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THE EDUCATION BILL.

Freethinkers gifted with a share of the comic spirit may
derive much merriment from the new Education Bill. It
may be called the Dishing of the Nonconformists. During
the reign of Mr. Gladstone these gentlemen ruled the
roost. When the Grand Old Man retired from public life
and appointed Lord Rosebery as his successor in the
premiership, these gentlemen grew restive, and declared
that the Nonconformist Conscience could not tolerate a
prime minister who kept racehorses. It never occurred to
these gentlemen that the Liberal prime minister, the Liberal
party, and the Nonconformist Conscience might all go to
pot together. Nevertheless it happened. The Tory party
came into power with a lumping majority, pledged to
support the Landlords, the Publicans, and the Parsons.
The publicans are waiting for their support, but the land-
lords are remembered in the new Budget, and the parsons
in the new Education Bill. There is to be a vast fresh
endowment of the so-called Voluntary Schools, which are
mainly under the control of the Church of England. And
all the Nonconformists can do is to bite their thumbs, or
weep and wail and gnash their teeth. Oh what a fall was
there! Those who “ran” Gladstone, and killed Parnell,
and sternly ordered Rosebery to teach in a Sunday-school,
and talked as though they were soon going to settle the
hash of the Church of England, have to stand, or sit, or lie
down, and see themselves made light of, while the hated
parsons put their thumbs to their noses and (what is
worse !) walk off with bags of cash under their arms. Yes,
the Nonconformists are dished, and the Freethinkers, whom
they have always treated with such insolence, are free to
enjoy the delicious spectacle.

Freethinkers, | say, can enjoy this spectacle; for the
discomfiture of these Nonconformists is not their fortune
in a battle for principle. They have no sort of principle
in this Education struggle. What they call their principle
is merely their interest. They protest against a State
Church, and they want to disestablish it. And on what

‘ound 1 It must be either religious or secular. If they
sav that State patronage is an insult to the Church of
Christ, they are talking theology, or, in plainer language,
“shop.” Such a matter is to be decided by every Church
for itself, and the Church of England may take all the
patronage it can get without asking leave of any other
Church. If they say that the State should not patronise
any form of religion, because religion is a private affair
between man and God, we can follow them; but in that
case we call upon them to be logical and thorough, and not
to tolerate State patronage of religion in one direction while
protesting against it in another. Surely it is no worse to
establish religion in Churches than to establish it in Schools.
In one sense it is less wrong; for adults can go to church
or stay outside as they please, but children are compelled
to go to school; besides, an adult can “ wink the other
eye” at a silly sermon, and think for himself while the
parson imagines he is filling him with sound doctrine ; but
children are absolutely at the mercy of their teachers, and
cannot help taking the twist which is imparted to them.

This was felt by the sturdier Nonconformists who
opposed the religious part of Mr. Forster's Education Act
in 1870. But times have changed, and Nonconformists
have thrown principle to the winds. They see that
religious education is in the public schools, and they are
resolved to make the best of it in the interest of their
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various denominations. To this end they wallow in illogi-
cality. Their spokesmen are really pitiable at the pre-
sent juncture. Take, for instance, the Rev. Dr. Guinness
Rogers, who contributed a special article on “ Noncon-
formists and the Compromise ” to last week’s Methodist
Times. Mr. Rogers is a man of sobriety, as Noncon-
formists go, and he was opposed to the introduction of
religion in public schools in 1870. But he has “ altered his
attitude ” on account of what he calls “ experience ” and
“ the teaching of events.” He is not one of “ the few
survivors of the dead past "—to use the beautiful language
of the Methodist Times editorial—*“ who favor a purely
secular system.” He admits still that these are “ logically
right,” but logic doesn't pay and compromise does. And
in this frame of mind Mr. Rogers condescends to write as
follows —

