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Shakespeare was of us, Milton was for 2is,
Burns, Shelley, were with us—they watch from their

3raves i —Robert Browning.

Secularists and the Elections.

Our last week’'s article on the Blasphemy Laws
ended with two questions for parliamentary candi-
dates. We venture to print these again, so that they
may not he lost sight of:—

(1) Are you in favor of equal rights and liberties for
all forms of belief in matters of religion ?

(2) Are you prepared to vote for the abolition of the
Blasphemy Laws, under which Freethinkers are liable
—as Christians are not—to prosecution, fine, and im-
prisonment for disseminating their opinions ?

These questions should be put to all parliamentary
candidates in every part of the kingdom ; and if any
of them want enlightenment on the subject our last
week’s article—cut out of the Freethinker or left in
it—will supply what is required.

We now turn to the question of Secular Education
on which we shall do a little plain speaking.

Our readers will recollect that we have always
looked upon the Education controversy as a quarrel
between Churchites and Chapelites; av rather
between Church parsons and Nonconformist minis-
ters ; for we deny that the people at large, if left to
themselves, care twopence about the matter. The
Church parson wants to teach the religion that suits
him in what are facetiously called “voluntary”
schools. The Nonconformist minister wants all
“ voluntary ” schools to be abolished, and to have the
religion that Buits him taught in what Dr. Clifford is
now calling “ the Common Schools ” of the nation.
That is what the two opposite parties mean. All
that they say which looks different is blarney,
shuffling, and evasion.

Now the Conservative party, in the main, is the
political champion of the Churchites; and the Liberal
party, in the main, is the political champion of the
Chapelites.

The Socialists, of course, are in favor of Secular
Education ; and the same may be said of the Labor
candidates, if they stand by the clear resolution of
the Trade Union Congress.

What we have been asserting all along is now
admitted by the Christian World. Our contemporary
confesses that what the Free Church candidates
demand is “ equality of treatment for all branches
of the Christian Church.” This means equality of
privilege for all Christian denominations, at the
expense of Jews, Secularists, Freethinkers, Ration-
alists, and all other Non-Christians.

But this equality of treatment (or privilege) is
more easily talked about than realised. There is not
the slightest sign that the Churchites will fall into
the arms of the Chapelites, or that the Chapelites
will fall into the arms of the Churchites. They are
as hitter and irreconcilable as ever.

Mr. Augustine Birrell, the new President of; the
Board of Education, evidently realises the difficulty
of the job he will have to tackle. He is bound to
satisfy the Nonconformists if he can ; but he cannot
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very well do that without making the Church party
desperate, and rallying the Catholics to their assist-
ance ; and then there are all the Non-Christians—
who are more numerous than is generally believed—
ready to throw their weight in whichever side of the
scale may best serve the interests of Secular Educa-
tion. Mr. Birrell is therefore “ Kite-flying.” He
throws out a number of hints, to find out which will
“catch on.” And behind all is the threat of Secular
Education, which he says he personally desires.

The immediate future of this struggle is bound to
be of great interest to Freethinkers ; and, incidently,
it is likely to provide them with some amusement.

Meanwhile it should be noted that the Christian
World and the Daily Chronicle take totally different
views of what it is that Mr. Birrell is driving at.
They cannot both be right, and they may both be
wrong. But the very fact that they differ so widely
shows that Mr. Birrell is not quite so simple as they
imagine.

We shall have more to say on this subject next
week. At present we wish to lay before our readers
a correspondence we have had with Mr. Rowland
Whitehead, the Liberal candidate for South-East
Essex—where we reside when we are at home. This
correspondence may help some of our readers in
dealing with their own candidates.

Mr. Whitehead's address contained the usual
vague, see-saw paragraph about Education, on which
we ventured to send him the following letter:—

January 4, 1906.

“ Dear Sir,—

Your election address, with an invitation to me
to vote for you, has been delivered at my residence.

