole of this
mystic current is shut out!

But why not remove those establishments down to the stream?
Softly, my clear sir—let us not cast reproach upon our ancestors!
These all stand where they placed them; and it is not well to
interfere with existing institutions! Let us maintain our
consistency! We occupy a high place in the world, which has been
gained at much cost of labor, money, and talents, and we must not
sacrifice it to an experiment. Besides—and now I will raise this
gate again—do you not see that it does not deprive us of a single
particle of truth? We have the whole of the water of life flowing by
us, while this gate is merely a contrivance for elevating it to our
level. I declare to you, so admirable is this arrangement, that I have
not language to express my abhorrence of the gross and corrupting
plan adopted by Clemens and Origen. They, instead of moderately
using mysticism for good, and bringing it to the support and
enlargement of the truth, carried the truth into it, where its stream
was soon lost in the immensity of the horrible gulf which received
it. But here, examine this swelling current, analyze it, and you find
truth in every particle of it! And say what you will, as human
nature now is, the success of the Church is not to be expected in
any other way. We have known several small parties of very
fastidious tastes, spiritually, who seemed not to relish this mixed
water of life, and who colonized far up above this flood-gate, but
low down by the fountain-head of the stream. They never seemed,
however, to attract much attention, and their movement was
generally regarded as a presumptuous insinuation that the water
below this is unwholesome; a sentiment which, whether expressed
or implied, has been decided by the best and ablest men to be
heterodox! And in this decision the world has almost unanimously
acquiesced. We must, my very dear sir, keep pace with the upward
and onward progress of the world!
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I am sorry to hear you ask me how we manage to agree upon
the height this gate is to be raised; for, to be frank with you, this
matter has given us a good deal of trouble. Now and then a
captious radical insists upon closing it altogether; but in the main,
our difficulties are of a different kind. Several short-sighted
denominations, not making allowance for the influence of this
flood-tide in changing the place of the original current, have spent
a great deal of time in watching the direction of the current above
the gate, and in making calculations to ascertain where it should be
at any given point below, as they think that part of the mixed
stream must be rather purer and more delicious than any other.
And hence they have built as near the point indicated by their
calculations as the nature of the case would admit. But the
elements of these calculations are so various that they have reached
very different conclusions; and the consequence is, that while some
are nearly flooded by the stream, and are using every exertion to
lower the gate, others are barely within reach, and are becoming
clamorous for its higher elevation; while "our church" is just
situated as it should be, and I trust we have sufficient influence to
prevent any change being made for many years to come.

But it is a lamentable fact, that ignorant and thoughtless
persons, who seem to have at heart neither the beauty of Zion nor
the well-being of the world, have often tampered with this gate
after the most shameful sort—some jerking it up to an alarming
height and letting in whole floods of Arianism and Antinomianism,
while others have slammed it down so recklessly as to shut out the
ritual of the law, and the covenant of circumcision, and have thus
made sad havoc of the peace and prosperity of the Church. To
prevent such misfortunes in the future, we have succeeded in
constructing a gauge, which we call "Evangelicalism," by which
we can determine precisely how high the gate is to be raised; and if
anyone ever ventures to elevate it more or less than he should, we
have able and skillful men at the head of affairs, who instantly rush
to the rescue, and, by means of a powerful /ever we have invented,
called "Orthodoxy," they very soon succeed in getting it back to its
proper and evangelical elevation.

This is the way the work goes on. Every new interpreter, if he
will but put his hand upon that lever, however lightly he may bear,
and keep his eye fixed upon that gauge, which has various degrees
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marked on it to suit the different tastes of those who adopt it, will
be honored by some and tolerated by all. But he who presumes to
lift the gate higher than the prescribed limits, is an enthusiast and a
fanatic; while it any one dare to my the hand of common sense
upon it, and shut it altogether, he, forsooth, is an uncharitable
exclusive—an unmitigated bigot—a radical and a heretic!

But perhaps the reader would like to have this matter exhibited
without a figure; to see it in its native, unadorned shape and
coloring. If so, though we cannot, without changing our fixed plan
and purpose, enter into specifications which might excite the ill-
will of some whom we hope to benefit, we will do the best we can
to gratify him in the way of general allusions.