“ 1 may be asked, and properly asked, how, as a con-
vinced opponent of Scate Churches, | can approve of a
system which practically creates one. | answer by
denying that it does anything of the kind, and | feel
constrained to add that if it should appear to any that
in consenting to religious teaching in the school I, in
some way or other, compromise my loyalty to the prin-
ciples of religious equality, it is because they have but
imperfectly measured the principles themselves. Of
course there may be a religious teaching which wars
against the cardinal ideas of true equality, and such we
are constrained to oppose at all costs. Where conscience
is coerced, we have no option but to resist a outranCe.
Nor are we judges of the consciences of other men
whose views as to the full force of a particular idea
differ from our own. | express simply my own con-
viction that, whatever be our judgment as to the wisdom
or value of the religious teaching in the Board school,
there is nothing in the action of the State which
authorises it at all analogous to the establishment of a
National Church.”

I should very much like the opportunity of discussing
this paragraph with Mr. Rogers before a public audience.
If it is not an infraction of religious equality to teach
religion in a State school, how can it be an infraction of
religious equality to teach religion in a State church 1 |
fancy | see what Mr. Rogers really means by “ religious
equality.” | think he means *“equality of religious
privilege.” And it is precisely because he and other
Nonconformists mean this and nothing more that they are
now at the mercy of the Church party. Men of all shades
of opinion, outside the Church of England, would have
been with them if they had stood on the old lines of
absolute separation between Religion and the State; but
in saying that the State shall help Religion up to a point,
they have sacrificed all principle, and left the point to be
decided by a struggle between Church and Nonconformity;
and in that struggle they have been worsted.

I will go farther, and say there is something positively
sickening in the duplicity of these Nonconformists, and
more especially in relation to the Conscience Clause.
Week after week, for many vyears, journals like the
Methodist Times have shrieked against the Conscience
Clause and denounced it as the vilest fraud. They never
weary of declaring that, in districts where Nonconformist
children must be sent to Church schools, there being no
other provision for their education, the Conscience Clause
is no protection, but a mere mockery of religious liberty.
Yet when the Church parsons and the Nonconformist
ministers keep school together, as they do through ninety-
nine out of every hundred School Boards, they both tell
the Freethinker that the Conscience Clause is an ample
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protection for him. Nonconformists even assert that the
grievance of Freethinkers is imaginary, and point out with
great glee that extremely few children—a mere handful—
are withdrawn from religious instruction. The fallacy, and
indeed the folly, of all this is shown in Mr. Moncure D.
Conway'’s recent letter to the Times :(—

“ The existing conscience clause is nearly a dead
letter, because to withdraw one’s child from school
during the time of religious instruction is to single such
child out for remark, for wonder, suspicion, gossip; to
deprive it of fair comradeship, and, perhaps, inspire the
little victim with repugnance to the parent's peculiar
faith. 1 am convinced that a considerable number of
Rationalists and Unitarians do not avail themselves of
the conscience clause for fear of such unpleasant results,
while taking care to unteach at home what is taught
their children in school as religion, but which they may
regard as irreligion.”

Personally, however, | believe the fear of Rationalist
parents, while perfectly natural, is nevertheless excessive.
They do not know each other ; they are not aware of the
number who are sick of Board-school theology ; and they
have no means of co-operation. They are also apt, in their
consideration for their children, to be over tender. A little
hardening, a little experience of rough water, is not so bad
for children as we are prone to imagine. | have three
children at a Board school, and they are all withdrawn
from religious instruction. They do not suffer much in
consequence. Yet | am ready to make an allowance for
other parents who are not circumstanced so advantageously.
The head master of the school my children go to is a gentle-
man, and | (their father) am not obscure and helpless. |
do not, therefore, blame other Rationalist parents who
hesitate to martyrise their children; on the contrary, |
sympathise with them, and | want them to see that their
worst enemies in this matter are the Nonconformists. The
Church party is logical; it is an open enemy of religious
equality. But the Nonconformist party is illogical, and a
false friend of religious equality. It has sold its principles
for a paltry mess of Board-school pottage.