With regard to Education, | have read the paragraph
you devote to it, without gaining any definite enlighten-
ment—except that you are opposed to the Church party
and in favor of the Chapel party. | am opposed to
both. It is, in my opinion, wrong to teach religion at
all through State servants in State buildings; and it is
certainly as wrong to teach religion which is approved
by Nonconformists as to teach religion which is approved
by Churchmen. What | desire to know is whether
your vague language contains any principle. You say
that you °‘desire the continuance of religious instruc-
tion,” but you cannot sanction the ‘ use of public funds
for the endowment of any particular creed.” You also
say that you are against ‘ sectarian tests. Now will
you kindly tell me when and where religion was ever
taught without sectarianism, and how you imagine such
a thing to be possible at present in this country ? What
| presume you mean is that all Christian denominations
should have an equal advantage. But as the public
schools are supported by Non-Christians too, | should
be glad to know where the latter stand in your
suggested arrangement.

For my part, | cannot conceive the possibility of any
subject being taught by paid teachers without ° tests ’
being applied; for, if the tests are not applied openly,
it is pefectly certain that tboy must be applied tacitly.
Objection would surely be raised against a Jewish
teacher expounding the doctrine of the deity of Jesus
Christ—or a Freetbinking teacher expounding any
Christian doctrine whatever. | have myself known
Freethinking teachers who have been obliged to quit
the scholastic profession in consequence of the arrange-
ment which you seem to regard as so equitable.

Now as Freethinkers are citizens, and their votes are
solicited as such, it cannot be expected that they will
not take the usual means to defend their own rights.
Before | can feel at liberty to vote for you, therefore, I
shall deem it necessary to be informed a little more
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particularly as to the real nature of your program in
regard to ‘ Education.’ Yours truly)

Rowland Whitehead Esq.
To this letter we received the following reply:—
January 6, 1906.

G. W. Foote.”

* G. W. Foote, Esq.
Dear Sir—

| beg to acknowledge receipt of your letter
of Jan. 4, in which you ask certain questions with regard
to the education matter.

Shortly, my position is this. | have frequently stated
on the public platform and elsewhere that the only
logical solution of the Education controversy, and the
only one that is based upon any abstract principle, is
that the public authorities should not provide any
religious instruction at the public expense. However,
the English nation, | believe, desire to have religious
instruction in public schools, and if this is to be
achieved, it can, | believe, only be done, as indicated in
my address, by an agreement in which reasonable
facilities are given for all concerned in the matter, to
have or to give the religious instruction which they
desire. An agreement of this kind, which can only be
in the nature of a compromise, is not based on any
principle. If such an agreement is not feasible, I think
that secular education is the only logical outcome of the
difficulties. | am entirely in favor of the non-Christians
having the same, facilities for giving instruction to
members of their own sects, at their own expense, in
their own creeds, as are given to any Christian
denomination. Yours faithfaUy)

Rowland Whitehead.”

Mr. Whitehead’s reply was not very satisfactory,
and we were minded to let the matter drop as
apparently hopeless; but on second thoughts we
decided to write a rejoinder:—

“ Dear Sir,— January 8, 1906.

| beg to thank you for yours of the 6th inst., in
reply to mine of the 4th.

I cannot say, however, that you reply to my questions
which were based upon your election address. Cer-
tainly you do not inform me how religion can be taught
in the public schools without * sectarian tests’ being
applied in some form or other to the teachers.

I must note, also, that there is a very serious discre-
pancy between your election address and your letter.
In the latter you refer to Secular Education as the only
logical policy ; in the former you say that you ‘ person-
ally desire the continuance of religious instruction.’

It is something, however, that you do perceive the
logic of Secular Education. In this you are like all the
leading men in the present Liberal government. But
you are also like them in giving your intellectual adhe-
sion to one thing and your practical support to another.
The truth being, | take it, that you, in common with
other Liberals, feel that you must have Nonconformist
support, and see the necessity of paying the price
exacted for it.

When you say that 1the English nation desire to have
religious instruction in public schools’ you are merely
speculating. My own belief is that the demand for
religious education in the public schools is really the
work of the Church clergy on the one side, and the
Nonconformist ministers on the other ; and that, as Dr.
Macnamara and others have said, the great mass of the
people are indifferent to the whole matter, except when
they are under the direct stimulus of the professional
zealots.

I think you will find, if you think the question out,
that no policy of religious education in the public
schools is wise or just, or calculated to bring about
peace between the quarreling sects.