It may be remarked, then, of Protestant interpreters generally,
that, in consequence, it may be, of early education, or in the
absence of thorough investigation, or from some other cause, it
matters not what, they are led to believe a certain doctrine, or
system of doctrines, true. Let us do them the justice to admit that
they are honest in this belief. Their opponents, however, call up
before them an array of Scripture texts, the plain and obvious
meaning of which is directly antagonistic to their cherished belief.
There is now but one alternative: they must either abandon
sentiments and doctrines to the advocacy of which they have long
been publicly committed, or they must persuade themselves and
others that the Scriptures adduced have a spiritual sense different
from their literal signification; nay, so widely different that it
harmonizes with doctrines confessedly the opposite of their literal
meaning. And can we hesitate in deciding upon the course they
would adopt in a case like this? Their genius is set to work; their
imagination, their learning, all their powers, are called into
requisition, for the purpose of finding that in those texts which is
already in their minds. They "ascribe an objective existence to the
subjective creations of the mind's own faculties—to mere ideas of
the intellect"—and this is mysticism. And now, the means which
are made use of for the purpose of seeing, and of showing to
others, that agreement between the subjective and the objective,
whatever be their peculiarities, constitute the Mystic method. Such
an effort as that we have supposed in the above case, would be
singularly unsuccessful if it failed to involve the subject at least in
doubt. It is no very difficult matter to weave almost any text into a
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sort of metaphysical web that can mean anything or nothing, pro re
nata. Then some show of learning—an appeal to the original, and a
quotation from the fathers—will be ample preparation for a
climacteric stroke of ridicule,—and the work is done!

Meanwhile their opponents have been treated to a catalogue of
texts which, it is insisted, teach clearly and unequivocally that they
are wrong. In self-defense, they leave the prosecution of their
charges, and engage with pious courage to prove the consistency
and scripturality of their church and doctrines. And here begins a
new series of spiritual meanings. The commentators are called in;
the critics are summoned to take part; the absurdity of the letter is
insisted upon; while divers mortal dangers are discovered to be
lurking in it by the light of Paul's second letter to the
Corinthians;'—and presently their case is made out. Their
assailants are hushed—awed into silence, mayhap, by the presence
of the learned divines introduced—everybody sees that the
passages might mean so and so—the debatants insist that such must
be their meaning—and the point is settled.

And thus the work proceeds. A third party, and a fourth, a fifth,
and a tenth, each spiritualizes a part, and each contributes
something toward the general uncertainty of all interpretation.

In this way the door has been opened for the plausible
introduction of all manner of crude and false interpretations; and
when thus opened, no party has been able to close it, because each
one has found it necessary to pass through it for a portion of its
belief. Any one of them would gladly use the knife of common
sense with which to cut off the spiritualized authority of its
neighbors, if it were not conscious that the same instrument
applied to itself, would deprive it of many fair proportions. All are,
therefore, estopped by their own records, from exposing and
eradicating a method which, in the case of others, they perceive to
be false. Hence it is, that the wildest vagaries of the most
ridiculous fanaticism can be supported by Scripture arguments
analogous to those of our more sober and less visionary fellow-
Christians.

It is true, then, of Protestants, (although it may be less palpable,
less open and avowed than in the case of Origen and his

! See next chapter.
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compeers,) that they too have their various philosophies as so
many touchstones of biblical interpretation. It may be the real or
the corrupted philosophy of Plato, that of Aristotle, of Locke, or
Cousin—or it may be a system fabricated by themselves—the
effect is the same, the principle is the same, and the method
engendered by it is the same. In every such case, their
interpretation is but an effort to reconcile revelation with their
favorite system of religious philosophy. When the literal meaning
fits the pattern, that is accepted, and the excellent rules in our
hermeneutics on the importance of abiding by the obvious sense,
are quoted and applied with a hearty good will; but in all other
cases resort is had to the Mystic method, under the specious and
self-deluding pretense of spiritualizing the Scriptures, until the
agreement is satisfactorily brought about. This is often done when
men are unconscious of it themselves. They nearly all have their
philosophies of conversion, for instance, or regeneration, or
sanctification; and believing them to be true, they can hardly avoid
viewing the Scriptures through them as a medium, and transferring
them to the Scriptures as their meaning. Even in preaching the
gospel, very few feel satisfied until they have shown its harmony,
as they understand and proclaim it, with some recondite
philosophy of the mind—its affections, will, power, and disability;
while in nine cases out of ten, this can only be done by perverting
or mystifying the Scriptures.

What can be expected from pursuing such a course? If it should
be adopted in the study of the book of nature, (as it once was,) we
know full well the results that would follow. Science would be
paralyzed. The facts which speak to us in the rippling stream, the
falling shower, the flashing spark, the changing seasons, and the
revolving spheres—in all things above, beneath, around, and
within us—would become as the fairy tale. Their voice would lose
its distinctness; and their revelation of law and truth would be
metamorphosed by this alchemic principle into a base counterfeit
or an empty nothing. And can we expect a different result when it
is followed in the study of the Bible? Will not its revelation of
spiritual law and divine truth be lost upon one who refuses to see
that law or to understand that truth otherwise than as they agree
with the ideas which already fill his mind? Let a man but take to
his soul the flattering conviction that in some sense and to a certain
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degree he is inspired to know the hidden mysteries of revelation,
and he is lost to common sense. Every appeal made to him from
the Bible falls powerless upon his ears, because he attaches a secret
meaning to it. The pertinency and authority of the word are only
recognized when his explanation is placed upon it, and his
explanation, however far-fetched and absurd, favors his position.
Question the correctness of his interpretation, and he speaks of the
mysteries of the faith and the deep things of God, beyond the reach
of wvulgar sense. He knows that he is right—he has the
consciousness of it within him. It would be next to infidelity for
him to doubt the correctness of conclusions to which he has been
guided under the gracious illumination of the Holy Spirit. And here
are ten, twenty, fifty such men—all led to conclusions by the Holy
Spirit, and all led to different ones!