And now for the new Education Bill itself. My first
intention was to discuss it in detail, and at considerable
length. But the necessity for this has been obviated by
the articles, and letters, and reports of speeches, that have
appeared in all the newspapers. It will now be sufficient
to say that the Bill has three important features; the first
affecting Voluntary Schools, the second affecting Educational
Machinery, and the third affecting Religious Education.
These three features | propose to consider separately,
though not without bearing in mind the fact that they are
all connected in the general design of the Government,
which is to cripple the School Board system and promote
the Voluntary system—and this, of course, means a fresh
endowment of the Church of England.

Voluntary Schools are so named facetiously. The only
voluntary thing about them is the voluntary stupidity of
the people who are bamboozled by specious nomenclature.
By far the larger part of the expenses of such schools is
defrayed by public money. In 1869 the grant to such
schools was 9s. 7d. per head, the fees were 8s. 4d., and the
voluntary subscriptions were 7s. 3°d. In 1894 the grant
was £1 8s. 3"d., the fees were 2s. Ofd., and the subscriptions
were 6s. 6]d. The grant is now to be considerably raised,
and the fees will disappear altogether, while the subscriptions
will dwindle to a microscopic quantity.

The main advantage of this increased grant to the
Voluntary schools will of course accrue to the Church of
England. Having started with an immense endowment of
from seven to ten millions a year, the Church found it
comparatively easy to build schools by subscription.
Accordingly, out of a total (in 1894-95) of 19,709 public
elementary schools in England and Wales, no less than
11,906 belong to the Church of England. Wesleyans have
509, Roman Catholics 977, and others 1,236. The scholars
in Church schools are 2,278,921, in Wesleyan schools
168,463, in Roman Catholic schools 276,079, and in other
schools 302,136. The Board schools number 5,081, with
2,174,142 scholars.

The Roman Catholics will profit in their degree by the
increased grant to the voluntary schools. Their leaders
have impudently demanded that the whole expense of
education in their schools should be borne by the State;
and, although they do not quite get this under the new
Bill, they get it very nearly. The Wesleyans will profit in
their degree also, but the number of their schools is so
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trifling compared with those of the Church of England
that we can understand their hostility. A man who
mortally hates another will forego sixpence if the arrange-
ment is to benefit his enemy to the extent of a sovereign.

Catholics will not object to the new Bill. They see that
the maintenance of their schools, at anybody’s expense, is
a vital matter at present; and they live in hopes of some
day coming into possession of all the Church property.
So the battle against the Bill, as far as the religious parties
are concerned, will be mainly left to the Wesleyans.

The Church of England income from grants (1894-5) is
£2,613,956, the Wesleyan income £191,648, and the
Catholic income £309,902. Nearly half a million more
will go to the Voluntary schools at once, and four-fifths of
this amount will accrue to the Church of England.

This is avery fine sop to the Church party. “ Go on
working for us,” says Lord Salisbury, “ and you shall dip
your hands deeper and deeper into the nation’'s pocket.
We know your price, and we are prepared to pay it. Of
course the terms are cash.”

No wonder the Bishop of London is thoroughly well
satisfied with this Bill. The Church of England has from
seven to ten millions (no one knows exactly how much) a
year— revenues chiefly from national property—for preach-
ing its doctrines to adults in churches; and it will now
have another three millions a year, direct from the State,
ostensibly to give all the children it gathers into its schools
a good education, but really to teach them its doctrines.
The education has to be given, and it has to be of a certain
guality; but the voluntary part of the business, the part upon
which the Church has set its affections, the part for which
it undertakes all the rest, which it would gladly drop if it
could—this part is the inoculation of nearly three million
children with Church dogmas, so that they may grow
up safeguarded against the small-pox of heresy, and finally
become guardians of the Church’s interests against all its
enemies. In short, the three millions spent on the schools
is an insurance against the loss of the seven-to-ten millions
spent on the churches. It is a heavy premium, but the
Church does not pay it. The nation pays, so all is right.