You may rely upon this, in the meantime, that Non-
Christians will never take part in any ‘compromise,’
such as you suggest, which is a violation of their car-
dinal principles. Religion is either a public or a personal
matter. If it be the former, the State should teach
what it regards as the true religion, in spite of all sec-
tional opposition. If it be the latter, the State should
leave it absolutely to the individual conscience of the
citizens.

Yours truly,

Rowland Whitehead, Esq. G. W. Foote.”

We hardly imagine that Mr. Whitehead will reply
again. Should he do so, however, his letter may
interest our readers. Q w> Foote

THE FREETHINKER

January 14, 190G

A Misreading of Evolution.

The Unit of Strife. By E. K. Garrod. Longmans, Green & Co.

Mr. Garrod has written what is at many points a
very suggestive little work, and what might easily
have been a wholly useful one, had it not been marred
by one fatal flaw. He has chosen to follow Mr.
Benjamin Kidd in his unscientific exposition of the
nature of religious belief and its function in social
progress, and in so doing has placed himself among
those pseudo-scientific writers on whose efforts the
late Professor Huxley poured well earned scorn.
And, indeed, a conception of evolution that pictures
human instincts as diametrically and fundamentally
opposed to human reason, both of them being pro-
ducts of the same evolutional process, and only kept
in order by religious belief is sufficiently absurd to
obviate tbe necessity of disproof, if only accurate
thinking was a common characteristic of the average
mind. But it is not, and with this fact lies the
need for refutation.

What Mr. Garrod means by the “ Unit of Strife”
is the nature of the unit that determines survival in
the struggle for existence. He rightly points out
that the nature of this unit undergoes continuous
modification, but which may, for convenience, be
divided into a few broad classes. Biologically the
earliest may be taken as the cell. Each cell lives and
fights for itself. In the next stage we have the
multicellular organisms, where a differentiation of
function makes its appearance, and wherein the
individual cell is subordinated, in function, to the
whole, the whole in turn subserving the interests of
each part. A further stage is reached when this
differentiation of function in the case of cells becomes
paralleled by a division of labor, or difference of func-
tion, with animals living in groups. And this stage
—far more operative in the sub-human world than
Mr. Garrod allows for—may be said to cover the
whole of human, as well as the major part of animal
evolution.

The Unit of strife undergoes a further development
among human beings by what may bo called an ex-
pansion of the individual. By this process the
interest of the individual expands from the tribe to
the nation, and from the nation to its ultimate stago
of the race. Or, to put the matter in another way,
whereas the earliest form of the struggle known—
and possibly the earliest that has existed so far as
human beings are concerned—is the contest of tribe
with tribe, the unit being the tribe, and individual
fitness being determined by serviceability to tbe body
politic; history records the gradual growth of the
unit of strife, until we glimpse as an ultimate stage
a combination of humankind as a whole against its
inevitable enemies, the quality of the individual being
measured by this ultimate purpose.

Had Mr. Garrod continued along these lines, point-
ing out how this process is affected by the develop-
ment of mind, and to what extent current tendencies
are to be utilised or opposed, he would have performed
a useful service, and his book would have deserved
nothing but praise. But instead of treating mind as
based upon earlier instinct, from which it springs
and of which it is an elaborated expression, he prefers
to treat it as more or less of a disruptive and anti-
social force, needing to be checked by a “ sanction,”
which he finds, like Mr. Kidd, in religion, and like
Mr. Kidd without seeing how suicidal is his position.
The development of the new force, he says, which
came into play with the consciousness of law intro-
duced the necessity for a new function in human
communities. “ Man finds himself consciously at
enmity with an inherited instinct within himself,
which perpetually prompts him to seek the needs of
his own existence only, regardless of the fact that as
a member of a community, or of communities, his
own existence can only profit as he seeks the welfare
of those larger communities themselves.” And the
conclusion is that the only adequate controlling force
is to be found in religion, which imposes upon man
the conception of a force outside superior to himself,



January 14, 1906

and so induces submission and obedience to law that
makes for the restraint of this inherited instinct.
This, he says, has been the function of religion in the
past, and is the function of religion in the present.
And to clinch the matter there is a chapter devoted
to a review of historic races and nations in order to
prove that those communities possessed of religious
systems that represent the need of self-restraint in
obedience to the decrees of a higher power, must be
the communities which best succeed.