Such are the more striking characteristics of the Mystic
method, as pursued by Protestants. Not that they are all equally
guilty; for the evil is almost infinitely various in the degrees of its
manifestation. Some have seen the perverseness of the method, and
have abandoned it. Others have perceived that its reckless
employment was pernicious, and have sought to limit it by various
precautionary rules, which, however, are generally too indefinite to
be enforced, and too loose to be practically useful. While not a few
recognize no limit to its employment but the necessities of their
own foregone conclusions,—which, filling their minds and
occupying all their thoughts, are transferred to every passage they
read, and are seen everywhere in the fathomless deeps beneath the
letter, be it what it may. They have thus become a sort of spiritual
Bletonists, whose senses are so acute that they can perceive the
presence of water far down beneath the surface, while ordinary
mortals must either dig at random, or else remove to the springs
which gush spontaneously from the bosom of the earth.

We conclude, then, from facts which are of every-day
occurrence, which are embodied in our standard theological works,
and which are everywhere well known: 1. That Protestants do still
resort to the Mystic method of biblical interpretation, some with
reference to one text and some to another—some to a greater and
some to a less extent. Though they do not, like Origen, turn the
whole Bible into a mystery, they bring mystery into the Bible—
which is an evil identical in kind, though different in degree. 2.

50



That, while it is generally conceded that this method is only to be
followed in the interpretation of a part of Scripture, still, as there
are no well-defined and controlling principles which regulate its
pursuit, and decide what part of the Bible is to be thus construed,
this limitation itself is of but little practical force. Hence, the
method is used as we have seen, by the different parties, to pervert
almost any text to the support of a foregone conclusion, or to be in
harmony with a pre-existent idea; while the result has been that
general indefiniteness and uncertainty of interpretation, which it
should be the immediate object of hermeneutics to correct. 3. That
this method is pursued simultaneously with others, both correct
and incorrect, which results in the incongruous commingling of
truth and falsehood. Hence every denomination can prove its
doctrines true, because, by analysis, the truth may be found in
them; while, as a system of doctrines, every one, perhaps, might be
shown to be false—to give an incorrect and inconsistent exhibition
of Christianity as a whole. The truth they contain gives them
permanency, and supplies to their advocates arguments for their
defense; while the error mixed in with it engenders opposition and
multiplies divisions and sects. 4. And finally, that this state of
things must continue, unless we can determine upon great and
certain principles which shall effectually set aside the method that
has produced it; for nothing can effect a permanent cure that does
not eradicate the cause of the disease.

It therefore becomes incumbent upon us, before proceeding to
the discussion of other methods, to contribute what we may be able
toward the settlement of those things in this, which are now left to
every man's prejudices or interests. And to facilitate our progress
toward a clear comprehension of those important principles, the
establishment of which we deem necessary to the completeness of
the subject we have had under review, and which must be drawn
from the nature of the Bible itself, we shall, for the time, arrange
the communications of that book under two grand divisions or
heads—the one embracing all those Scriptures which are /iteral,
and the other those which are figurative, to each of which we shall
devote a brief chapter, for the purpose of showing the
inappositeness of the Mystic method to any text of Scripture.
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CHAPTER 1V:
Of The Literal Parts Of Scripture.

ALL writings must be either literal, or figurative, or a mixture
of both. The Holy Scriptures, like most, and, perhaps, all other
productions, are of this last kind. Some of their communications
are delivered in language wholly free from metaphor, simile, or
figure of any sort; while others abound in these beautiful
adornments of speech. In order, then, to determine whether either
of these classes of texts is to be interpreted according to the Mystic
method, we have resolved to consider them separately. Now,
therefore, we are to be occupied with the literal parts of Scripture.
And for the sake of a nucleus round which to collect our
observations, we will begin by submitting the following
proposition:—

That Literal texts of Scripture have that meaning, and no other,
which their words fairly import or necessarily imply, when viewed
in the light of all their circumstances.

If this proposition can be established, it will effectually
supersede the employment of the Mystic method, so far as the texts
embraced in it are concerned. It might be thought necessary for us
to give rules for ascertaining what texts are literal; but this will be
determined indirectly when we get to the next chapter, in which we
shall have occasion to show what texts are figurative; when, from
the nature of the case, it will follow that all others are literal. We
will proceed at once, therefore, to the proof of the proposition.