This is extremely good business—for the Church ; and |
can understand the bitter wrath of Nonconformists, for
they are rival tradesmen. They have only themselves to
thank, however; they have made their bed, and they
must lie upon it.  Freethinkers, of course, have their own
special point of view; and | propose to regard the matter
from it in my next article.

G. W. FOOTE.
(To he concluded.)

Our book of Genesis is not in the Bible lying before me.
The book of Genesis in which we believe, and by which we
are guided—and not only we, but all educated Christians,
however orthodox they may call themselves—was written by
Copernicus, by Galileo, by Newton, by Laplace, by Lyelt, by
Spencer, by Darwin. Even those who still profess to believe
in the old Genesis are doing their best to read in it what the
men just named have taught. We do not now regulate our
lives by the precepts of the Pentateuch. We follow the
teachings of the scientific men of the present age, who have
studied the laws of the universe, and have learned wisdom
from them. It is the books of these men which constitute
the real Book of the Law which guides the modern world,
whatever men say or profess about it. Our divine histories
which move and influence the world are not the books of
the Judges, Samuel, and Kings. They are the histories of
Greece and Rome, of the Middle Ages and modern times,
described by Froude and Carlyle, Prescott and Lecky,
Ranke and Macaulay. Our heroes are no longer Samuel,
Jephthab, Gideon, and David, but they are the more modern
champions for truth, liberty, and progress. It is a long list,
beginning with William of Orange and ending with Abraham
Lincoln ; and these are the men who are the examples and
the inspiration of the world of to-day.—D. P. Faure.

Oh threats of Hell and hopes of Paradise,

One thing at least is certain—this life flies ;
One thing is certain, and the rest is lies ;

The flower that once has blown for ever dies.

Strange, is it not 1 that of the myriads who
Before us passed the door of darkness through,
No one returns to tell us of the road,
Which to discover we must travel too.
—Omar Khayyam.
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NEW TESTAMENT DEVILS.

I Attended, on Friday afternoon, the first lecture of a
course on “ Demonology,” delivered by Mr. F. C. Conybeare,
M.A., at University Hall, Gordon-square. In this opening
lecture Mr. Conybeare dealt exclusively with the New
Testament teaching concerning devils. Mr. Conybeare,
though still a young man, is a thorough scholar, and his
discourse, if it contained nothing new, was accurate
and impartial. What was novel was that he took up such
a subject—now usually avoided by the men of God—and
treated it as a scholar should. At the outset he remarked
that “ Jesus, his disciples, and all the New Testament
writers had a profound belief in the Devil and evil spirits.”
He gave many instances of this throughout his discourse.
Satan was believed to be a fallen angel. Jesus said,
addressing the seventy : “ | beheld Satan fall as lightning.”
So the author of the Second Epistle of Peter said : “ God
spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to
hell, and delivered them into chains of darkness to be
reserved unto judgment”; and similarly Jude said the
angels, which kept not their first estate, were reserved in
everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment of
the great day. In accordance with the belief that the
devils knew what was in store for them, they cried out to
Jesus : “ Art thou come to torment us before our time I’

John and Paul insisted on the entire subordination of
this world to Satan. He was “ the god of this world.”
All the kingdoms and glory of the earth were in his gift.
The devils and Satan possess great powers of moving about.
He was “ prince of the power of the air.” Luke said a
spirit had not flesh and bones, and demons were believed
to be akin to moving vapor. So the Holy Spirit was
conferred by breathing, and Mr. Conybeare remarked that
the Holy Spirit gave rise to the same excited manifestations
as an evil one. Just as the Holy Spirit fell on the disciples
at Pentecost, so an evil spirit leapt on the sons of Sceva
(Acts xix.). The spirit of the Lord flew away with Philip,
landing him at Azotus. So in the gospel according to the
Hebrews the Spirit caught Jesus up and put him on Mount
Thabor, while in the synoptics Satan set him on a pinnacle
of the temple.