It would be hard to say which is the most unsatis-
factory in the above statement—the statements
concerning man or those concerning the function of
religion. One can only feel certain that neither
would have been made had there not been a desire
to find some useful and permanent function for
religion. To begin with, it is not accurate to say
that the awakening of a consciousness of natural
law finds man at enmity with inherited instincts—at
least it is not true when stated in this bald manner.
And it is surprising that so thoroughgoing an evolu-
tionist as Mr. Garrod seems to be does not perceive
that the evolution of an instinct that is funda-
mentally opposed to human welfare is, on the
evolutionary hypothesis, a simple impossibility.
Want of complete adaptation due to an ever-changing
environment, there may be, but this is all. And
the rectification is brought about, not by the sup-
pression of instincts, but by their education, or, as
I have put it above, by their expansion. Let anyone
try and think of an instinct that is fundamentally
bad, and it will be at once seen how far from the fact
is Mr. Garrod's position. Robbery, for example, is
the irregular or illegitimate gratification of a desire
that is under other conditions perfectly legitimate ;
lust of an instinct the existence of which is vital;
and so on through the entire list. The true function
of reason in this direction is to indicate how, under
changed conditions, these instincts may more cer-
tainly fulfil their primary use.

In the next place, the distinction between religion
and reason is quite false. Religion does not come
into existence as something opposed to reason, and
has never, save in spasmodic apologies, justified
itself on this ground. Religion in its origin is based
upon reasoning as exact as the circumstances admit.
It becomes unreasonable only in view of the develop-
ment of more accurate reasoning against which ii
sets itself. There is a grain of truth in Mr. Garrod's
contention that religion does act, under certain con-
ditions, as a binding force ; but stated as Mr. Garrod
states it, it is robbed of all its value. Mr. Walter
Bagehot, in his profoundly suggestive book, Physics
and Politics, pointed out that one use of early reli-
gions was to break in man to the social yoke.* But
he was acute enough to point out further that once
the yoke was formed, the next necessary step was to
break it; and that this was even a more difficult step
than the first. Mr. Garrod on the contrary, asserts
that those communities strongest in the sense of
obedience to this religious force have shown them-
selves the fittest to survive.

One would be surprised at such a statement if one
were not well used to the religionist’s lordly contempt
for facts. And one of these facts is that it is just this
“ submission and obedience ” to what man conceives
to be the will of his Deity that is responsible for by
far the larger portion of the evils that stain the
history of religion. However debatable it may be
that bad men have been made good by religious
belief, there is simply no rational questioning the
statement good men have acted badly, and bad ones
Worse than they would otherwise have done, as a
result of their religious beliefs. It may be said they
Were mistaken in their judgment of their divine
will.  Maybe ; but this does not alter the fact that
they acted as they did because they believed as they
did. Had they not been submissive and obedient to
the “ divine will ” the history of heresy would have

* Even this would have to be discounted somewhat, as Mr.
Bagehot hardly allowed enough for the fact of man’s gregarious
*nimal ancestry.
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been different to what it is, and the story of Chris-
tian witch-hunting would never have been written.

The inaccuracy is the greater when Mr. Garrod
makes this belief one of the conditions of the “ fit-
ness ” of communities. He speaks of the advantage
of the ruler who led his troops infused with a high
ideal and the conviction that their special deity
favored their cause alone. But as the opposing army
would in all probability have exactly the same con-
viction, it is difficult to see what advantage either
side derived therefrom. Mr. Garrod follows Mr. Kidd
in pointing out that Greece began to decline in power
when at its greatest point intellectually, and when
its religious belief began to give way before encroach-
ing culture. But Greece went down before even a
less religious people than themselves, the decisive
factor being neither religion nor mental culture, but
military supremacy. Moreover the whole lesson of
history is actually the reverse of that taught by Mr.
Garrod. If ever there existed a religious people it
was the ancient Egyptians. Yet they went down
before invader after invader. The Romans were a
people whose religion was mainly of a civic char-
acter—a people who identified themselves with the
State instead of with some extra-cosmic force. Yet
they defeated religious races wherever they en-
countered them, and above all, the Jews, whom
Christians believe to have been the most truly reli-
gious of all. And when Rome became really religious
—became, that is, Christian—she went down before
the less religious Barbarians. Even in our own
country, in its various invasions, there is the same
lesson ; while certainly the Elizabethan period, that
saw so much of the foundations of England’s great-
ness laid, was not the most religious period of our
history. And one need only just remind readers,
that the greater religious fervor of the Boers did not
secure them victory, nor did the greater religious
belief of the Russians enable the Czar's army to
enter Tokio—except as prisoners.