1. And first, we argue that its truth follows from the nature of
human language. All the confidence a writer can have that he will
be properly understood, and all the assurance obtainable by a
reader that he has grasped the true meaning of a writer, are based
upon the tacit agreement that both will be governed by the
principle of this proposition—the writer in the use of words, and
the reader in the interpretation of them. If I could bring myself to
believe that the authors whose works are on my shelf, had violated
this compact, [ should lose, all confidence in the things which have
hitherto been most surely believed by me. I should be in doubt
whether a battle were really fought at Waterloo or Bunker's Hill—
whether Newton discovered the law of gravitation—whether the
planets move in elliptical orbits—or, in short, whether anything is
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as it has been represented to me. May not many or all the words
have been used in some peculiar sense which I cannot certainly
know from the circumstances, but which I am to guess at? No.
Language is regulated by laws as fixed as any in nature. It may
change, indeed, but not arbitrarily. The change must be in
obedience to rule. An author may, if he please, use a word in a
sense never given to it before; but if he do, be is bound by law to
explain that sense. And if he fail to comply with the law, he fails to
make himself understood. I may tell my servant to feed the horse,
when I mean the cow just as I can violate the laws of the land; but
in either case I suffer, and for the same reason, because law is
violated. We may, by mutual agreement, resolve to apply the name
horse to a certain convenience for sawing wood; but we must
indicate by signs or circumstances when that application of the
word is intended. And when I thus indicate it, by telling my servant
to saw wood on the horse, he is not at liberty, according to our
paction, to disregard the signs or circumstances connected with the
word, and to understand me in this case to mean the animal horse.
Thus the whole apparatus of verbal communication, however
arbitrarily it may have been formed, is regulated by a principle as
fixed and certain as anything else, viz.: That words are to be
understood in their usual and most obvious signification — that
which men have agreed to give to them—and which agreement is
indicated by custom—except where circumstances necessitate a
change, in which case the amount and kind of change is to be
measured and determined by the circumstances.

But our proposition says, not only that literal texts have that
meaning which their words fairly import or necessarily imply
when construed as above, but that they have no other. The truth of
this also will be best seen at first in human compositions. When we
read and comprehend the plain account of all the events,
circumstances, and results of the battle of Waterloo, we conclude
that we have the full meaning of the narration. Other things
connected with, and bearing upon it may also be true; but unless
they are introduced or alluded to, or necessarily implied by what is
said, they form no part of the signification of the story as narrated.
We might interpret the whole matter according to the Mystic
method, and say that by Bonaparte is meant the Devil, by
Wellington the Prince of Peace, and by their respective armies the
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angels of darkness and of light; while St. Helena might be held to
signify Tartarus, and London or England, Paradise; and the only
objections to this interpretation would be: 1. That it is
unauthorized; and 2. That it is false. It would, however, have as
much authority, as much reason, and as much truth, as many
Mystic expositions of Scripture history.

The reader will admit, then, that in human compositions there
are fixed and necessary laws; that they are written in obedience to
these laws; and consequently, that they must be interpreted by
them. If so, the Mystic method, whose very nature is that it is
above law and independent of it, can have no place whatever in
their interpretation. But the Bible is written in human language—
by human beings—for the benefit and instruction of human beings;
therefore, it must observe the laws of human language. They
regulated its composition, and must necessarily, therefore, regulate
its interpretation. Hence, this argument alone disproves the
applicability of the Mystic method to the Scriptures.

2. But not only is this shown from the nature of language in
general; it follows also, and with even greater force, from the
nature of the Bible in particular. It purports to be a REVELATION in
human language; to have been written for the purpose of making
known those things which are necessary to our enjoyment here and
our salvation hereafter. Now, unless it mean what it says, when
construed as human language requires to be construed, it is not a
revelation. It may be a convenient medium through which we are
to derive a revelation, but in itself, it is an anomaly—an enigma—
an unmeaning jargon. We may guess at its sense; but we might
have guessed at the truth without a line of Scripture. It does not
make known what we so much need to know; it merely shows us
our ignorance, excites our curiosity, worries our patience, and
leaves us to the tender mercies of chance. If it does not mean what
it says, it must, if it have a meaning, mean something that it does
not say. What is that something? How shall we learn and
understand it? Not from revelation—for we have, by the
hypothesis, confessed that it is not revealed. A/l idea of a
revelation in words is given up as impossible, when we exclude
such revelation from dependence upon the laws of words. This
something, then, is not revealed—for no truth is revealed; and if
we ever find it out, it must either be by shrewd guessing, or by
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obtaining personal and miraculous inspiration to enable us to
explain inspiration! Mysticism, therefore, renounces all pretension
to accu