The devils had vocal organs, for we read in Mark that
Jesus said, “ Hold thy peace and come out of him,” and
that “ Jesus suffered not the devils to speak.” In the age
of Clement of Alexandria we read of a language of demons,
and, at a certain church, service was held in Greek for
Greeks, in Armenian for Armenians, and in the language
of demons for those possessed with devils. It was to be
gathered from Paul that those who were possessed of the
Holy Spirit only expressed themselves incoherently, much
like the Irvingites who claimed to possess the gift of tongues.

Satan, it was supposed, had power of sickness and of
death. His agents went about, often in groups of seven.
Some were unclean devils, as the Gadarean legion, dwelling
among the tombs. Some were devils of blindness and
dumbness; some fever demons, as in the case of Simon'’s
wife’'s mother. To be sick was to have a devil. The
exorcists took the place of physicians. Madness and
epilepsy were ascribed to demons. With Paul, the gods
of the heathen were devils, and the sacrifices to those gods
were sacrificed to devils. The first rule of the early
Church was against eating things offered to idols, because
it was believed that blood was the food of the demons, who
would enter into those who partook thereof.

Mr. Conybeare was very frank as to the actual belief of
Jesus in devils. The first three evangelists aver that he
did encourage and sanction the belief. If he knew better,
what became of his candor 1 Mr. Conybeare, however,
very judiciously left his audience to draw their own infer-
ences from the facts. He merely pointed out that there
were three positions which might be held with regard to
the subject: First, that demonic agency was a mistake,
arising from times of savage ignorance; second, that it was
a fact existing in the times of Jesus Christ, but ceasihg
after his coming; third, that it was a fact both then and
now. He indicated that the remaining lectures of his
course, dealing with the demonology of Greeks, Assyrians,
Babylonians, and Persians, might serve to show which view
is correct.

Having looked up the subject for myself,* | need not

* See Footsteps of the Past and Satan, Witchcraft, and the Bible.
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wait before making one or two comments. To the student
alike of history and psychology it is evident that what was
of old ascribed to the agency of demons is now referred to
natural causes. If Jesus could, and did, err on so momentous
a matter as the nature of sin and disease, upon what point
can be claimed for him authority over our reason and
conscience 1 If he was wrong with regard to demonic
agency, upon what ground can a supernatural character be
ascribed to his teachings 1

People now-a-days have given up hell and the Devil,
while clinging to their corollaries, heaven and God. Mr.
Gladstone sees and says that this is virtually giving up
religion. “ | should not be here,” | heard an enthusiastic
Salvationist yell the other day, “ if | did not believe in
hell-fire.”  This expressed a truth. Christianity would
never have made its conquest over men’s minds had it not
depicted the most awful terrors, from which it promises
redemption. When the devils go the angels will soon have
to follow suit, and the devils are departing rapidly. No
Roentgen rays suffice to disclose their existence.

There was a goodly number of ministers of religion
present at Mr. Conybeare’s address. | trust it may have
contributed to make them ashamed of preaching their
savage doctrine of devils to women and children.

J. M. W heeler.

THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF SECULARISM.

Chapter V.
THE SECOND STAGE—ENTERPRISE.
“ Better wild ideas than no ideas at all.”—Professor Nichol,

at Horsham.

The emancipation of the understanding from intimidation
and penal restraint soon incited thinkers of enterprise to
put their new powers to use. Theology being especially a
forbidden subject and the greatest repressive force,
inquiry into its pretensions first attracted critical attention.
In every century forlorn hopes of truth had set out to
storm one or other of the ramparts of theology. Forces
had been marshalled by great leaders, and battle often
given in the open field; and unforeseen victories are recorded
in the annals of the wars of infantine Rationalism against
the full-grown powers of superstition and darkness. In
every age valiant thinkers, scholars, philosophers, and
critics—even priests, in defiance of power, ecclesiastical
and civil—have, at their own peri), explored the regions of
forbidden truth. In Great Britain it was the courage of
insurgent thinkers among the working classes—whom no
imprisonment could intimidate—who caused the right of
free speech and free publicity to be finally conceded. Thus,
rulers came round to the conclusion of Caballero, that
“ tolerance is as necessary in ideas as in social relations.”