Even the plea that man gains strength from the
conviction that he is fighting with an extra-cosmic
force will not stand examination. After all, the only
forces we can know are natural forces. And as we
have to believe that any other assumed force is
working through these, our relation is to natural
forces first and last. We may assume for a time
that this is not so, but in the long run facts win,
because they alone are permanently insistent. We
may even continue for a while longer to pretend to
believe as true what we know to be false ; but this
too loses strength sooner or later. And it is only
religious advocates who would inoculate the people
with hypocrisy in the name of morality and intel-

lectual integrity. ¢ . COHEN.

Minorities.

Minorities are always persecuted. They never get
justice. The invariable tendency of the strong is to
crush the weak. When the Christians were few and
feeble their lot was hard and cruel; but no sooner
did they become numerous and powerful than they
took up the role of persecutors. When the Puritans
were a minority in England they were most atro-
ciously treated, but the moment they got hold of
the reins of power they began to mete to others the
very treatment to which they themselves had so
acutely suffered. This is a rule to which there are
no known exceptions. At the present time, avowed
Secularists are a small minority in Great Britain,
with the result that they are looked down upon and
despised. In the management of national affairs
their very existence is systematically ignored. They
are never referred to except in terms of denunciation
and scorn. In the present educational contro-
versy neither Church nor Dissent gives them a
moment’s consideration. They do not count. When
they lift up their voice in solemn protest, when they
call aloud for nothing but fair-play or mere justice,
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they are rewarded with contemptuous silence. If
they attempt to argue out their case they are met
with sophistical evasions and virulent abuse.

A little while ago, a prominent Christian lady was
vehemently denouncing a woman-writer, through
whose first and greatest book there runs a thick vein
of scepticism. “ She is a thoroughly had woman,”
shouted this gentle representative of the meek and
mild Redeemer of the world. “ Madam, have you
evidence in your possession to substantiate such an
assertion?” was humbly demanded. “ No evidence
is required,” she answered, “ only a wicked woman
could have written such an ungodly book.” Guy
Thorne, the Christian novelist who is so tremen-
dously boomed just now, assumes the same attitude
to unbelievers. According to him, in his Christmas
article in the Christian Commonwealth, no honest man
can be an Atheist, Atheism being only a sop adminis-
tered to a guilty conscience. Secularism is simply
adopted to allow wicked people to wallow unrebuked
in the worst forms of moral filth. Mr. Thorne does
not inform us in which place Renan has his abode
just now ; but he has no hesitation in affirming that
the illustrious French writer knoivs now that Jesus
is God as well as man. The majority are infallible ;
they know everything ; their wildest assertions must
be true; and only the most abandoned characters
would ever dream of challenging the accuracy of
their statements. Such an attitude is abominably
unjust; but that does not matter in the least, the
only thing that matters being the undoubted om-
niscience of the majority.

Does it never occur to Christian apologists that
mud-throwing has no argumentative value ? You
may vilipend Haeckel to any extent you please ; but
that does not disprove Haeckelism. You may abuse
Thomas Paine to your heart’s content, calling him
“a dirty little Atheist” ; but your diabolical be-
smirching of the man does not touch the arguments
of the Age of Reason. You may blacken the character
of the late Colonel Ingersoll till not a single white
spot is left; but that is no answer to his powerful
attacks upon Supernaturalism. Professor Haeckel
is held in the highest esteem by all who know him,
and it has been proved to the hilt that the vile
charges levelled at the heads of Paine and Ingersoll
are utterly false. My present object, however, is to
point out that base aspersions are not arguments.
They who deal in malicious personalities only betray
the weakness of their case. They are guilty of
hitting below the belt. And yet we find that
personal abuse is a weapon resorted to by nearly all
Christian apologists in answering their opponents.
But it is a detestable weapon, utterly unworthy of
any true cause.

Is it not the duty of minorities to fall into line
and keep step with the rest of the world ? Yes,
doubtless, in unessential matters, where no vital
principle is involved. But when we have to do with
religious and non-religious opinions and convictions,
it must be admitted that every man has a perfect
right both to cherish and advocate his own ; and
history assures us that minorities have often been
proved to be right. Galileo was right, though the
whole Church was against and bitterly denounced
him. Bruno was right, though the majority put him
to death. And the fact that Freethinkers are to-
day in the minority is no sign whatever that they
are in error. Indeed, one presumptive proof that
their views are true is to be found in the undeniable
fact that the Church is slowly travelling in the
direction of their position. Bit by bit Super-
naturalism is slowly disappearing. Uncompromising
theological conservatives are now few and far be-
tween, while the ranks of Freethought are fuller and
stronger than ever.

Avowed Freethinkers are still a minority ; but they
are not on that account dismayed and depressed.
Confident that they possess the truth they are filled
with sublime courage and hope. They rejoice to learn
that not a few Christian apologists are practically on
their side, the difference between them being one of
words rather than of thoughts. Sir Oliver Lodge,
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for example, in the current number of the Hibbcrt
Journal refers to the Virgin Birth and the bodily
Resurrection as legends. Just think of it, the resur-
rection of Christ, the corner stone of the Christian
religion, only a legend! If the body did not rise,
there was nothing else to rise, for the soul or spirit
cannot die. The Christian Church is founded on a
lie. Such admissions coming from advocates of the
Faith are of the utmost value, and Freethinkers
cannot make too much of them. Sir Oliver Lodge is
our very best ally, and we congratulate him on the
excellent service he is rendering to our cause. We
heartily welcome him; and his being welcomed by
the other side shows conclusively how very near to
each other, after all, the two sides really are.

In view of such strange admissions we are told by
some of the more orthodox divines that it was a huge
mistake to make the resurrection the foundation of
the Christian religion, the only sure foundation being
Jesus Christ himself. But what is Jesus Christ him-
self apart from the Virgin Birth and the Resurrec-
tion ? Paul did not agree with such divines. He
says that Jesus Christ was “ declared to be the Son
of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness,
by the resurrection of the dead” (Romans i. 4).
Again he says: “ If Christ hath not been raised, your
faith is vain ; ye are yet in your sins ” (1 Cor. xv. 17).
All the doctors of the Church, in all ages, faithfully
followed Paul’'s lead. Apart from his resurrection
Jesus Christ himself is a most unsafe foundation on
which to build one’s house of faith. Thus we see
that the advanced theologians of to-day are giving
up, one by one, the “ essential contents of the Chris-
tian Faith,” and so playing into the hands of their
opponents. We have every reason, therefore, to greet
the future with a cheer, and to devote ourselves with
confidence to the work of the present.

We have just entered upon another year in our
work for Freethought, and the question naturally
arises: How can we improve on the service of the
past ? How can we best facilitate the triumph of
our cause ? How can we most effectively help to
convert a minority into a majority ? By keeping out
of the Slough of Despond, by cherishing an opti-
mistic spirit, by cultivating faith in the essential
merits of the cause, and particularly by never falling
from the high state of good nature which it is our
privilege to maintain. Most people do occasionally
get becalmed in the cold sea of pessimism when, do
what they may, they are powerless to make any
genuine progress. Everything then presents an
aspect of despair, and the fires of life burn low. Let
us all endeavor so to steer our vessels as always to
catch the invigorating breezes of hope. Superstition
is doomed, in the eye of reason all forms of super-
naturalism are finally discredited, and just over the
edge of the horizon yonder we can see the dawn of
the reign of Secularism. All the gods are passing
away, and all religions are on the wane, and their
places are being taken by the verified conclusions of
Science and the plain facts of life. Surely there is
here a sufficient encouragement to prevent us from
slipping into the dismal swamp of dejection, and to
induce us to toil with might and main to make our
mission a complete success.