As soon as opinion was known to be emancipated, men
began to think who never thought before. The thinker
no longer had to obtain a “ ticket of leave” from the
Churches before he could inquire; he was free to investi-
gate where he would and what he would. Just power
is, as a rule, never imparted nor acquired in vain,
and honest men felt they owed it to those who
had won freedom for them that they should extend
itt. Thus it came to pass that independence was an
inspiration to action in men of intrepid minds. Professor
Tyndall, in the last words he wrote for publication, said :
“ 1 choose the nobler part of Emerson when, after various
disenchantments, he exclaims, ‘ I covet truth ' ” On print-
ing these words, the Westminster Gazette adds : “ The glad-
ness of true heroism visits the heart of him who is really
competent to say this.”

The energies of intellectual intrepidity had doubtless
been devoted to science and social progress; but, as philo-
sophers have found down to Huxley’s day, all exploration
was impossible in that direction. Murchison, Brewster,
Buckland, and other pioneers of science were intimidated.
Lyell held back his book on the antiquity of man twenty
years. Tyndall, Huxley, and Spencer were waiting to
be heard. As Huxley has justly said: “ There was No
Thoroughfare into the Kingdom of Nature.—By order,
Hence to examine theology, to discover whether
It was

The

Moses.”
its authority was absolute, became a necessity.
soon seen that there was ground for scepticism.
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priests resented criticism by representing the sceptics of
their pretensions as being sceptical of everything, whereas
they were only sceptics of clerical infallibility. They,
indeed, did aver that branches of human knowledge,
received as well established, were really open to question,
in order to show that, if men could not be confident of
things of which they had experience, how could the
Churches be confident of things of which no man had
experience, and which contradicted experience 1 So far
from disbelieving everything, scepticism went everywhere
in search of truth and certainty. Since the Church could
not be absolutely certain of the truth of its tenets, its duty
was to be tolerant. But, being intolerant, it became, as
Julian Hibbert put it, “ well-understood self-defence” to
assail it. The Church fought for power, the thinker fought
for truth.

Freethought among the people may be likened to a good
ship, manned by adventurous mariners who, cruising about
in the ocean of theology, came upon sirens, as other
mariners had done before—dangerous to be followed by
navigators bound to ports of progress. Many were thereby
decoyed to their own destruction. The sirens of the
Churches sang alluring songs, whose refrains were :—

1. The Bible the Guide of God.

2. The origin of the universe disclosed.

3. The care of Providence assured.

4. Deliverance from peril by prayer dependable.
5. Original sin effaceable by grace.

6. Perdition avoidable by faith in crucifixion.

7. Future life revealed.

These propositions were subjects of resonant hymns,
sermons, and tracts, and were not, and are not, disowned,
but still defended in discussion by orthodox and clerical
advocates. Save salvation by the blood of Christ (a
painful idea to entertain), the other ideas might well

fascinate the uninquiring. They had enchanted many
believers, but the explorers of whom we speak had acquired
the questioning spirit, and had learned prudently to look
at both sides of familiar subjects, and soon discovered that
the fair-seeming propositions which had formerly imposed
on their imagination were unsound, unsightly, and unsafe.
The Syracusans of old kept a school in which slaves were
taught the ways of bondage. Christianity has kept such a
school, in which the subjection of the understanding was
inculcated; and the pupils, now free to investigate, resolved
to see whether such things were true. Then began the
reign of refutation of theological error—by some from
indignation, at having been imposed upon ; by others from
zeal that misconception should end ; by more from enthu-
siasm for facts; by the bolder sort from resentment at the
intimidation and cruelty with which inquiry had been
suppressed so long; and by not a few from the love of dis-
putation, which has for some the delight men have for
chess, cricket, or other pursuit which has conflict and
conquest in it.