We have no new arguments, the old being as
applicable and convincing now as ever. In our
relation to the supernatural we merely plead entire
ignorance. To those who believe in it we only say:
“ Adduce some proof, present some evidence, offer
us some form of demonstration that what you believe
in is an objective reality. The supernatural does not
appeal to us, we know nothing at all about it, but
we are prepared to consider evidences, to weigh
proofs, and to heed verifications. We are waiting
for some substantiation of your belief.” In response
to our repeal they can only repeat their confession
of faith. No proof, no evidonce, no verification is
practicable. Then we rejoin: “ In the absence of
what you cannot give us are we not justified in
concentrating our thought and interest on the only
sphere known to us? We do not resist God, we
only state that God has positively no dealings with
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us. When some of us lost our faith in him He also
completely lost his hold upon us, and ever since we
have been total strangers to each other.” That is
precisely the position we occupy. We have no new
arguments because we do not need any. It is the
believers who need to be reinforced with fresh
arguments. All the old ones are now deserted as
useless, and no new ones have been minted.

We have no new arguments; but we are per-
petually restating and reconstructing the old. We
are sometimes taunted with the antiquity of our
arguments; but however ancient they may be they
have never once been fairly met and answered. They
have not been answered because they are unanswer-
able ; and they are unanswerable because the super-
natural objects of belief are both unknown and
unknowable. | may believe that there is a city of
six million inhabitants on the southern hemisphere
of the moon. My belief in that city may minister
perpetual joy to me. | picture the' buildings in my
mind; | meditate upon the inhabitants, wondering
what they are like and how they spend their time.
Are they worried by the same puzzling problems as
trouble us ? Have they too a religion and are their
lives made miserable by theological hair-splittings
and interminable controversies ? This moon-city
may be a source of much comfort and pleasure to
me; but if asked to prove that such a city exists |
would be hopelessly dumb. The same thing is true
of the belief in God and the heavenly city. No one
has ever seen either God or his heavenly city, and so
no one knows that either exists. In the absence of
all proof or evidence, or of the testimony of any eye-
witness, we believe in neither; and believing in
neither we have all the stronger belief in the world
and the beings we both see and touch every day.
These are within our reach, and as real as we can
conceive them to be. We may know nothing as it is
in itself ; but we do know our fellow-beings as they
appear to and affect us. Well, let us try to get into
right relations with them as we know them, and with
the world in which we all live. This is the quint-
essence of Secularism, as | understand it. It refuses
to have anything to do with a world of which it has
no knowledge, while it advocates the wisdom of
making the most and best of a world concerning
which we seem to know something. That, in a nut-
shell, is the whole teaching of Secularism ; and is it
not eminently a safe and wholesome teaching? The
whole duty of man as a citizen of this world is
embraced by it.

Minaorities have rights which should not be denied
to them. They have a right to exist and express
themselves ; and this is a simple human right. They
have a right to be considered in the settlement of all
matters which concern them, which right is not now
granted to them. And let it be remembered that
the minorities of to-day may be the majorities of to-
morrow, and that then to-morrow may be a day of
unexpected judgment and of rectification of false
relationships. j. T. LXjOyD.

The Conversion of a Family.

My whole family was “ converted ” to Christianity when |
Was about six years of age. Yet none of them had ever
doubted the truth of that creed before the said “ conversion.”
They simply went to the parish church, believed what they
were told, and troubled no more about it. They read the
orthodox conservative rag, and indulged in the sins of their
fathers. My brother and sister went to the State school,
| still remember the horrible tales of the wholesale floggings,
and periodical mutinies which occurred at that school, and
also the awe with which | looked forward to the time when
| was doomed to undergo my own ordeal. Happily | was
spared this, for the conduct of the old school-master became
so intolerable that my father resolved to remove my brother
and sister to the Grundtvigian private school just before |
commenced my schooling.

Here let me say that the Danish Grundtvigian sect is, to
the best of my belief, the best Christian sect in the world,
and one of the few religious communities for which | have a
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good word to say. A pity it is that those people, like the
Quakers, are so few in number. They are Radicals to a
man, and many of them Republicans They disbelieve in
the State being allied with religion ; hut whether they would
be faithful to that principle if the State patronised their
brand is, of course, a different matter. Religious and
political freedom is their watchword. In some respects
Grundtvigianism is, theoretically, a reversion towards
Catholicism. This is, however, belied by the practices of
its adherents ; for they dearly love enlightenment, and their
teachers are pushing more and more towards Freethought.

In this said school thero was no corporal punishment, we
were invited to treat the teacher as our equal, and interrupt
him whenever we did not understand him. There were no
lessons to be learnt by heart, and often the lectures he gave
us developed into animated discussions, or all-round conversa-
tion, ariR yet there was no disorder or disobedience. There
was an evening lecture once a week for the people of the
neighborhood, and my father and brothers and sisters
attended. My family became friendly with the teacher, and
were invited to go and hear Pastor Spleiss, who preached in
one of the neighboring parishes. My brother and sister
went. Through hearing this man, who was an earnest and
eloquent preacher, they became so enthusiastic, that they
besought my father to drive us over to hear him. This he
did, not once, but every Sunday, till Pastor Spleiss was re-
luctantly compelled to relinquish his pulpit to go to another
calling. It is even now hard for me to think ill of this
preacher’s motives in leaving us. But it is yet vivid in my
memory how | puzzled my brain—young as | was—why he
left us, as his heart was apparently breaking at the very
thought of the approaching separation. “ It grieves my
heart to leave you,” he would say, while his tear-washed
cheeks glowed, and his voice was stifled with grief, “ but it
is the Lord’s will.” And | thought with a sigh: So be it—
there must be some mysterious reason for this sudden call.

Had this occurred now | fancy | should have been rather
sarcastic about it. | rather suspect there were more grapes
in that part of the Lord’s vineyard to which this servant of
the Lord had been called than in the one he had been called
from. | have another criticism to make concerning this
otherwise excellent man. He came once to our school to
deliver an evening lecture. |, as a scliool-boy, was fond of
hearing a speech. As there were not sufficient seats for all,
| stood up in deference to elder folks upon the only standing
room there was, namely, on the floor in front of the platform.
Here | reared my stately form before the eloquent preacher,
no doubt somewhat rudely gazing at him, while he delivered
his oration. It seems, however, that he did not appreciate
my eagerness to be initiated into the mysteries of the Chris-
tian religion, for he opened his speech by remarking that if
the boys came there to stare at him he would set an hour
especially apart for that purpose. That was a beautiful
illustration of the saying of Christ: “ Suffer little children
to come unto me, and forbid them not; for of such is the
kingdom of heaven.”

Now, what was the influence of all this upon my father’s
life? He ceased swearing—except when very angry, and then
only when he thought nobody heard him. He ceased to
drink—except two wine-glasses of spirit for breakfast, and
two more instead of tea. He ceased to associate with the
neighbors—except occasionally. He took to reading, and
forgot his work, which partially caused his downfall. Our
women folk retained the sin of continually, in tho most blas-
phemous manner, at every occasion, taking the Lord’s name
in vain. |, who grew up the most sincerely religious of
them all, was always remonstrating with them, but in vain.
Tho other Grundtvigian farmers in the parish left off the
sins of their fathers, and adopted others of their own. They
formed a sanctimonious and aristocratic clique, and looked
down on everybody “ lower ” than themselves. Their love
of liberty and general good-heartedness expressed itself in a
too great leniency towards their offspring. Thoy allowed
their children to go astray. Their daughters formed road-
side and moonshine, and even bedroom, liaisons with the
scum of the parish, and after Sunday church service they
would diBcuss their Saturday night's escapades outsido the
church.  When they had sown their wild oats they would
generally contract a “ respectable ” marriage.

At that time my father was a member of the parish council,
one function of which was to appoint teachers to the various,
schools. There came a Grundtvigian teacher, who was an
applicant, to present himself to my father. He used his
influence on his behalf, and they were successful. This
teacher was an extraordinary man, a fascinating personality,
and a religious fanatic. He was of medium height, inclined
to stoutness; he had black curly hair, black trimmed beard,
red lips, wore a rough light grey suit, had a hollow voice,
and his hands and arms were tattooed with blue ink. He
had been seven years a sailor, had braved the dangers of
the sea, and told of adventures in the jungles of Brazil. My
j-amily were infatuated with him. My father drove us once
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