Self-determined thought is a condition of the progress
of nations. Where would science be but for open thought,
the nursing mother of enterprise, of discovery of invention,
of new conditions of human betterment? A modem
Hindu writer* tells us that the Hindu is sorely handicapped
by customs, which are prescribed by his religious books.
Hedged in by minute rules and restrictions, the various
classes forming the Hindu community have had but little
room for expansion and progress. The result has been
stagnation. Caste has prevented the Hindus from sinking,
but it has also prevented them from rising.

The old miracle bubbles which the Jews blew into the
air of wonder 2,000 years ago delight Churches still in their
childhood. The sea of theology would have been stagnant
centuries ago had not insurgent thinkers, at the peril of
their live3, created commotion in it. Morals would have
been poisoned on the shores of theology had not Free-
thought purified the waters by putting the salt of reason
into that sea, freshening it year by year.

Chapter V.
CONQUESTS OF INVESTIGATION.
“ The secret of genius is to suffer no fiction to live.” —Goethe.

Theologians had so choked the human mind with a dense
undergrowth of dogmas that it was like cutting through
an African forest, such as Stanley encountered, to find the

* Pramatha Nath Bose.
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path of truth. On that path, when found, many things,
unforeseen before, became plain. The siren songs of
orthodoxy were discovered to have strange discords of sense
in them.

1. The Guide of God seemed to be very human—not
authentic, not consistent; containing things not readable
nor explainable in the family—fictions such as the Incarna-
tion, reluctantly believable as the device of a moral Deity.
Men of genius and of noble ethical sympathy do, however,
deem that defensible. In any human book the paternal
exaction of such suffering as fell to Christ would be regarded
with alarm and repugnance. Wonder was felt that Scrip-
ture, purporting to contain the will of Deity, should not
be expressed so unmistakably that ignorance could not mis-
understand it, nor perversity misconstrue it. The Gods
know how to write.

2. The origin of all things has excited and disappointed
the curiosity of the greatest exploring minds of every age.
That the secret of the universe is undisclosed is manifest
from the different and differing conjectures concerning it.
The origin of the universe remains unknowable. What
awe fills, or rather takes possession of, the mind which com-
prehends this ! Theism takes wonder out of the universe.

3. Pleasant and free from anxiety life would be, were it
true that Providence is a present help in the day of need.
Alas ! to the poor it is evident that Providence does not
interfere, either to befriend the good in their distress,
or to arrest the bad in the act of crime.

4. The power of prayer has been the hope of the help-
less and the oppressed in every age. Every man wishes it
was true that aid could be had that way. Then every just
man could protect himself at will against his adversaries.
But experience shows that all entreaty is futile to induce
Providence to change its universal habit of non-intervention.
Prayer beguiles the poor, but provides no dinner. Mr.
Spurgeon said at the Tabernacle that prayer filled his meal
barrel when empty. | asked that he should publish the
recipe in the interest of the hungry. But he made no reply.

5. There is reason to think that original sin is not any-
thing more than original ignorance. The belief in natural
depravity discourages all efforts of progress. The primal
imperfection of human nature is only effaceable by know-
ledge and persistent endeavor. Even in things lawful to
do, excess is sin, judged by human standards. There may
be error without depravity.

6. Eternal perdition for conscientious belief, whether
erroneous or not, is humanly incredible. The devisers of
this doctrine must have been unaware that belief is an affair
of ignorance, prejudice, custom, education, or evidence.
The liability of the human race to eternal punishment is the
foundation on which all Christianity (except Unitarianism)
rests. This awful belief, if acted upon, with the sincerity
that Christianity declares it should be, would terminate all
enjoyment, and all enterprise would cease in the world.
None would ever marry. No persons with any humanity
in their hearts would take upon themselves the awful
responsibility of increasing the number of the damned.
